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Defense Solutions

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION

Senator Charles E. Grassley
135 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

June 5, 2017
Senator Grassley,

I read with great interest your February 09, 2017 letter to President Trump encouraging him to empower
whistleblowers who bring attention to fraud, waste and abuse in government. | agree whistleblowers can be
instrumental in helping to “drain the swamp” in Washington by shedding light on abuses within the bureaucracy.
However, rather than holding a White House Rose Garden ceremony to honor the work of whistleblowers, |
suggest President Trump vigorously support legal reform that would protect whistleblowers in federal court. This
is the only way to send a clear message that bureaucratic misbehavior and retaliation against those who report
such atrocities will not be tolerated. As you aptly stated:

“After eight years under the leadership of what even the press has described as 'the least transparent
administration in history' that prosecuted more whistle blowers than any other previous administration,
the time is ripe to finally recognize the immeasurable value that whistle blowers bring to our
democracy.”

I hope President Trump will usher in sweeping changes and renewed optimism to a problem that has been allowed
to fester far too long. Laws need to be enacted to protect the Intelligence Community's contractor employees.
Presently, contractors receive very little protection. We are not simply "being treated like skunks at a picnic," we
are intelligence professionals who are not afforded the same protection under federal law like our federal
government counterparts. We are professionals that the internal reporting system has failed. The current system
stands in stark opposition to your claim that the “government is transparent and accountable to the American
people.” As I will demonstrate below, the internal system available to contractors is undeniably unfair and highly
unethical due to lapses in integrity by Offices of the Inspector General within the Intelligence Community. Until
contractors receive robust protection under the law, the specter of intelligence employees going outside the
internal system and risking the disclosure of classified information will be forever present. This is a threat to the
safety and security of America.

I know you are a champion for whistleblower protection. Your office has been aware of my case for the past three
years. The intent of this letter is to provide you a clear understanding of where my case currently stands, point out
specific problems with the current state of Intelligence Community whistleblowing, and to request that you and
the Senate Whistleblower Caucus take immediate action to help rectify ongoing problems with several Inspector
Generals.

I understand why your office had to allow both the Central Intelligence Agency's Office of the Inspector General
(CIA 1G) and the Intelligence Community Inspector General’s Office (ICIG) handle my case. It is their
responsibility. Their reviews have concluded. However, due to both offices committing fraud (by outright lying
and intentional misrepresentation), as well as blatantly ignoring several conflicts of interests within my case, the
time for inaction has passed. This letter also serves as a warning to all Intelligence Community contractors about
the pitfalls of engaging the internal process. Several contractor whistleblowers have claimed that the system is



broken. Unfortunately, the evidence to back up their claims was sparse. This is not the case for me as | have taken
great care over the years to document the systematic shortcomings of the process. These are presented herein.
Make no mistake about it - the current system is horribly broken and quite frankly beyond repair. The President is
correct; we need to drain the swamp. For the sake of national security, the Intelligence Community Inspector
General apparatus needs to be drained. The Intelligence Community whistleblower policies and procedures need
immediate attention. It is a virtual quagmire ensnaring intelligence professionals who are trying to abide by their
legal duty to report fraud, waste, abuse and mismanagement. The nation will be at risk until the fear of reprisal is
removed and the internal system addresses its integrity shortcomings.

Major Concerns

A defense contractor would be extremely foolish to engage the Inspector General system as a whistleblower.
Whistleblowers must keep in mind that this process is designed to frustrate you, isolate you, exhaust you, and
stress you out. The process will financially destroy you and grossly effect your family members. A whistleblower
needs to be courageous and not deviate from their moral convictions. Our country needs whistleblowers to let the
government know when there are problems hindering national security or wastes of taxpayers' money. The
following are my major concerns. Further detail (and the exact complaints submitted to the Inspector Generals)
are provided below.

1. The number one reason to avoid at all costs the Inspector Generals is that they are ethically challenged. In
my case, both the CIA IG and the ICIG have committed fraud by lying/misrepresenting the facts. There is
no consistency in how they deal with apparent, potential and actual conflicts of interest. The ICIG is
aware of these transgressions. They were provided sufficient documentary evidence to back up these
claims. | filed a formal request to the ICIG to vacate both the CIA 1G whistleblower retaliation decision
as well as the ICIG External Review Panel's decision on whistleblower retaliation. | requested an
impartial IG office be assigned the case. If granted it would render the past three years of investigations
meaningless and a complete waste of taxpayer funds.

As the press has widely reported, unethical actions are not limited to these two IG offices. It is an
epidemic contaminating the Intelligence Community and Department of Defense. No matter the facts of a
case, no matter which laws are applicable, if the Inspector General's Offices acts unethically, one is better
off bringing their concerns elsewhere.

2. As a whistleblower, if you choose to seek legal representation, your attorney will have very limited access
to the details of your case. Without knowing the facts of your case, your lawyer can not provide sufficient
legal counsel. You will have to handle a majority of the case by yourself. In my case, an attorney was
granted a clearance by the DNI to review my case, however, the CIA declined to grant access to any of
“their” information, rendering the clearance useless.

3. | had no access to government documents to support my claims. More than four years and seven months
after filing the first of dozens of Freedom of Information and Privacy Act requests, the government has
only provided me the documents | supplied to them. The government has not provided a single document.
Transparency and accountability cannot occur while this practice continues. Requests for my security file,
requests for regulations on whistleblower protection, requests for derogatory emails written by the
government, requests for completed investigative reports - all fall into a bureaucratic black hole. A
whistleblower does not stand a chance of prevailing without access to critical documents.

4. Presidential Policy Directive-19 provides little to no protection for whistleblowers. It is poorly conceived
and does not contain sufficient detail nor teeth to make it an effective tool to stop reprisals. Federal laws
are desperately needed.

5. The Inspector Generals will not provide a speedy resolution to claims. My Presidential Policy Directive-
19 allegation that the CIA retaliated against my whistleblowing by delaying and terminating the
adjudication of my clearance took three years and two months to decide. One of my fraud, waste, abuse
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and mismanagement claims was initiated in 2009. To this day, it remains unresolved.

6. Finally, the government will not even acknowledge whether issues you have reported are being
investigated. Over 30 months after | brought concerns to the attention of the ICIG, neither the CIA nor the
ICIG will confirm any investigation is taking place. Further, neither office has interviewed me nor made a
single attempt to collect evidence on any issues besides processing of my clearance. All other issues have
been ignored. When Inspector Generals do not conduct timely investigations, pertinent evidence can be
lost or forgotten as time passes.

These issues have been reported to the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence and the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence. To date, they have chosen to let CIA handle my concerns. | believe these Committees
need to take a more proactive stance. | requested the Director of National Intelligence and the Director of Central
Intelligence open investigations on their respective IG staffs' behavior. | strongly recommend every effort is made
to support you and Senator McCaskill in your efforts to pass legislation designed to protect whistleblowers in the
Intelligence Community. Every elected official has a vested interest in protecting whistleblowers because their
efforts make the country safer.

Reports in May 2017 indicated that you planned to block Courtney Elwood's nomination as CIA General Counsel
until CIA responds to your 2014 request for the declassifying of whistleblowing letters and the release of CIA
internal whistle blowing regulations. You are an elected official. You represent U.S. citizens. Yet, the CIA refuses
to accommodate you. If you are being stonewalled, what chance does the average citizen like me stand against the
CIA? Three years ago, | requested that you be given access to my case. CIA refused. You have jurisdiction over
my case in several areas that CIA will never admit. This is not a pure intelligence matter under CIA's purview.
Laws have been broken. Laws have not been enforced. These are the responsibility of the Judicial Branch and not
the Executive Branch. As Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, | urge you to open a full investigation into the
illegal activity | have reported.

I engaged the Inspector General system hoping for the best. What | experienced is disheartening. | brought my
initial contract concerns to the CIA IG in 2009 and here | am in 2017 with very little addressed in a professional
manner. The system needs an overhaul. These issues are beyond the Intelligence Community to resolve in a
timely and equitable manner. Whistleblowers need to be protected by robust federal law. Nothing short of
legislation can remove the institutional bias and inherent conflicts of interest that would allow whistleblowers to
safely report and substantiate their claims. If a defense contractor chooses to still blow the whistle, it is not
inconceivable you will be treated in a similar manner.

Unethical Behavior by the Inspector Generals

I filed complaints with the Council of Inspector General for Integrity and Ethics (CIGIE) and the DNI ethics
board over the handling of my case by the ICIG and the CIA. CIGIE has refused to open any investigation on any
issues. They can only investigate complaints about specific individuals and not the offices. Until I receive more
documents, it is impossible to identify everyone who has made inappropriate decisions in my case. The
allegations range from inadequate investigative practices to failure to avoid all conflicts of interest. Both Inspector
General Offices have held on to my case simply to keep others from scrutinizing their combined investigative
incompetence and their failure to abide by the law, presidential orders, and agency specific regulations. The press
has correctly described the CIA 1IG as the “Keystone Cops" due to their inept efforts. | can honestly say the ICIG
deserves the same moniker.

If the CIA IG and the ICIG are not held accountable when they perform unethical acts, there is little incentive for
whistleblowers to engage these offices. There have been several instances in my case where the Inspector
Generals were deceitful and intentionally failed to apply commonly accepted ethical legal principles.

Fraud

I made the ICIG aware that their office and the CIA IG perpetrated fraud. Fraud is a false representation of a



matter of fact, whether by words or by conduct, by false or misleading allegations, or by concealment of what
should have been disclosed, that deceives and is intended to deceive another so that the individual will act upon it
to his legal injury. The ICIG and the CIA falsely represented their justification as to why my case was sent back
to CIA after my appeal. Initially, the ICIG Director of Whistle Blowing and Source Protection claimed the case
was being remanded because the CIA failed to "exhaust™ their initial investigation. Later an attorney in the ICIG's
office made the same claim. Their claims are in stark contrast to information another ICIG attorney reported. She
claimed the case was sent back because CIA failed to analyze the case under the applicable whistle blower
protection laws and executive orders. | believe the latter claim to be true simply because the ICIG had to certify
that the case was exhausted prior to accepting my appeal. If the CIA failed to investigate my concerns it sets up an
apparent conflict of interest. This is very problematic as the primary ethical issue is lies were told. These
misrepresentations consequentially altered the course of the investigation and both offices tried to conceal them
for their own benefit.

