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January 29, 2020 
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Chairperson, Integrity Committee 
Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency 
1717 H Street, NW, Suite 825 
Washington, DC 20006 
 
 
Dear Mr. Dahl: 
 
Thank you for your letter dated January 21, 2020.  The letter purports to correct “inaccurate 
statements” in my December 16, 2019 letter to Representative Anthony Brown concerning the 
August 12, 2019 Report of Investigation (Report) of the Integrity Committee (IC).  In fact, it is 
the assertions contained in the January 21, 2020 letter that are inaccurate, as discussed below. 
 
First, the letter claims that the IC Report addressed each of the allegations referred to the IC by 
the NLRB, citing the letter from the NLRB’s Acting Solicitor dated August 17, 2018.  However, 
the IC Report does not address the numerous allegations of discriminatory and bullying actions 
by the NLRB’s Inspector General referenced by witnesses, as documented in the Complainants’ 
full complaint narratives, which were provided to the IC on August 20 and 27, 2018.  Moreover, 
the Reports of Investigation from the Agency’s OEEO contained numerous additional witness 
statements alleging discriminatory motive and improper activity, which the Report failed to 
address.  A comparison of those charges or complaints of discrimination with the Report would 
confirm that the Report “does not address most of the specific allegations contained in the 
charges.” 
 
Second, the letter’s statement that “the IC previously advised” the NLRB that the full witness 
statements are available for its review is incorrect.  No such advice is contained in your 
September 6, 2019 letter to Chairman Ring, nor was that offer made in any other communication 
with the Agency’s Solicitor or leadership that we can identify.  Indeed, the comment in your 
January 21, 2020 letter was the first time the Agency became aware that such statements were 
available for review.  
 
Third, your letter states that the IC Report is “not a legal analysis.”  We agree. However, a 
finding of discrimination or non-discrimination under Equal Employment Opportunity law is a 
legal conclusion involving the application of law to facts through legal analysis.  Therefore, since 
the IC acknowledges there was no “legal analysis,” there has been no legal determination that the 
NLRB’s IG did not discriminate against Agency employees in violation of the applicable federal 
discrimination laws. 
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Fourth, the Acting Solicitor’s August 17, 2018 letter was sent before the independent contractor 
to whom the Agency’s OEEO referred the acceptability review made its decision concerning the 
OEEO’s jurisdiction to investigate these EEO complaints.  Approximately one month later, our 
OEEO determined, based on its independent review of the matter, that it would assert 
jurisdiction.  As you know, there is legal precedent subsequent to the cases cited in the Acting 
Solicitor’s letter that supports OEEO and EEOC jurisdiction based on allegations similar to the 
ones here.  See Cassandra S. v. David J. Shulkin, Secretary, Department of Veterans Affairs, 
EEOC DOC 0120170829 (E.E.O.C.), 2017 WL 1830959 (April 28, 2017), reconsideration 
denied, EEOC DOC 0520170371 (E.E.O.C.), 2017 WL 3475661 (Aug. 4, 2017).  Accordingly, 
the Agency has acted in conformity with applicable legal precedent in submitting to the 
jurisdiction of the EEOC in this matter.   
 
I hope that this clarifies the statements in my letter with which the IC takes issue.  
   
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
John F. Ring 
Chairman 
 
cc: The Honorable Anthony Brown 
 Deputy General Counsel Alice Stock 
 


