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AGENCY’S RESPONSES TO COMPLAINANT’S REQUESTS FOR DISCOVERY

GENERAL OJECTIONS

. The United States Secret Service (“Secret Service” or “Agency”) objects to these discovery
requests insofar as they seek to impose requirements beyond those established under the
Acknowledgement and Order, Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)
Regulations, and Fed. R. Civ. P. 26, 33, 34 and 36. The Secret Service will provide
responses and objections in compliance with the EEOC regulations and the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure.

. The Agency objects to these discovery requests insofar as they seek information (1)
pertaining to any periods of time that are irrelevant to the issues or claims in this appeal; (2)
relating to matters that are not raised in the appeal; (3) that is obtainable from some other
source that is more convenient, less burdensome, less expensive, and as easily accessible and
available to the Complainant as to the Agency; or (4) that is otherwise beyond the scope of
discovery under the EEOC regulations or the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

. The Agency objects to Complainant’s discovery requests to the extent that they seek
information not within the Agency’s possession, custody, control, or knowledge, seek
production of any and all responsive information that may exist or otherwise seek to impose
requirements beyond those established under EEOC regulations and Fed. R. Civ. P. 33,
which extends only to information available to the Agency that can be found by means of a
reasonably diligent search. The Agency will provide responses to these discovery requests
that are relevant and that can be found by means of a reasonably diligent search of
information available to the Sccret Service that the Agency has been reasonably able to
gather to date.

D. The Agency objects to Complainant’s discovery requests to the extent that they are vague or



ambiguous, or fail to describe the information sought with sufficient particularity to allow a
meaningful response by the Agency.

E. The Agency does not waive and hereby reserves its right to assert any and all objections to
the admissibility into evidence at the hearing of this action, or in any other proceeding, any
document or record produced in response to these document requests, on any and all grounds,
including, but not limited to, competency, authenticity, relevance, materiality, privilege and
admissibility.

F. The Agency’s response contained herein is made subject to the foregoing General Objections.

The specific objections in response to any document request are not intended to constitute a
waiver of the foregoing General Objections.

DEFINITIONS

ATSAIC — Assistant to the Special Agent in Charge

FSD — Forensics Services Division

SCD — Security Clearance Division

EEOD - Office of Equal Employment Opportunity and Diversity
SA — Special Agent

SR — Significant Response

NSR — No Significant Response

INC - Inconclusive

QC — Quality Control

Unless otherwise indicated, the business address for all employees identified below is: United
States Secret Service
950 H St., NW
Washington, DC 20223
INTERROGATORIES

1. Identify each and every person who participated in the decision to withdraw the
conditional offer of employment sent in an email dated July 17, 2014. As to each
person, describe in detail his/her role in the decision and/or process.

Response: Robin DeProspero-Philpot, Policy Chief, SCD decided that Complainant was
no longer a best qualified applicant (BQA) for the position for which he applied. Deputy
Assistant Director Carrie Hunnicutt, Office of Technical Development and Mission
Support, concurred with this decision

2. Please set forth any and all facts that constitute a legitimate, nondiscriminatory
reason for the withdrawal of the conditional offer of employment that support any
defense asserted by the Agency.



Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
proffer a legal argument before discovery has closed and prior to the deadline to file
dispositive motions.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. On September 18, 2014, Complainant took a polygraph
examination that indicated a significant response (SR). On September 19, 2014, the FSD
Quality Control review concurred with the evaluation of Complainant’s examination. A
report of the Complainant’s examination was provided by the Forensic Services Division
to the Security Clearance Division for background adjudication. Because he did not
successfully complete his background check, Complainant was no longer qualified for
employment in the position for which he applied.

. Identify each person, other than a person intended to be called as an expert witness
at trial, having discoverable information that tends to support a position that the
Agency has taken or intends to take in this action, and state the subject matter of
the information possessed by that person.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
identify witnesses before such deadline has been established by a Hearing Order.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows.

Policy Chief Robin DeProspero-Philpot, SCD — made the determination that Complainant
did not successfully complete his background check and was not qualified for the
position for which he applied.

SA Ellen Ripperger, FSD — conducted Complainant’s polygraph examination.

SA Edward Alston, III, FSD — conducted the quality control review of Complainant’s
polygraph examination.

ATSAIC Daniel Ciatti, FSD — currently serves as a polygraph program supervisor.