Enclosed with this letter are my complaints and supporting email below:
A. "Urgent Concern ICIG conspiracy and fraud"

B. "McClanahan email*

C. "ICD 120 ERP 45 days"

Conflict of Interest

The CIA IG and the ICIG do not consistently apply the legal concept of a conflict of interests in their
investigations. In September 2016, | filed a concern that a staff member in the ICIG office should have recused
himself from my case because he was intimately involved in the facts of the case. This individual also had a
retaliation claim against CIA. This is an actual conflict of interest that CIA recognized but the ICIG conveniently
ignored. The individual was removed from my case due to "workload reasons." The ICIG will not confirm
whether the individual who was the primary decision maker in my case was removed for failing to recuse himself
or failure by his superiors to remove him. This individual should have been removed in 2014, not 2016. This
oversight calls into question the integrity of the investigative process as well as the entire ICIG's ability to
recognize ethical issues.

Recognizing and de-conflicting conflicts of interest are mandated by the Council of Inspector General for
Integrity and Ethics. Whistleblowers should realize there are three types of conflicts of interest: actual, potential
and apparent. Actual conflicts of interests arise in situations where an individual has an actual conflict between
competing interest. Potential damage is mitigated by removing the individual in question from the investigation.
From January 2014 until September 2016, the ICIG would not remove several compromised individuals from my
investigation.

More disturbing is the fact that the CIA 1G and the ICIG do not consistently recognize the legal concept of an
apparent conflict of interest. An apparent conflict of interest occurs when it could reasonably appear to a third
party that a situation or a relationship between individuals and organizations involves a potential or actual conflict
of interest. The conflicted parties must be removed from the situation. Since 2014, | implored the ICIG to the
prohibit CIA IG from investigating its own retaliatory acts and their previous investigations. The ICIG ignored
this obvious conflict and made no attempt for another Inspector General's Office to investigate CIA's misconduct.
The ICIG is aware that remanding my case back to CIA is a conflict of interest, yet they allowed CIA to make that
determination.

See the enclosed:
D. "Failure to Recuse"
E. "Dan Meyer ICIG removal"

The CIA IG determined in 2014 that no whistleblower retaliation occurred. After my appeal in October 2014, the
ICIG sent the case back to CIA to re-investigate. Dan Meyer of the ICIG claimed the case was sent back because
the CIA IG failed to "exhaust” the investigative process. However, the PPD-19 process required the ICIG to get a
certification from CIA that the process had been "exhausted™ in 2014. The ICIG refuses to explain the inherent
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disparity. In 2015, an ICIG attorney claimed the case was sent back to CIA because CIA failed to apply PPD-19
to my retaliation allegations. The retaliation occurred after PPD-19 was issued. The ICIG will not elaborate on the
two explanations given by its office as to why my case was "remanded.” The CIA IG provided me a written
statement that their PPD-19 investigation found no evidence of retaliation. | was promised a sanitized version of
the findings by the ICIG, yet months later | have not received the report. CIA's written reason and the ICIG's
explanation do not match. | filed a complaint to the ICIG for an explanation as to why my case was given back to
CIA. Once again, there is an apparent conflict of interest in allowing the CIA 1G to investigate my case and its
own misconduct if they failed to apply Presidential Policy Directive-19.

Finally, | raised apparent conflicts of interest regarding the ICIG handling of my case. The contentious
relationship between the ICIG and the CIA 1G when it comes to the handling of whistleblower cases has been
reported in the press. They have a toxic relationship. Contact with your office over the treatment of
whistleblower is at the center of that conflict. It would appear to a reasonable person that both the CIA IG and the
ICIG should have removed themselves from my case, but they did not.

The ICIG has never recognized an apparent conflict of interest in my case. This is unacceptable. CIA has
recognized this ethical issue in other cases, but not in mine. This too is unacceptable. | also raised this issue with
the ICIG.

See the enclosed:
F. "ICIG Complaint"
G. "CIA recognizes apparent conflict of interest in whistle blower case™

Compromise of Integrity in the ICIG System

Recent press reporting and my experience with both the Intelligence Community Inspector General's Office and
the Central Intelligence Agency Inspector General's Office have called into question the integrity of the entire
Intelligence Community Inspector General system.

According to the Council of Inspector Generals on Integrity and Ethics:

“Integrity is the cornerstone of all ethical conduct, ensuring adherence to accepted codes of ethics and
practice. Objectivity, independence, professional judgment, and confidentiality are all elements of
integrity. Objectivity imposes the obligation to be impartial, intellectually honest, and free of conflicts of
interest.”

“Independence is a critical element of objectivity. Without independence, both in fact and in appearance,
objectivity is impaired.”

“Professional judgment requires working with competence and diligence. Competence is a combination
of education and experience and involves a commitment to learning and professional improvement.”

“Diligence requires that services be rendered promptly, carefully, and thoroughly, and by observing the
applicable professional and ethical standards.”

The evidence | am providing, along with the reports in the press, undermine the integrity of the Inspector General
process. If left unchecked and broken, it will undermine the public's faith in the very institutions that are
responsible for safeguarding national security. This cannot continue.

I have reported urgent concerns about both IGs lack of objectivity. My conflict of interest allegations is well
documented. Both offices have issues with honesty. As Kel McClanahan reported to the ICIG on why my case
was given back to CIA, either the ICIG or the CIA IG lied. | believe they both lied. CIA lied that it had completed
an investigation using the correct laws, Presidential Policy directives, Executive Orders and practices. The ICIG
lied in telling me why the cause was sent back. The ICIG refuses to explain the contradiction. The CIA final
investigative reports will clearly show who is telling the truth. I have not received them under my legal FOIA and
Privacy Act requests.
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See the enclosed:

H. "ICIG CIAIG lying"

I. "CIA July 2014 letter claiming it investigated"

J. "Dan Meyer claiming CIA IG did not exhaust investigation"

K. "Urgent Concern - Fraud, Waste, Abuse and Mismanagement - exhaustion of case"

McClatchy’s article published in July 2014* describes the toxic relationship between the CIA IG and the ICIG as
it pertains to whistleblowers and calls into question the independence of the offices and their personnel, “The
email controversy points to holes in the intelligence community’s whistleblower protection systems and raises
fresh questions about the extent to which intelligence agencies can elude congressional oversight.” The
appearance of not being independent is strictly prohibited.

The last paragraph points to the CIA IG's lack of professional judgement and competence, “The email related to
allegations that the agency’s inspector general, David Buckley, failed to properly investigate CIA retaliation
against an agency official who cooperated in the committee’s probe, said the knowledgeable people, who asked
not to be further identified because of the sensitivity of the matter."

I have attached investigative documents collected in connection to a complaint against CIA IG David Buckley. |
present these as evidence of issues present during the processing of my case but also to highlight that the head of
the CIA IG called out short comings of his own investigators. The suggested reassigning of top investigators is
particularly concerning given my case was investigated during this time and apparently, the junior staff were
assigned projects they were not qualified to investigate. It demonstrates that even the CIA |G staff feared internal
reprisal.

See the enclosed:
L. "FBI-CIGIE investigation" (added as last document due to the number of pages)

On May 16, 2016, Michael Isikoff of Yahoo News? reported:

“The CIA inspector general’s office — the spy agency’s internal watchdog — has acknowledged it
“mistakenly” destroyed its only copy of a mammoth Senate torture report at the same time lawyers for the
Justice Department were assuring a federal judge that copies of the document were being preserved,
Yahoo News has learned.”

“The deletion of the document has been portrayed by agency officials to Senate investigators as an
“inadvertent” foul-up by the inspector general. In what one intelligence community source described as a
series of errors straight “out of the Keystone Cops,” CIA inspector general officials deleted an uploaded
computer file with the report and then accidentally destroyed a disk that also contained the document,
filled with thousands of secret files about the CIA’s use of “enhanced’ interrogation methods.”

When the newspaper refers to you as “the Keystone Cops,” there is a public image concern. There are several
instances of incompetence and a failure to be diligent in my case. The public trust in the CIA I1G's office continues
to erode.

I will present further proof of the ICIG's competence in subsequent complaints once my FOIA/privacy act
requests are complied with.

I have highlighted my issues with both the CIA IG and the ICIG's diligence. The PPD-19 investigation took three
and two months. This is not prompt and it certainly does not follow applicable professional and ethical standards.

Failure to Investigate

1 http://www.mcclatchydc.com/news/nation-world/national/national-security/article24771052.html
2 https://www.yahoo.com/news/senate-report-on-cia-torture-1429636113023030.html
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Whistle blower retaliation under PPD-19 is not the only allegation I brought to the ICIG in October 2014. | have
filed five “urgent concerns” reports to the ICIG because they failed to investigate significant concerns that are the
responsibility of the Director of National Intelligence to address. The ICIG kept control of my case, but allowed
CIA to investigate all the claims in my 2014 complaint. In two years and 6 months, neither the CIA IG nor the
ICIG has interviewed me or asked a single follow-up question the other allegations. 1 did not receive prompt
services. | did not receive feedback on status or a decision that parties committed a wrongdoing. | was not
interviewed. | was not afforded the opportunity to provide additional evidence. Further, I do not believe either the
CIA or the ICIG have investigated any of the issues that fall under the False Claims Act. In 2012, | filed the
appropriate FOIA/Privacy Act requests for the final investigative reports concerning several investigations. | have
not received a single report.

See the enclosed concerns to the ICIG:

M. "Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate Intelligence Failures"

N. "Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate ManTech International”

0. "Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate Raytheon CIA contract Officer"

P. "Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate SAIC CIA contract Officer"

Q. "Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate Fraud, Waste and Abuse (CIA Contractors)

The ICIG will not confirm or deny which of these issues were reported to HPSCI and SSCI. They would only say
that they were not urgent concerns because they were derived from my 2014 complaint. This is a very limited
definition of what is a "new" concern.

Integrity Issues within the Intelligence Community Inspector General System

The Government Accountability Project republished Patrick Eddington’s Just Security article on March 2, 20173
which states, “The role of an Inspector General (IG) office in a federal agency or department is to root out waste,
fraud, and abuse, and where necessary refer criminal conduct to the Justice Department for prosecution. But
what happens when the |G itself is corrupt, especially in a national security context where secrecy can be used to
conceal malfeasance?"

This question is at the heart of the problem. What happens when the IG is corrupt? What happens when there is
no transparency? What happens when you ask the ICIG who investigates their misbehavior seven times and your
guery goes unanswered?

Further evidence that the IG’s behavior constitute a threat to national security and are thus an "urgent concern”
include the following facts within the article:

“In March 2016, the Office of Special Counsel announced that it had uncovered evidence of Drake
prosecution-related document destruction by the DoD IG, involving a “substantial likelihood” that IG
personnel had potentially violated the law.”

“Those allegations received additional support when former DoD IG Assistant Inspector General John
Crane went public in May 2016 with allegations that he had witnessed retaliation against Drake while
working in the DoD IG office.”

“And in July 2016, former DoD IG ombudsman Dan Meyer officially claimed that he had experienced
retaliation for exposing attempts by DoD IG officials to manipulate a final version of an investigative
report into allegations that then-Defense Secretary Leon Panetta “had leaked classified information to
the makers of the film ‘Zero Dark Thirty."

“On December 13, 2016, The Intercept reported that the Government Accountability Office (GAO) had
“quietly launched an investigation into the ‘integrity’ of the Pentagon’s whistleblower protection

3 https://www.whistleblower.org/multimedia/just-security-whistleblower-retaliation-governmental-accountability-and-national-security
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program.” Whether Drake’s case is one of the subjects of the GAO probe is unknown, but the fact that the
entire Pentagon Inspector General operation is now the subject of an external investigation is virtually
unprecedented.”

“And just three days after The Intercept’s story on the GAO inquiry broke, Government Executive
reported that NSA IG George Ellard had been recommended for termination for whistleblower retaliation
by NSA Director Adm. Mike Rogers, based on the recommendations of a three-person external 1G review
panel established under an Obama-era presidential directive, PPD-19."

See McClatchy Article published on March 21, 2016 about a Pentagon Inspector General possibly destroying
whistle blower evidence.*

See McClatchy article published September 30th, 2016 showing retaliation against whistle blower Dan Meyer and
highlights why ICIG excused his questionable behavior in my case.®

“As part of the agreement, the Pentagon inspector general’s office said it would give Meyer an
undisclosed monetary settlement, according to three people with knowledge of the negotiations. They
asked to remain anonymous because of the sensitivity of the matter.”

“The inspector general’s office also promised to give Meyer two awards in “recognition for his
services,” a Sept. 19 settlement document obtained by McClatchy says.”

“Kathie Scarrah, spokeswoman for the inspector general’s office, said her office and Meyer had come to
a ‘mutually satisfactory resolution’ including giving him an award. Scarrah added that ‘Meyer withdraws
and repudiates, unconditionally and completely, all allegations’ against the officials he accused.”

“Meyer and the Pentagon inspector general’s office agreed the settlement did not ‘constitute an
admission of any violation of law, rule or regulation,’ the Sept. 19 document says.”

It is imperative for you to take a proactive interest in my case for all the reasons stated above. It will have
ramifications on how whistleblowers engage the internal IC mechanism for reporting and how they are treated.
The IC is not equipped to handle complex investigations. They just delay, delay, and delay and hope the problem
goes away. This practice must end. You will be instrumental in creating change and the country will be safer for
your actions.

Finally, I bring to your attention a Marcy Wheeler article.® I have never in my entire career been involved in
Chinese operations. As a result, those who can investigate my intelligence failure claims should get to the bottom
of what | reported least we repeat, and continue to repeat, past mistakes.

Thank you,

//signed//

John Reidy
Twitter @ICwhistleblower
icwhistleblowingstopthemadness@gmail.com

“But what happens when the IG itselfis corrupt, especially in a national security context where secrecy can be
used to conceal malfeasance?" - Patrick Eddington

4 http:/Avww.mcclatchyde.com/news/nation-world/national/national-security/article67392097.html
5 http:/Avww.mcclatchyde.com/news/nation-world/national/national-security/article105229571.html
6 http:/Awww.radiofree.org/us/were-shitty-saic-systems-the-cause-of-the-cias-china-disaster/
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Urgent Concern - Inspector General
Conspiracy and Fraud

John Reidy
4/7/2017 6:55 PM

To PaulJ.Wogaman Copy cigie.information@cigie.gov, icig_complaints@dni.gov, ic_com
plaints@ic.fbi.gov, margaret daum@hsgac.senate.qov, Patrick (Judiciary-Rep) Davis

Paul,

Please record this as a reporting under 50 USC Section 3033 (k)(5) Complaint of an 'Urgent
Concern' to the ICIG. Please include it as part of my complaint to CIGIE and DNI ethics board.
Please transmit my entire email and attachments as my entire complete, accurate complaint.
Please consider this complaint under any and all federal law that proscribes inappropriate
behavior by Inspector Generals. Please report this under applicable fraud, waste, abuse and
mismanagement laws. Please forward to the Department of Justice any issues that fall within
their purview.

Fraud is a false representation of a matter of fact—whether by words or by conduct, by false or
misleading allegations, or by concealment of what should have been disclosed—that deceives
and is intended to deceive another so that the individual will act upon it to his legal injury.

Fraud must be proved by showing that the defendant's actions involved five separate elements:
(1) a false statement of a material fact (2) knowledge on the part of the defendant that the
statement is untrue, (3) intent on the part of the defendant to deceive the alleged victim, (4)
justifiable reliance by the alleged victim on the statement, and (5) injury to the alleged victim as
a result.

The ICIG and the CIA IG have consistently and continue to perpetrate a fraud. Howard Cox
stated in the attached document that the CIA IG conducted an investigation into my PPD-19
allegations. The CIA IG also claimed the contracting company stopped processing my clearance.
This is untrue. The CIA IG stated that the matter was closed and no further action was taken.

The ICIG certified that the CIA IG investigation was exhausted during the intake process after
Cox's letter. Dan Meyer claimed the matter was sent back to CIA because the matter was not
"exhausted."” (see attachment). Jeanette McMillian claimed the case was sent back because the
CIA IG did not apply PPD-19. CIA's report will whether PPD-19 was applied. Finally, you state
"Next, our requesting an initial investigating IG to address unresolved issues impeding agency
exhaustion, and thus depriving an ERP of jurisdiction, is not itself a conflict of interest; nor is
our having done so unique to your request for ERP review." You are back claiming the case was
not exhausted. When CIA makes a mistake of law or fact or they fail to follow basic
investigation policy (not interviewing me or collecting evidence), it is not failure to exhaust a
case. It is incompetence.
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If more than one ICIG or CIA IG investigator or attorney made a pact to lie or mislead then a
conspiracy occurs, Conspiracy - an agreement between two or more persons to engage jointly in
an unlawful or criminal act.

To your comment that sending a case back to CIA is not itself a conflict of interest. | disagree.
There is an inherent apparent conflict of interest if the CIA IG is reviewing its own misconduct.
No reasonable person would miss the conflicting interests.

The fraud and conspiracy issues also represents an apparent conflict of interest for both 1G staffs.
The IG’s primary duty is to investigate wrongdoings. Neither can investigate their own
malfeasance.

Thank you,

John Reidy



Subject:

Reidy appeal/complaint -- further supplement
Date:

Thu, 12 Nov 2015 03:43:00 -0500

From:

Kel McClanahan, Esq. <kel@nationalsecuritylaw.org> kel @nationalsecuritylaw.org

To:

Dan Meyer (ICIG) <DANIEPM5@ucia.gov> DANIEPM5@ucia.gov

Hello Dan,

As you are likely aware, | had a lengthy conversation with Jeanette McMillian on Tuesday, which
unfortunately resolved none of the lingering problems, and in fact raised a few new ones. In light of that
conversation, | reluctantly must again supplement/amend Mr. Reidy's PPD-19 appeal/ICWPA complaint
with the following items:

1) Jeanette informed me that neither she nor anyone else at the ICIG would make any inquiries into the
progress of the CIA OIG investigation beyond simply asking, "Is this matter under review?" She clearly
stated that if the CIA OIG responded, "Yes, it's under review," the ICIG would not inquire further, for
example, asking where in the review process it was, or how long the CIA OIG expects it to take. This is
extremely problematic when the CIA OIG has demonstrated a clear pattern of misleading the ICIG and
Mr. Reidy regarding the progress of its investigations, to the point of issuing a final response to the
investigation without actually investigating anything, such that the ICIG had to send the matter back to
be reinvestigated. As noted previously, the ICIG requested further information from the CIA OIG while
retaining control over the appeal (rather than simply remanding the matter to the CIA OIG), which
means that the ICIG still controls the case. As such, it is negligent at best and complicit at worst for the
ICIG to take a completely hands-off approach to whatever "investigation" the CIA OIG is conducting and
simply let that office take as long as it likes without any pressure from your office. Jeanette stated that
your office "has to trust the CIA OIG," but such a sentiment is dangerously misplaced when the
complainant is alleging reprisal by the CIA OIG. An OIG cannot simply "trust" the office being accused of
reprisal.

2) You informed me in April or May of this year that the CIA had a regulation which governs the way in
which it conducts whistleblower reprisal investigations, and you claimed that it was a "good" one. You
stated, however, that you could not tell me the name or number of the regulation or provide me a copy.
You also could not tell me what deadline it established for the completion of such investigations.
Accordingly, please incorporate that regulation into the file for this appeal/complaint, for the following
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purpose. Please review that regulation, and if the CIA OIG is not meeting the deadline established in its
own regulations (which we strongly suspect is the case), and if the ICIG remains content to allow the CIA
OIG as much time as it wants to complete this investigation (as Jeanette implies it is), then consider that
both the CIA OIG and the ICIG are contributing to the ongoing whistleblower reprisal which started at
the CIA. This is a formal request for the ICIG to set a deadline for the completion of CIA's investigation
and then adjudicate Mr. Reidy's appeal promptly after that deadline passes, with whatever information
the CIA OIG has given you by that time. If the ICIG does not do so, and instead refers this complaint to
the congressional intelligence committees, we hereby request of the committees that one of them
obtain a copy of this CIA regulation and proceed accordingly.