. Identify each person whom the Agency expects to call as an expert witness at trial,
state the subject matter on which the expert is expected to testify, state the
substance of the findings and opinions to which the expert is expected to testify and
a summary of the grounds for each opinion, and, with respect to an expert whose
findings and opinions were acquired in anticipation of litigation or for trial,
summarize the qualifications of the expert, state the terms of the expert's
compensation, and attach to your answers any available list of publications written
by the expert and any written report made by the expert concerning the expert's
findings and opinions.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
identify expert witnesses before such deadline has been established by a Hearing Order.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency does not have any anticipated expert testimony to disclose at this time.

. Identify each and every person from whom the Agency or anyone acting on its
behalf has obtained a statement in any form (including, but not limited to, written,



oral or digital) regarding facts relating to the allegations in the Complaint and
describe the substance of each such statement.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as overbroad and unduly burdensome, to
the extent that it seeks information regarding every statement in any form regarding any
facts relating to the Complaint. The Agency further objects to this request as seeking
information protected by the attorney-client privilege.

Response: The Agency does not possess any non-privileged responsive information at
this time that was not already provided in the ROL.

. If the Agency contends that Complainant has made any statement that supports or
substantiates any of the Agency’s claims or defenses in this case, describe fully that
statement and identify all documents that reflect that statement.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
proffer a legal argument before discovery has closed and prior to the deadline to file
dispositive motions.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. All statements by the Complainant possessed by the Agency
at this time are reflected in the ROI or provided in attached documents.

. If the Agency contends that Complainant has made any statement that constitutes a
party admission or statement against interest, describe fully that statement and
identify all documents that reflect that statement.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
proffer a legal argument before discovery has closed and prior to the deadline to file
dispositive motions.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. All statements by the Complainant possessed by the
Agency are reflected in the ROI or provided in attached documents.

. If the Agency intends to rely upon any documents, electronically stored information

(including, but not limited to email and video or audio recordings), or tangible
things to support a position that the Agency has taken or intends to take in the
action, provide a brief description, by category and location, of all such documents,
electronically stored information, and tangible things, and identify all persons
having possession, custody, or control of them.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
proffer a legal argument before discovery has closed and prior to the deadline to file
dispositive motions.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. All relevant, non-privileged documents have been provided
in the ROI or produced in the attached documents.

. If the Agency contends that the Complainant does not meet the statutory definition
of disabled, please set forth all facts which support such a contention.



10.

11;

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
proffer a legal argument before discovery has closed and prior to the deadline to file
dispositive motions.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. The Agency is not aware of any information at this time,
prior to the close of discovery, that would support a contention that Complainant does not
meet the statutory definition of “disabled.”

On a yearly basis for the last five years, please provide the total number of
employees the USSS employs, the number of disabled employees the USSS employs,
the number of disabled applicants for USSS positions, and the number of disabled
applicants hired by the USSS.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as compound, irrelevant to the
Complaint, overbroad, and unduly burdensome, to the extent that it seeks information
regarding every employee and applicant to the Agency over the last five years. This
question, for example, seeks information about Agency law enforcement employees who
are not similarly situated to the Complainant, as they are required to pass physical fitness,
firearms, and medical qualifications for which certain disabilities can be disqualifying.
Furthermore, this question secks information about applicants and employees who may
have physical disabilities that are entirely unrelated to the disability(ies) that form the
basis of this Complaint.

The Agency further notes that it does not maintain information regarding disabilities of
all employees and all applicants for employment — some employees and applicants
voluntarily provide this information and some do not.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows.

FY 2011: 7,043 employees; 90 employees who identified disabilities; 3,004 applicants
who identified disabilities; 5 applicants who identified disabilities hired

FY 2012: 6,773 employees; 99 employees who identified disabilities; 469 applicants who
identified disabilities; 2 applicants who identified disabilities hired

FY 2013: 6,501 employees; 102 employees who identified disabilities; 2 applicants who
identified disabilities; 2 applicants who identified disabilities hired

FY 2014: 6,354 employees; 107 employees who identified disabilities; 5,044 applicants
who identified disabilities; 6 applicants who identified disabilities hired

FY 2015: 6,320 employees; 116 employees who identified disabilities; 1,143 applicants
who identified disabilities; 7 applicants who identified disabilities hired

If the Agency contends that Complainant could not perform any essential functions
of the offered position, please set forth those essential functions which he could not
perform; and set forth all observations, studies, reports or any other facts that
support your conclusion that he could not do so.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as premature, as it asks the Agency to
proffer a legal argument before discovery has closed and prior to the deadline to file
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dispositive motions. The Agency further objects to the term “offered position” as vague
and misleading.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. Obtaining eligibility for a TSSC after a successful
background check was an essential function of the position for which Complainant
applied and which he could not perform. All documents and facts supporting this position
have been provided in the ROI, in response to another Discovery Request, or have been
withheld due to a stated objection.