3) Jeanette also clarified the nature of the CIA's failure to exhaust its administrative process, which
actually gives rise to another previously-unknown reprisal complaint. According to her, when the CIA
OIG issued its final response in July 2014, it had only investigated the allegations which predated PPD-
19, and specifically had not investigated any of the allegations related to Mr. Reidy's security clearance.
According to her, it was for this reason that the ICIG sent the matter back to the CIA OIG, so that that
office could investigate the more recent allegations and apply PPD-19. However, if this is accurate, it
demonstrates yet another act of reprisal by the CIA OIG. On 27 January 2014, Mr. Reidy executed an
affidavit in your office appealing the previous determination by the CIA OIG and complaining of an
urgent concern, specifically invoking PPD-19 and the ICWPA. Shortly thereafter, you contacted the CIA
to ask about the status of Mr. Reidy's security clearance, which we allege was being delayed as an act of
reprisal. Within two weeks, the CIA "lost jurisdiction" over Mr. Reidy's security clearance and
administratively closed the security investigation. On 10 February 2014, you informed Mr. Reidy that the
ICIG had not classified any of his disclosures as an "urgent concern," and so would not be forwarding the
affidavit to the DNI. You then concluded your letter, "As this is a reprisal allegation, we are forwarding
the complaint to the CIA Office of the Inspector General (OIG) for intake. Should the CIA OIG find they
are conflicted out, we will assist them in finding an appropriate OIG to conduct an inquiry. Once you
have exhausted the applicable administrative processes pursuant to PPD-19, Section B, you may then
appeal to the External Review Panel through the IC IG Hotline." It was therefore this referral, including
the security clearance-related allegations, which the CIA OIG allegedly investigated and found to be
meritless, and responded to in July 2014. If, as Jeanette claims, the CIA OIG never applied PPD-19 until
asked to do so this year and did not investigate the allegations which postdated its issuance, and that
failure caused the referral back earlier this year, then that means that the CIA OIG intentionally refused
to apply PPD-19 or investigate the recent allegations (including the clearance-related ones) even though
they were the core of the referred complaint. This is another reason that the CIA OIG should not be
allowed to take its time doing whatever it is doing without being required to adhere to any sort of
timetable or even keep the ICIG apprised of its progress. That office now appears to have deliberately
ignored the content of the complaint the ICIG referred to it, instead "reinvestigated" the earlier
allegations without any consideration for PPD-19, and then closed the investigation, stating, "This office
plans to take no further action and considers the matter closed." That last sentence is very strange for
an office which then turned around and claimed this year that it needs another chance to exhaust its
administrative process.

4) It is difficult, though, to reconcile one part of Jeanette's statement with the CIA OIG's 25 July 2014
letter: "Mr. Reidy has also alleged that the CIA stopped processing his clearance for a position with an



industrial contractor in reprisal for Mr. Reidy contacting the ICIG. Our investigation of that allegation
determined that the CIA stopped the processing of his clearance when the contractor involved notified
the Agency it was withdrawing the request because they were not going to fill the position with Mr.
Reidy. This Office advised the ICIG of the above in May 2014." If, as Jeanette stated on Tuesday, the CIA
OIG did not exhaust its administrative process because it did not investigate the clearance-related
allegations, then this letter explicitly claiming to have done so is a clear falsehood and evidence of
reprisal by the CIA OIG and is another reason that that office should not continue to be allowed to
investigate itself. If, however, this letter correctly stated that the CIA OIG did investigate the clearance-
related allegations, then Jeanette misinformed me (in rather explicit detail) of the nature of the CIA's
failure to exhaust, although | do not know why she would do so. However, both cannot be true, resulting
in the unfortunate but unavoidable conclusion that either the CIA OIG or the ICIG have misled us about
the nature of this investigation and/or the reasons for determining that the administrative process was
not exhausted.

5) Jeanette also explained that the ICIG's use of the term "intake" in the 10 February 2014 letter was
significantly more ambiguous than the normal definition. According to her, the statement, "We are
forwarding the complaint to the CIA Office of the Inspector General (OIG) for intake," does not mean
that the CIA OIG was under any duty to investigate the complaint, and does not even mean that the ICIG
instructed the CIA OIG to investigate the complaint. She stated that "intake" could simply mean "putting
a copy in their files," and that, in the ICIG's opinion, a perfectly acceptable outcome to the 10 February
2014 referral would be the CIA OIG placing a copy of the complaint in its files and doing nothing further.
This is an extremely troubling position for any OIG to take, especially one tasked with overseeing the
entire Intelligence Community, and we respectfully request that the ICIG reverse its position on this and
take an unambiguous position that it is never appropriate for an OIG to simply ignore a referral of a
whistleblower reprisal complaint, and that the ICIG will never consider "intake" to mean anything less
than "proper processing and investigation" and will clearly impose this rule on the OIGs it oversees.

6) Jeanette also advised me that the ICIG had no intention of allowing me to sign the non-disclosure
agreement referenced by the ODNI Office of Security in its email to you or be briefed on my
responsibilities by officials from that office as long as the CIA OIG was conducting its new investigation,
"because there is no classified DNI information for me to look at." By taking the position that, even
though the ODNI granted me an LSA, nobody in the ODNI would allow me to actually review any
classified information "because it's CIA information," the ICIG is deliberately obstructing Mr. Reidy's
ability to communicate with his attorney, since the ICIG will also not do anything to compel the CIA OIG
to process me for an LSA itself, or even compel it to respond to my inquiries about the subject. If the
position of the ODNI is that my LSA only allows me to access classified ODNI information, and this case
does not involve any classified ODNI information according to the ICIG, then the LSA is worthless and
was nothing more than a delay imposed by the ICIG, and | should have been processed for an actual full
security clearance, with reciprocity which would apply to the CIA, as | originally expected when you
instructed me to complete the full SF-86. | therefore request that the ICIG either (a) reach an agreement
with the CIA OIG which would allow me to review the classified information; (b) unilaterally grant me
access to the unredacted appeal and allow me to discuss relevant classified information with my client;
or (c) process me for an actual security clearance which the CIA OIG would be forced to recognize.
Respectfully, this dilemma too would be resolved if the ICIG would simply recognize that it still retains



control over this matter and can compel the CIA OIG to allow me to represent Mr. Reidy in the
investigation, which would force the CIA OIG to process me for an LSA of its own. Alternatively, if this
complaint is referred to the congressional intelligence committees instead of the ICIG taking action, |
request that the committees get immediately involved and take whatever measures are necessary to
ensure that | am correctly processed for access to the classified information at issue in this case,
regardless of which agency it belongs to.

Please consider this email an amendment to the existing PPD-19 appeal and ICWPA complaint and
process it as such, including making a determination as to whether or not it constitutes an urgent
concern and informing the DNI of that determination within 14 days, so that he may forward the
transmittal within 7 days to the congressional intelligence committees.

On a related note, as 14 days from the submission of our last amendment expired yesterday, 11
November 2015, please also advise me as to your determinations regarding that amendment, so that we
may contact the intelligence committees directly if the ICIG did not determine that that amendment
constituted an urgent concern.

Thank you,

Kel McClanahan



From: John Reidy <reidy@form3defense.com>
To: Paul J. Wogaman

Cc: jeanejm@dni.gov

Date: March 7, 2017 at 2:25 PM

Subject: ICD 120

Paul,
Please address in any response specifically the ICD 120 text below:

1. ICIG Request Intake Process: Once the IC IG Hotline Manager receives a complete external review
request package from a covered employee, the IC IG will:

1. request any and all official records, documents, materials, or accurate copies thereof from both the
department or agency head and the IG who conducted the initial IG review; and

2. request a written certification from the department or agency that the requesting employee
exhausted the applicable review process required under PPD- 19

3. To ensure that the IC IG's review includes the official agency record and can consider relevant
materials in addition to those materials provided by the requesting employee, materials requested from
the agency should be provided to the IC IG within two (2) weeks of the IC IG's request.

1. An agency employee's failure to provide requested materials in a timely manner, may result in
administrative disciplinary action as stated in section .

1. ICIG Initial Review: The IC IG will review all relevant materials submitted by the requesting employee,
the head of the department or agency, and the |G who conducted the initial PPD- 19 review. The IC IG
will make a determination, based upon his or her discretion as outlined in IC IG guidance, whether to
convene an external review panel (ERP) within forty-five (45) calendar days of receiving the requesting
employee's complete external review request package.

| filed an appeal with Dan Meyer on in January 2014. The IC IG sent back to CIA even with conflict of
interest. The IC IG maintained control of my case. IC IG was notified by CIA of their investigation in May
2014 (attachment). | was not notified until July 2014. | appealed this decision in October 2014. |
provided all necessary documents and information asked for by ICD 120. The intake process required
the ICIG to request a written certification from the department or agency that the requesting employee
exhausted the applicable review process required under PPD- 19

and

The IC IG will review all relevant materials submitted by the requesting employee, the head of the
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department or agency, and the IG who conducted the initial PPD- 19 review. The IC IG will make a
determination, based upon his or her discretion as outlined in IC IG guidance, whether to convene an
external review panel (ERP) within forty-five (45) calendar days of receiving the requesting employee's
complete external review request package.

On April 21, 2015 Dan Meyer sent an email stating the CIA did not exhaust its process (attached). The IC
IG was required to certify the fact the CIA was done months before. In May 2016, CIA provided a second
decision. | appealed on 11 May 2016. The IC IG did not grant my request for ERP until September 23,
2016. Delays again.

| provided everything required of me both times yet a decision was not reached to convene a panel
within 45 days.

The IC IG has the power to make CIA provide required documents pursuant to ICD 120 yet delays
resulted (An agency employee's failure to provide requested materials in a timely manner, may result in
administrative disciplinary action as stated in section I.)

Actions by the IC IG have delayed a decision on my case for over a year.

John Reidy



UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
WHISTLEBLOWING & SOURCE PROTECTION
WASHINGTON, DC 20511

MEMORANDUM FOR: John A. Reidy, Applicant for CIA Contractor Employment

SUBJECT: (S) Congressional Disclosure of Alleged National
Reconnaissance Office (NRO) Wrongdoing

REFERENCES: A. (U) 50 U.S.C. § 3033 (k)(5)(A)
B. (U) Title 50 Disclosure of an Urgent Concern

(U//FOUO) Pursuant to ref. (A), on 27 January 2014, this office received your
complaint alleging CIA, SAIC and Raytheon are engaged in wrongdoing, ref. (B). In
accordance with the National Security Act of 1947, as amended (the “Act”), we have
determined that your allegations do not meet the statutory definition for an “urgent
concern.” Accordingly, we will not forward the complaint to the Director of National
Intelligence (DNI) at this time.

(U) The Act provides, however, that you may communicate your allegations of
wrongdoing to the congressional intelligence committees directly, notwithstanding our
determination. To do so, you must:

1. Provide a statement of your complaint or information, and a notice of
your intent to contact the congressional intelligence committees; and

2. Follow established security practices as we direct on how to contact the
congressional intelligence committees.

(U) Should you choose to proceed, this office can assist you with continued
processing of your disclosure. ICW&SP will accept your statement and notice on
behalf of the IC IG and forward it to the DNI. We will also advise on, and coordinate,
the security practices necessary to ensure that your disclosure protects classified
information and is provided to appropriately cleared congressional staff. If you would
like to proceed with contacting the committees directly, please contact me within 30
days of receipt of this memorandum.

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO



UNCLASSIFIED/ /FOUO

SUBJECT: (U) Congressional Disclosure of Alleged CIA Wrongdoing

(U) As this is a reprisal allegation, we are forwarding the complaint to the CIA
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) for intake. Should the CIA OIG find they are
conflicted out, we will assist them in finding an appropriate OIG to conduct an
inquiry. Once you have exhausted the applicable administrative processes pursuant
to PPD-19, Section B, you may then appeal to the External Review Panel through the
IC IG Hotline.

(U) I want to thank you for your service to the Intelligence Community in this
matter. Your complaint and participation in this review process are IC IG protected
disclosures and as such any action constituting reprisal or threat of reprisal for
making these disclosures is prohibited under 50 U.S.C. § 3033 (g)(3)(B). If you have
any additional questions or comments, please contact me on 571-204-8003.

9 162014

er : Date
ExecutiVe Director, ICW&SP

2

UNCLASSIFIED//FOUO



From: John Reidy <reidy@form3defense.com>

To: Paul J. Wogaman

Cc: Dauvis, Patrick (Judiciary-Rep), margaret daum@hsgac.senate.gov
Date: March 23, 2017 at 9:01 PM

Subject: IC IG conflict of interest and recusal
Paul,

In 2015, per the email below, Dan Meyer stated that if I alleged misbehavior (wrong doing), the
ICIG would not be able to review my case. On several instances since the email below and in
several emails | sent directly to you | provided documentary evidence demonstrating
"wrongdoing" by the ICIG. How was the ICIG able to continue reviewing my case when Dan
Meyer stated it would not be possible. How was Erin Copeland, an ICIG investigator allowed to
sit on the External Review Panel given the allegations of misconduct.

As | have stated before, both the CIA IG and the ICIG needed to be recused from my case.
Please consider this as a separate act of retaliation pursuant to 50 USC Sec 3033 Reports. Please
consider this an urgent concern and notify me within 14 calendar days if you have sent the matter
to the Director of National Intelligence.

Sincerely,

John Reidy

On 11/13/2015 11:16 AM, DANIEPM5 wrote:

Are you alleging wrongdoing by the IC IG; that is the key point. If
we are in the facts of your client's complaint, we won't be in a
position to review it.

wir
Dan Meyer

Executive Director for Intelligence Community Whistleblowing & Source
Protection (ICW&SP)

Office of the Inspector General of the Intelligence Community (IC 1G)
Reston 3

Washington, D.C. 20511

(571) 204.8003 | (202) 253-0284 mobile

IC 1G Hotline (855) 731-3260
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CIA IG and ICIG Complaint

4/3/2017 1:14 PM

John Reidy
To Paul J. Wogaman Copy cigie.information@cigie.gov and 2 others

Paul,
| find the following article in Vice News very troublesome.

https://news.vice.com/article/a-cia-interrogator-said-the-agency-punished-him-for-cooperating-
with-torture-probe

The pertinent points are:

"The CIA Office of Inspector General (OIG) had received a separate complaint months earlier
from Daniel P. Meyer, the Pentagon's top whistleblower advocate, according to interviews with
US officials and documents VICE News obtained. He said he too was a whistleblower, and that
the CIA was retaliating against him over a confidential email he sent to Senator Chuck Grassley,
which was intercepted by the OIG, that said the watchdog's office failed to investigate
interrogators' claims that they weren't reimbursed for legal fees."

Dan Meyer had alleged CIA was retaliating against him. His complaint was not just about DOD
IG retaliation. This CIA allegation automatically sets up a conflict of interest with his duties of
handling my case.

"The allegations leveled by Meyer were reviewed by the CIA Office of Inspector General
between December 20, 2012 and June 14, 2013, and then passed to the Intelligence Community's
Inspector General (ICIG) due to an undisclosed conflict of interest."

CIA can recognize conflicts of interest.

""The Assistant Inspector General for Investigations determined that because of a potential
appearance of a conflict of interest, a full independent investigation into the allegations is not
appropriate and directed the matter be referred to the Intelligence Community Inspector General
for investigation,' the CIA watchdog's closing memo in the case said."

CIA can recognize the legal concept of "a potential appearance of a conflict of interest.” CIA has
had an appearance of a conflict of interest in my allegations since their failure to investigate
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claims in 2012. All CIA decisions across the board on my whistle blower retaliation, PPD-19 and
fraud waste, abuse and mismanagement claims are rendered meaningless.

CIA 1G does understand the difference between the appearance of a conflict of interest and an
actual conflict of interest. They just chose to ignore it on several occasions in my case.

"The ICIG determined that Meyer 'did not use proper channels when communicating with
Congressional committees' and the 'ICIG may be a fact witness in the matter, creating a conflict
and precluding the them [sic] from initiating an investigation.™

The CIA has the ability to recognize conflicts of interest that preclude the ICIG and Dan Meyer
from handling a case. From the beginning when Dan Meyer asked CIA about my security
clearance, the ICIG was a fact witness in the matter creating a conflict precluding the ICIG from
investigating. The ICIG further became a factor in my case with how Dan Meyer made (or
received) legal and regulatory interpretations.

| have attached the CIA memorandum.

Please consider this a separate report under 50 USC section 3033 K Reports of an Urgent
Concern.

CIGIE,

Please use these facts as further evidence of my allegations against Dan Meyer. Furthermore
please use these facts as proof that other officers in both the CIA 1G and the ICIG were aware of
the ethical problems in my case and several people chose to ignore them. My FOIA requests to
the DNI will cover the documents mentioned in the article.

Thank you,

John Reidy
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2. (UsAte®) Between 20 December 2012 and 14 June 2013, CIA OIG reviewed the
allegations, The Assistant Inspector General for Investigations directed that because of a
potential appearance of a conflict of interest, a full and independent investigation into the
allegations is not appropriate and directed the matter be referred to the Intelligence
Community Inspector General (ICIG) for investigation.

3. ASUNOEORM- In January/February 2013, the ICIG informed the Assistant Inspector
General for Investigations and the General Counsel to the CIA OIG that:

a. did not use proper channels when communicating with Congressional
ct Committees; | :
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Reidy appeal/complaint -- further
supplement

Esq. Kel McClanahan
11/12/2015 3:43 AM
To Dan Meyer (ICIG)

Quick reply

Reply All
Forward

e Delete
e Add to whitelist
o Add to blacklist
o Actions

Hello Dan,

As you are likely aware, | had a lengthy conversation with Jeanette
McMillian on Tuesday, which unfortunately resolved none of the lingering
problems, and in fact raised a few new ones. In light of that

conversation, | reluctantly must again supplement/amend Mr. Reidy's
PPD-19 appeal/ICWPA complaint with the following items:

1) Jeanette informed me that neither she nor anyone else at the ICIG
would make any inquiries into the progress of the CIA OIG investigation
beyond simply asking, "Is this matter under review?" She clearly stated
that if the CIA OIG responded, "Yes, it's under review," the ICIG would
not inquire further, for example, asking where in the review process it
was, or how long the CIA OIG expects it to take. This is extremely
problematic when the CIA OIG has demonstrated a clear pattern of
misleading the ICIG and Mr. Reidy regarding the progress of its
investigations, to the point of issuing a final response to the

investigation without actually investigating anything, such that the

ICIG had to send the matter back to be reinvestigated. As noted
previously, the ICIG requested further information from the CIA OIG
while retaining control over the appeal (rather than simply remanding
the matter to the CIA OIG), which means that the ICIG still controls the
case. As such, it is negligent at best and complicit at worst for the

ICIG to take a completely hands-off approach to whatever "investigation™
the CIA OIG is conducting and simply let that office take as long as it
likes without any pressure from your office. Jeanette stated that your
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office "has to trust the CIA OIG," but such a sentiment is dangerously
misplaced when the complainant is alleging reprisal by the CIA OIG. An
OIG cannot simply "trust” the office being accused of reprisal.

2) You informed me in April or May of this year that the CIA had a
regulation which governs the way in which it conducts whistleblower
reprisal investigations, and you claimed that it was a "good" one. You
stated, however, that you could not tell me the name or number of the
regulation or provide me a copy. You also could not tell me what
deadline it established for the completion of such investigations.
Accordingly, please incorporate that regulation into the file for this
appeal/complaint, for the following purpose. Please review that
regulation, and if the CIA OIG is not meeting the deadline established
in its own regulations (which we strongly suspect is the case), and if
the ICIG remains content to allow the CIA OIG as much time as it wants
to complete this investigation (as Jeanette implies it is), then

consider that both the CIA OIG and the ICIG are contributing to the
ongoing whistleblower reprisal which started at the CIA. Thisis a
formal request for the ICIG to set a deadline for the completion of
CIA's investigation and then adjudicate Mr. Reidy's appeal promptly
after that deadline passes, with whatever information the CIA OIG has
given you by that time. If the ICIG does not do so, and instead refers
this complaint to the congressional intelligence committees, we hereby
request of the committees that one of them obtain a copy of this CIA
regulation and proceed accordingly.

3) Jeanette also clarified the nature of the CIA's failure to exhaust

its administrative process, which actually gives rise to another
previously-unknown reprisal complaint. According to her, when the CIA
OIG issued its final response in July 2014, it had only investigated the
allegations which predated PPD-19, and specifically had not investigated
any of the allegations related to Mr. Reidy's security clearance.
According to her, it was for this reason that the ICIG sent the matter
back to the CIA OIG, so that that office could investigate the more
recent allegations and apply PPD-19. However, if this is accurate, it
demonstrates yet another act of reprisal by the CIA OIG. On 27 January
2014, Mr. Reidy executed an affidavit in your office appealing the
previous determination by the CIA OIG and complaining of an urgent
concern, specifically invoking PPD-19 and the ICWPA.. Shortly
thereafter, you contacted the CIA to ask about the status of Mr. Reidy's
security clearance, which we allege was being delayed as an act of
reprisal. Within two weeks, the CIA "lost jurisdiction” over Mr.

Reidy's security clearance and administratively closed the security
investigation. On 10 February 2014, you informed Mr. Reidy that the
ICIG had not classified any of his disclosures as an "urgent concern,"
and so would not be forwarding the affidavit to the DNI. You then



concluded your letter, "As this is a reprisal allegation, we are
forwarding the complaint to the CIA Office of the Inspector General
(OIG) for intake. Should the CIA OIG find they are conflicted out, we
will assist them in finding an appropriate OIG to conduct an inquiry.
Once you have exhausted the applicable administrative processes pursuant
to PPD-19, Section B, you may then appeal to the External Review Panel
through the IC 1G Hotline.” It was therefore this referral, including

the security clearance-related allegations, which the CIA OIG allegedly
investigated and found to be meritless, and responded to in July 2014.
If, as Jeanette claims, the CIA OIG never applied PPD-19 until asked to
do so this year and did not investigate the allegations which postdated
its issuance, and that failure caused the referral back earlier this

year, then that means that the CIA OIG intentionally refused to apply
PPD-19 or investigate the recent allegations (including the
clearance-related ones) even though they were the core of the referred
complaint. This is another reason that the CIA OIG should not be
allowed to take its time doing whatever it is doing without being
required to adhere to any sort of timetable or even keep the ICIG
apprised of its progress. That office now appears to have deliberately
ignored the content of the complaint the ICIG referred to it, instead
"reinvestigated" the earlier allegations without any consideration for
PPD-19, and then closed the investigation, stating, "This office plans

to take no further action and considers the matter closed.” That last
sentence is very strange for an office which then turned around and
claimed this year that it needs another chance to exhaust its
administrative process.

4) It is difficult, though, to reconcile one part of Jeanette's

statement with the CIA OIG's 25 July 2014 letter: "Mr. Reidy has also
alleged that the CIA stopped processing his clearance for a position
with an industrial contractor in reprisal for Mr. Reidy contacting the
ICIG. Our investigation of that allegation determined that the CIA
stopped the processing of his clearance when the contractor involved
notified the Agency it was withdrawing the request because they were not
going to fill the position with Mr. Reidy. This Office advised the ICIG
of the above in May 2014." If, as Jeanette stated on Tuesday, the CIA
OIG did not exhaust its administrative process because it did not
investigate the clearance-related allegations, then this letter

explicitly claiming to have done so is a clear falsehood and evidence of
reprisal by the CIA OIG and is another reason that that office should
not continue to be allowed to investigate itself. If, however, this

letter correctly stated that the CIA OIG did investigate the
clearance-related allegations, then Jeanette misinformed me (in rather
explicit detail) of the nature of the CIA's failure to exhaust, although

| do not know why she would do so. However, both cannot be true,
resulting in the unfortunate but unavoidable conclusion that either the



CIA OIG or the ICIG have misled us about the nature of this
investigation and/or the reasons for determining that the administrative
process was not exhausted.

5) Jeanette also explained that the ICIG's use of the term "intake™ in
the 10 February 2014 letter was significantly more ambiguous than the
normal definition. According to her, the statement, "We are forwarding
the complaint to the CIA Office of the Inspector General (OIG) for
intake," does not mean that the CIA OIG was under any duty to
investigate the complaint, and does not even mean that the ICIG
instructed the CIA OIG to investigate the complaint. She stated that
"intake" could simply mean "putting a copy in their files,” and that, in
the ICIG's opinion, a perfectly acceptable outcome to the 10 February
2014 referral would be the CIA OIG placing a copy of the complaint in
its files and doing nothing further. This is an extremely troubling
position for any OIG to take, especially one tasked with overseeing the
entire Intelligence Community, and we respectfully request that the ICIG
reverse its position on this and take an unambiguous position that it is
never appropriate for an OIG to simply ignore a referral of a
whistleblower reprisal complaint, and that the ICIG will never consider
"intake" to mean anything less than "proper processing and
investigation” and will clearly impose this rule on the OIGs it oversees.

6) Jeanette also advised me that the ICIG had no intention of allowing
me to sign the non-disclosure agreement referenced by the ODNI Office of
Security in its email to you or be briefed on my responsibilities by
officials from that office as long as the CIA OIG was conducting its new
investigation, "because there is no classified DNI information for me to
look at." By taking the position that, even though the ODNI granted me
an LSA, nobody in the ODNI would allow me to actually review any
classified information "because it's CIA information," the ICIG is
deliberately obstructing Mr. Reidy's ability to communicate with his
attorney, since the ICIG will also not do anything to compel the CIA OIG
to process me for an LSA itself, or even compel it to respond to my
inquiries about the subject. If the position of the ODNI is that my LSA
only allows me to access classified ODNI information, and this case does
not involve any classified ODNI information according to the ICIG, then
the LSA is worthless and was nothing more than a delay imposed by the
ICIG, and I should have been processed for an actual full security
clearance, with reciprocity which would apply to the CIA, as |

originally expected when you instructed me to complete the full SF-86.

| therefore request that the ICIG either (a) reach an agreement with the
CIA OIG which would allow me to review the classified information; (b)
unilaterally grant me access to the unredacted appeal and allow me to
discuss relevant classified information with my client; or (c) process

me for an actual security clearance which the CIA OIG would be forced to



recognize. Respectfully, this dilemma too would be resolved if the ICIG
would simply recognize that it still retains control over this matter

and can compel the CIA OIG to allow me to represent Mr. Reidy in the
investigation, which would force the CIA OIG to process me for an LSA of
its own. Alternatively, if this complaint is referred to the

congressional intelligence committees instead of the ICIG taking action,

| request that the committees get immediately involved and take whatever
measures are necessary to ensure that | am correctly processed for

access to the classified information at issue in this case, regardless

of which agency it belongs to.

Please consider this email an amendment to the existing PPD-19 appeal
and ICWPA complaint and process it as such, including making a
determination as to whether or not it constitutes an urgent concern and
informing the DNI of that determination within 14 days, so that he may
forward the transmittal within 7 days to the congressional intelligence
committees.

On a related note, as 14 days from the submission of our last amendment
expired yesterday, 11 November 2015, please also advise me as to your
determinations regarding that amendment, so that we may contact the
intelligence committees directly if the ICIG did not determine that that
amendment constituted an urgent concern.

Thank you,

Kel McClanahan

This electronic mail (email) transmission is meant solely for the
person(s) to whom it is addressed. It contains confidential information
that may also be legally privileged. Any copying, dissemination or
distribution of the contents of this email by anyone other than the
addressee or his or her agent for such purposes is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately
by telephone or email and purge the original and all copies thereof.
Thank you.

Kel McClanahan, Esq.
Executive Director
National Security Counselors

"As a general rule, the most successful man in life is the man who has
the best information.”
Benjamin Disraeli, 1880



UNCLASSIFIED

Central Intefligence Agency

Washington, D.C. 20505

JUL 25 20m

Mr. Kel McClanahan

1200 South Courthouse Rd.
Suite 124

Arlington, Virginia 22204

Reference: Mr. John Reidy
Dear Mr. McClanahan,

On 21 February 2014, the Intelligence Community Inspector General
(ICIG) contacted the CIA Office of Inspector General (0IG) regarding
claims by your client, John Reidy, that he was the subject of CIA
reprisals. Mr. Reidy alleged these reprisals were the result of his
engaging in whistleblowing activities since his post-CIA staff
employment.

In 2010 and 2012, the CIA OIG investigated Mr. Reidy’s complaints
that his terminations from CIA contracts were reprisals. Mr. Reidy’s
allegations were not substantiated. In March and April 2014, the CIA
0IC re-examined these cases and affirmed the original findings.

Mr. Reidy has also alleged that the CIA stopped processing his
clearance for a position with an industrial contractor in reprisal for
Mr. Reidy contacting the ICIG. Our investigation of that allegation
determined that the CIA stopped the processing of his clearance when
the contractor involved notified the Agency it was withdrawing the
request because they were not going to fill the position with Mr.
Reidy.

This Office advised the ICIG of the above in May 2014. The ICIG
returned the matter to our office for follow-up with Mr. Reidy. This
office plans to take no further action and considers the matter

closed.

Sincerely,

AR

Howard W. Co
Assistant Inspector General
for Investigations

TTARTAIT.ACQTITED



-------- Original Message --------
Subject:  Status of PPD-19 Request for Appeal i.c.0. John A. Reidy

Date: Tue, 21 Apr 2015 13:39:30 +0000
From: DANIEPMS <DANIEPM5@ucia.gov>
To: 'Kel McClanahan, Esq.' < national ritylaw.org>

Mr. McClanahan:

Thanks for your question regarding the status of your client's PPD-19
appeal with the IC IG. Upon review of your client's record, the PPD-19
agency review process has not been exhausted. The local agency IG has
agreed to provide a PPD-19 review, which will achieve exhaustion of the
local agency review process. The local IG will be reaching out you and
your client shortly.

After the completion of that IG review, should your client wish to

submit a request for appeal of that review, then the IC IG will consider
the request for appeal in accordance with the ERP procedures.

Dan Meyer

Executive Director for Intelligence Community Whistleblowing & Source
Protection (ICW&SP)

Office of the Inspector General of the Intelligence Community (IC IG)
Reston 3

Washington, D.C. 20511

(571) 204.8003 | (202) 253-0284 mobile

IC IG Hotline (855) 731-3260

E/ml: daniepm cia. <daniepm ucia.gov>




"Urgent Concern' and Fraud, Waste, Abuse
and Mismanagement Claim

3/6/2017 5:10 PM

John Reidy
To Paul J. Wogaman, jeanejm@dni.gov

Paul,

| have not received an answer as to who would handle the issues | have with how my case was
handled. | consider the actions taken by the IC IG in connection with my October 21, 2014
whistle blower appeal to be misconduct prohibited by federal fraud, waste, abuse and
mismanagement statutes. | also consider the referral of my case back to CIA without regard to
the inherent conflict of interest to be an act of retaliation prohibited by federal law. An act of
retaliation by an Inspector General's Office is an ‘Urgent Concern’ (50 U.S.C. § 3033(k).

The IC 1G has never answered my requests for information on how it considered CIA's written
decision not "exhausted.” The IC IG has not provided a rational reason why it failed to follow
ICD 120 twice in not having CIA provide documents within the 2 week time frame cited by the
order not has it explained why it could not meet the 45 day decision to convene a panel. Citing
that as a whistle blower | did not provide the CIA's decision is a very weak answer. The ICIG
has not explained why Dan Meyer or Charles McCullough were involved in my case after the
press reported that Dan Meyer reported to Senator Grassley that CIA IG Buckley did not
adequately investigate a whistle blower retaliation case in July 2014. The IC IG has not
explained why Dan Meyer was allowed to participate in my case after the CIA raised a conflict
of interest issue.

Simply put, the ICIG and the CIA have shown a lack of ethical responsibility several times in
this case. Both offices' integrity is suspect. A conflict of interest (COIl) is a situation in which a
person or organization is involved in multiple interests, financial or otherwise, one of which
could possibly corrupt the motivation or decision-making of that individual or organization.

The presence of a conflict of interest is independent of the occurrence of impropriety . Therefore,
a conflict of interest can be discovered and voluntarily defused before any corruption occurs. A
conflict of interest exists if the circumstances are reasonably believed (on the basis of past
experience and objective evidence) to create a risk that a decision may be unduly influenced by
other, secondary interests, and not on whether a particular individual is actually influenced by a
secondary interest.
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A widely used definition is: "A conflict of interest is a set of circumstances that creates a risk
that professional judgement or actions regarding a primary interest will be unduly influenced by
a secondary interest.”

| provided this in a previous email and it bears repeating:

"The CIGIE states that any activity that undermines the integrity of the IG institution is not
appropriate.

Questionable Behavior

1. During my initial emails with Dan Meyer in January 2014, he gave me "advice" on how to
proceed and instructed me to keep it hidden. | am aware that his management reprimanded him
for this act. Both the act by Meyer and the subsequent allowing of Meyer to continue by his
superior undermines the 1G. Please report both individuals.

2. In October 2014, | was allowed access to the ICIG SCIF to write my classified appeal. | was
told I would have 3 days. On the third day at approximately noon, | was told by Meyer that | had
to finish my appeal in 1/2 an hour because | had to leave the facility. He said the decision was his
boss's and it was because they had an award ceremony. | had to leave hours before | was
finished. I was told | would be allowed to complete my appeal. | was never given that chance. |
can't see how an award ceremony takes precedence over a whistle blower writing an appeal that
was planned ahead of time. | would like both individual's actions reported. Meyer has my email
explaining my issue with what happened.

3. Meyer routinely failed to provide adequate updates and answer questions related to my appeal.
You will see in his emails that he often stated that he was precluded by regulation and when
asked to provide the regulations and rational, he never followed through.

4. | regularly asked for status and Meyer did not provide it, however, when a Senate staffer asked
for an update on the same issue, Meyer responded immediately. Meter was able to get a response
from CIA within days. This undermines the 1G's integrity because it goes against the IG being
independent in both fact and appearance. The whistle blower is ignored but a Senate request is
immediately satisfied. Dan Meyer has the emails.

5. Dan Meyer should have been conflicted out due to his dispute with CIA. Ethically Meyer
should have recused himself. | am aware that it was Dan Meyer's boss who allowed him to stay.
Both the action's of each individual are reportable.

If it turns out that ICIG McCullough made some of these decisions, what is the ICIG process of
reporting these actions?



Please consider these complaints against the CIA IG for intake:

1. Special Agent Ricardo Martinez's email that stated that the CIA IG did not have the time or
the resources to look into the 80 emails and 53 documents | presented the CIA 1G with
highlighting illegal and unethical contracting behavior.

2. The CIA IG made a decision in regards to my PPD-19 complaint without interviewing me nor
collecting any documents. Howard Cox sent me the CIA 1G decision. | would like all Special
Agents and CIA IG management involved in this poorly conducted investigation reported.

3. Any decisions made by CIA IG Sharpley in regards to my case or its delays should be
reported.

Per your instruction, | have cc'd the IC IG hotline for all ethical issues.

Please handle all my concerns to the Intelligence Committee as "urgent.” They qualify as urgent
because they are acts of reprisal committed by an Inspector General. If there are other reasons for
qualifying these concerns as urgent please do so. | would like all my correspondence with you
and Ms. McMiillian attached to a complaint and transmitted to the Intelligence Committees.

1. ClA's inadequate FOIA and Privacy Act - please convey to the committees that these are not
regular FOIA and privacy act requests. These requests are in response to a whistle blower
retaliation complaint. | have filed approximately 20 FOIA and privacy act complaint since
October 2014. | have not received a single government document. This severely interferes with a
whistle blower's abiltiy to seek justice through the executive branch whistle blower system. |
consider it further retaliation.

2. Your remanding the appeal back to CIA - | agree that in normal situations handing a case back
to the local agency is the right move but not in this case. CIA has a history of retaliation against
whistle blowers that the ICIG is aware of. Further, the CIA 1G has a history of retaliation against
whistle blowers. The CIA IG also has a history of poor investigations and improper actions
(Director Brennan had to create a committee headed by Evan Bayh because he was unsatisfied
with the CIA IG torture report investigation and CIA IG Sharpley destroyed evidence he was
instructed to preserve). Specifically for my case, the CIA IG has previously stated they did not
have the time or resources to investigate my issues. They made decisions without following
proper investigative technique on the first PPD-19 investigation and they refuse to hand over any
investigative material that can be scrutinized or called into question in a whistle blower
investigation. Yet, the ICIG gave the case back to the CIA 1G. As you will see below the CIGIE
has stated that a threats to IG independence include self interest and self review. CIA IG can not
escape the appearance that their objectivity (independence in fact and appearance) has been
compromised.

Below I have added the exact wording of the CIGIE guidance. | will put in BOLD where | think



actions are reportable.

Office of the Inspector General’s staff shall adhere to the highest ethical principles by conducting
their work with integrity. Integrity is the cornerstone of all ethical conduct, ensuring adherence to
accepted codes of ethics and practice. Objectivity, independence, professional judgment, and
confidentiality are all elements of integrity.

-Objectivity imposes the obligation to be impartial, intellectually honest, and free of conflicts of
interest.

All conflicts of interest by ICIG and CIA IG staff are precluded. Both the individual and
supervisors are responsible for identifying the COI and remedying the situation. Actual conflicts
of interests are potentially mitigated. The appearance of a conflict of interest is also not allowed
and these are almost impossible to remedy by law.

-Independence is a critical element of objectivity. Without independence, both in fact and in
appearance, objectivity is impaired.

Meyer responding to Senate request. CIA IG reinvestigating itself in general and specifically
after | raised a retaliation claim against the CIA IG in my October 2014 appeal.

-Professional judgment requires working with competence and diligence. Competence is a
combination of education and experience and involves a commitment to learning and
professional improvement.

CIA 1G practices in general. When the newspaper refers to you as "The Keystone Cops," there is
an issue. There are several instances of incompetence and a failure to be diligent in my case. |
would have more examples but I have yet to receive any CIA IG investigative reports after 4
years.

Diligence requires that services be rendered promptly, carefully, and thoroughly, and by
observing the applicable professional and ethical standards.

CIA IG did not follow applicable professional standards by not interviewing me nor collecting
exculpatory evidence. CIA IG Sharpley and all Special Agents involved should be held to the
standard.

OIG staff should also consult with the Designated Agency Ethics Official or similar official
within their office, agency or organization regarding application of the Ethical Standards.

Please consult with the applicable ethics office on all these items of concern.

In conducting its work, OIG staff must be both independent in fact and in appearance. This



requires staff to act with integrity and exercise objectivity and professional skepticism and avoid
circumstances that would cause a reasonable and informed third party to believe that staff is not
capable of exercising objective and impartial judgment or that an OIG’s work had been
compromised.

Previously addressed.

The steps to assessing OIG independence are as follows:

1. apply safeguards as necessary to eliminate the threats or reduce them to an acceptable level.
Threats to Independence:

There are generally seven categories of threats that may apply to OIG work:

1. Self-interest: the threat that a financial or other interest will inappropriately influence an
auditor’s judgment or behavior;

2. Self-review: the threat that an OIG employee or OIG that has provided non-audit services will
not appropriately evaluate the results of previous judgments made or services performed as part
of the non-audit services when forming a judgment significant to an audit;

1. Bias: the threat that an OIG employee will, as a result of political, ideological, social, or other
convictions, take a position that is not objective;

| had asked for Ms. McMillian to be removed because of a potential bias involved in her opinion
that whistle blower's do not require legal representation. I do not think it was appropriate for the
subject of a COI claim to respond in her own defense. Also, Dan Meyer previous whistle
blowing activities and his ongoing dispute with CIA may hinder his objectivity.

1. Familiarity: the threat that aspects of a relationship with management or personnel of an
audited entity, such as a close or long relationship, or that of an immediate or close family
member, will lead an OIG employee to take a position that is not objective;

2. Undue influence: the threat that external influences or pressures will impact an OIG
employee’s ability to make independent and objective judgments;

Dan Meyer was susceptible to influence by a Senate staffer. Previously mentioned.
Safeguards:

Safeguards are controls designed to eliminate or reduce threats to an acceptable level, but vary
with the specific facts and circumstances under which threats to independence exist. Safeguards
may exist or develop from various sources, both external and internal. Several noted external
safeguards are created by legislation, regulation, or applicable professional governing bodies.
Internal safeguards are created generally pursuant to OIG policies and practices or entity



directives.

Examples of internal safeguards include but are not limited to:

(1) OIG selection of a replacement non-impaired auditor,

(2) utilizing separate engagement teams to avoid threats to independence,

(3) implementing secondary reviews, and

(4) involving another OIG or audit organization to perform or re-perform part of an audit. OIGs
should evaluate threats to independence both individually and in the aggregate because threats

can have a cumulative effect on an OIG employee’s independence.

The ICIG should have instituted this safeguard and allowed anothe 1G to investigate claims
against the CIA IG and allowed another IG to look at the PPD-19 claim.

GENERAL STANDARDS

DUE PROFESSIONAL CARE

Another general standard for investigative organizations is:

Due professional care must be used in conducting investigations and in preparing related reports.
This standard requires a constant effort to achieve quality and professional performance. It does
not imply infallibility or absolute assurances that an investigation will reveal the truth of a
matter.

This standard requires:

Thoroughness—

All investigations must be conducted in a diligent and complete manner, and reasonable steps
should be taken to ensure that pertinent issues are sufficiently resolved and to ensure that all
appropriate criminal, civil, contractual, or administrative remedies are considered.

CIA IG's PPD-19 investigation failed this requirement.

Impartiality—

All investigations must be conducted in a fair and equitable manner, with the perseverance
necessary to determine the facts.



All CIA IG investigations fail this requirement because they are one sided. No documents are
presented to the whistle blower to provide evidence. No facts, arguments or rulings can be
scrutinized or called into question.

Objectivity—
Evidence must be gathered and reported in an unbiased and independent manner in an effort to
determine the validity of an allegation or to resolve an issue. This includes inculpatory and

exculpatory information.

CIA 1G does not allow for evidence or arguments against their investigation because they do not
provide whistle blowers with their investigations.

Ethics— At all times, the actions of the investigator and the investigative organization must
conform with all applicable standards of ethical conduct.

Timeliness
—All investigations should be conducted and reported in a timely manner.

The CIA IG does not disclose their timeline for investigation regulations and there investigations
drag on.

This is especially critical given the impact investigations have on the lives of individuals and
activities of organizations. Hence, the effectiveness of an investigator depends, in part, on the
promptness of finished work products, such as prepared findings and memorialized witness
interviews.

Whistle blowers are particularly susceptible to damages as a result of lengthy investigations. The
financial impact is devastating. PPD-19 tries to make the process quick by adding language that
should quicken the decision making process. However, after 2 and a half years, | am back to the
appeal being heard. From here it will take a few weeks to decide the ERP decision. Then 6
months for the panel to decide. Then it could take months for the panel's remedies to be carried
out. The process is too long.

QUALITATIVE STANDARDS

1. EXECUTING INVESTIGATIONS

The second qualitative standard for investigative organizations is:

Investigations must be conducted in a timely, efficient, thorough, and objective manner.



Collecting Evidence

—Evidence should be collected in such a way as to ensure that all known or obviously relevant
material is obtained, the chain of custody is preserved, and the evidence is admissible in any
subsequent proceeding. The validity of information and evidence obtained during an
investigation should be verified. A procedure for the disposal of physical evidence by an
independent party must be followed. When using the work of a specialist, such as criminal
laboratory examiners, computer forensic examiners, and financial experts, investigators should
assess the specialist’s ability to perform and report on the work in an impartial manner and
should understand the scope and objective required of the specialist. Investigators should also
consider the specialist’s professional certification, experience, and relevant standards.

The CIA 1G did not collect all evidence when it failed to interview me or collect any of my
documentary evidence."

Thank you,

John Reidy



Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate
(Intelligence Operations)

John Reidy
3/25/2017 6:38 PM

To Pauld.Wogaman, cigie.information@cigie.qgov, icig complaints@dni.gov, ic complaint
s@ic.fhi.gov, DNI-FOIA

Please record this letter as a reporting under 50 USC Section 3033 (k)(5)Complaint of an Urgent
Concern to the ICIG, please include it as part of my complaint to CIGIE and DNI ethics, and
finally as a FOIA/Privacy Act request. Please see applicable paragraphs

Paul,

In October 2014, | filed a complaint with the Intelligence Community Inspector General's Office.
The complaint consisted of a Presidential Policy Directive - 19 allegation, violations of the
Intelligence Community Whistle Blower Protection Act and various other fraud, waste and abuse
claims. It also included information on intelligence operations failures.

The IC 1G kept control of my case and sent aspects back to CIA to investigate. To date neither
the CIA IG nor the IC IG has interviewed me or asked any follow-up questions on my reported
intelligence failures. This lack of follow-up is troublesome. Since the IC IG maintained authority
over my case, the responsibility to make sure my claims were investigated rests with you office.
In waiting 2 years and 5 months without asking me for additional information, you are letting
valuable evidence erode to events transpiring years ago. Please process the IC I1G's lack of
appropriate follow-up and not enforcing CIA to do so either as an urgent concern. An urgent
concern is defined as:

"A serious or flagrant problem, abuse, violation of law Executive order, or deficiency relating to
the funding, administration, or operation of an intelligence activity within the responsibility and
authority of the Director of National Intelligence involving classified information, but does not
include differences of opinions concerning public policy matters."

Please notify me within 14 days whether this complaint will be referred to the Director of
National Intelligence. If so, please pass on this email in its entirety to both the DNI and the
Intelligence Committees.

CIGIE and DNI Ethics,

Please consider the IGIG's lack of appropriate follow-up as further in evidence that they should
have conflicted out of my case. Just so we are clear, | am not talking about an actual conflict of
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interest (which can be mitigated), 1 am claiming an apparent conflict of interest that a reasonable
person would recognize. There are no legal remedies nor ways to mitigate this issue.

Also, please consider this a violation of established I1G practices. Timeliness is a problem. Not
interviewing me is a problem. The failure to preserve evidence is a problem.

DNI FOIA

| hereby file this FOIA and Privacy Act ("FOIA/PA™) request for any/all documents to
demonstrate that the IC 1G has investigated any of my intelligence failure claims since October
2014.

As this request is for a small number of pages which are easily locatable, | do not agree to pay
any fees for this request. | do,

however, have no commercial interest in the requested records.

Please release the requested documents in electronic format.

Thank you,

John Reidy



Failure to Investigate - Whistle Blower
Retaliation Claims (Mantech)

John Reidy
3/25/2017 6:53 PM

To PaulJ.Wogaman, cigie.information@cigie.qgov, icig complaints@dni.gov, ic complaint
s@ic.fhi.gov, DNI-FOIA

Please record this letter as a reporting under 50 USC Section 3033 (k)(5)Complaint of an Urgent
Concern to the ICIG, please include it as part of my complaint to CIGIE and DNI ethics, and
finally as a FOIA/Privacy Act request. Please see applicable paragraphs

Paul,

To date neither the CIA 1G nor the IC IG has interviewed me or asked any follow-up questions
on my allegations of whistle blower retaliation against Mantech for reporting illegal and
unethical behavior committed by Raytheon and CIA contract officers. Since the ICIG maintained
authority over my case, the responsibility to make sure my claims were investigated rests with
your office. Please process the IC 1G's lack of appropriate follow-up and not enforcing CIA to do
S0 as an urgent concern. An urgent concern is defined as:

"A serious or flagrant problem, abuse, violation of law Executive order, or deficiency relating to
the funding, administration, or operation of an intelligence activity within the responsibility and
authority of the Director of National Intelligence involving classified information, but does not
include differences of opinions concerning public policy matters."

Please notify me within 14 days whether this complaint will be referred to the Director of
National Intelligence. If so, please pass on this email in its entirety to both the DNI and the
Intelligence Committees.

CIGIE and DNI Ethics,

Please consider the IGIG's lack of appropriate follow-up with the additional documentary
evidence | have supplied.

DNI FOIA
| hereby file this FOIA and Privacy Act ("FOIA/PA™) request for any/all documents to

demonstrate that the IC 1G has investigated any of my whistle blower retaliation claims against
Mantech since October 2014.
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As this request is for a small number of pages which are easily locatable, | do not agree to pay
any fees for this request. | do, however, have no commercial interest in the requested records.

Please release the requested documents in electronic format.
Thank you,

John Reidy



Failure to Investigate - Fraud, Waste and
Abuse (Raytheon)

John Reidy
3/25/2017 6:49 PM

To PaulJ.Wogaman, cigie.information@cigie.qov, icig complaints@dni.gov, ic complaint
s@ic.fhi.gov, DNI-FOIA

Please record this letter as a reporting under 50 USC Section 3033 (k)(5)Complaint of an Urgent
Concern to the ICIG, please include it as part of my complaint to CIGIE and DNI ethics, and
finally as a FOIA/Privacy Act request. Please see applicable paragraphs

Paul,

To date neither the CIA 1G nor the IC IG has interviewed me or asked any follow-up questions
on my allegations of inappropriate behavior by Raytheon and CIA contract officers. Since the IC
IG maintained authority over my case, the responsibility to make sure my claims were
investigated rests with your office. Please process the IC IG's lack of appropriate follow-up and
not enforcing CIA to do so as an urgent concern. An urgent concern is defined as:

"A serious or flagrant problem, abuse, violation of law Executive order, or deficiency relating to
the funding, administration, or operation of an intelligence activity within the responsibility and
authority of the Director of National Intelligence involving classified information, but does not
include differences of opinions concerning public policy matters."

Please notify me within 14 days whether this complaint will be referred to the Director of
National Intelligence. If so, please pass on this email in its entirety to both the DNI and the
Intelligence Committees.

CIGIE and DNI Ethics,

Please consider the IGIG's lack of appropriate follow-up with the additional documentary
evidence | have supplied.

DNI FOIA

| hereby file this FOIA and Privacy Act ("FOIA/PA™) request for any/all documents to
demonstrate that the IC I1G has investigated any of my fraud, waste, abuse claims involving
Raytheon and CIA contract officers contract officers since October 2014.

As this request is for a small number of pages which are easily locatable, | do not agree to pay
any fees for this request. | do,
however, have no commercial interest in the requested records.
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Please release the requested documents in electronic format.
Thank you,

John Reidy



Urgent Concern - Failure to Investigate
Fraud, Waste and Abuse (SAIC, CIA)

John Reidy
3/25/2017 6:45 PM

To PaulJ.Wogaman, cigie.information@cigie.qgov, icig complaints@dni.gov, ic complaint
s@ic.fhi.gov, DNI-FOIA

Please record this letter as a reporting under 50 USC Section 3033 (k)(5)Complaint of an Urgent
Concern to the ICIG, please include it as part of my complaint to CIGIE and DNI ethics, and
finally as a FOIA/Privacy Act request. Please see applicable paragraphs

Paul,

To date neither the CIA 1G nor the IC IG has interviewed me or asked any follow-up questions
on my allegations of inappropriate behavior by SAIC or CIA contract officers. Since the IC I1G
maintained authority over my case, the responsibility to make sure my claims were investigated
rests with your office. In waiting 2 years and 5 months without asking me for additional
information, you are letting valuable evidence erode to events transpiring years ago. Please
process the IC IG's lack of appropriate follow-up and not enforcing CIA to do so as an urgent
concern. An urgent concern is defined as:

"A serious or flagrant problem, abuse, violation of law Executive order, or deficiency relating to
the funding, administration, or operation of an intelligence activity within the responsibility and
authority of the Director of National Intelligence involving classified information, but does not
include differences of opinions concerning public policy matters."

Please notify me within 14 days whether this complaint will be referred to the Director of
National Intelligence. If so, please pass on this email in its entirety to both the DNI and the
Intelligence Committees.

CIGIE and DNI Ethics,

Please consider the IGIG's lack of appropriate follow-up with the additional documentary
evidence | have supplied.

DNI FOIA
I hereby file this FOIA and Privacy Act ("FOIA/PA™) request for any/all documents to
demonstrate that the IC 1G has investigated any of my fraud, waste, abuse claims involving

SAIC and CIA contract officers since October 2014.

As this request is for a small number of pages which are easily locatable, I do not agree to pay
any fees for this request. |1 do,


https://mailxchange.1and1.com/appsuite/?tl=y
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however, have no commercial interest in the requested records.
Please release the requested documents in electronic format.
Thank you,

John Reidy



Failre to Investigate - Fraud, Waste and
Abuse (CIA Contractors)

John Reidy
3/25/2017 7:23 PM

To

PaulJ.Wogaman, cigie.information@cigie.gov, icig_complaints@dni.gov, ic_complaints@i
c.fbi.gov, DNI-FOIA

Please record this letter as a reporting under 50 USC Section 3033 (k)(5)Complaint of an Urgent
Concern to the ICIG, please include it as part of my complaint to CIGIE and DNI ethics, and
finally as a FOIA/Privacy Act request. Please see applicable paragraphs

Paul,

To date neither the CIA 1G nor the IC IG has interviewed me or asked any follow-up questions
on my allegations of CIA contractors providing products whose maintenance and design