Please provide a list of all USSS polygraph exams in which Special Agent Ellen
Ripperger’s determinations either resulted in reexaminations or had Quality
Control Issues, and the outcomes of any reexaminations.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as overbroad, unduly burdensome,
irrelevant, and vague. The Agency objects to this request as irrelevant, because SA
Ripperger’s examination of Complainant neither had quality control issues nor resulted in
reexamination. The Agency objects to this request as vague to the extent that “Quality
Control Issues” is undefined and unclear and to the extent that re-examinations are not
necessarily the “result” of a polygraph examiner’s “determinations.”

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows.

SA Ripperger has administered 28 polygraph examinations that she evaluated as INC,
and 7 examinations for which she rendered No Opinion. Reexamination outcomes for
those individuals are provided in the Agency’s production of documents.

FSD Quality Control non-concurred with seven of SA Ripperger’s evaluations of
polygraph examinations during her tenure as a certified polygraph examiner. In each case
a re-examination was conducted by an examiner other than SA Ripperger and the re-
exam evaluation was consistent with SA Ripperger’s initial evaluation.

1) File No. 20140864: SA Ripperger evaluation of SR, QC evaluation of INC, re-exam
evaluation of SR, numerous post-test admissions on re-exam

2) File No. 20150096: SA Ripperger evaluation of NSR, QC evaluation of INC, re-exam
evaluation of NSR

3) File No. 20150104: SA Ripperger evaluation of SR, QC evaluation of INC, applicant
withdrew before re-exam

4) File No. 20150783: SA Ripperger evaluation of SR, QC evaluation of INC, re-exam
evaluation of SR

5) File No. 20151885: SA Ripperger evaluation of SR, QC evaluation of INC, re-exam
not administered due to applicant admissions

6) File No. 20160264: SA Ripperger evaluation of SR, QC evaluation of INC, re-exam
evaluation of SR

7) File No. 20151677: SA Ripperger evaluation of SR, QC evaluation of INC, no re-
exam was authorized by SCD due to admissions gained during the exam.
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14.

SA Ripperger also administered one polygraph examination (File No. 20130186) that she
evaluated as SR and which was concurred by QC. This applicant was administered a
subsequent examination that was evaluated as NSR, though this re-examination was not
the “result” of SA Ripperger’s evaluation nor was it the result of any “Quality Control
issues.”

Please provide for calendar years 2012 — 2015 a list of the total number of applicants
Special Agent Ripperger has polygraphed, the number of those who failed her
polygraph exam, the number of those who failed her polygraph exam and who had
any type of psychiatric condition, and the number of those who failed her polygraph
exam and who had any type of disability other than a psychiatric condition.

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as vague, compound, irrelevant to the
Complaint, overbroad, and unduly burdensome. This Request is vague to the extent that it
does not define the word “failed,” which is not among the potential evaluation results
(SR, NSR, INC, No Opinion). Furthermore, the use of the term “her polygraph exam” in
the Request is vague and inaccurate, to the extent that it suggests that SA Ripperger
formulates and administers applicant examinations at her own discretion.

This Request is unduly burdensome to the extent that the Agency does not retain
information on individual applicants’ disability status. Only aggregate disability data are
maintained for applicants. The Agency has requested documents from the National
Records Center on all applicants from FY 2014 whose polygraph examinations SA
Ripperger evaluated as SR. The Agency reserves the right to supplement this response
and objections to this response upon receipt of these documents, which must be searched
and reviewed by hand.

Furthermore, this Request is not relevant to the Complaint to the extent that applicants
with disabilities other than psychiatric conditions are not similarly situated to
Complainant.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency responds as follows. SA Ripperger has conducted 253 polygraph examinations as
a certified polygraph examiner (2013-present). 117 individuals from that group indicated
a significant response during their polygraph examinations.

Identify each individual who assisted in answering these Interrogatories, stating
with respect to each person the Interrogatory or Interrogatories they assisted with
and how they assisted.

SA Ellen Ripperger — compiled data and information for interrogatories 12 and 13.

ATSAIC Daniel Ciatti — compiled data and information in response to interrogatories 12
and 13.

Chief Robin DeProspero-Philpot — provided information in response to interrogatories 1
and 2.

Deputy Director, EEOD, Jessie Lane — compiled data in response to interrogatory 10.



15. For each individual identified in Answer 14, set forth his/her authority to answer
these Interrogatories on behalf of the Agency and to bind the Agency to the answers
given,

Response: Chief Robin DeProspero-Philpot made the determination at issue in this
Complaint and has personal knowledge of the decision.

SA Ripperger conducted the polygraph evaluation at issue in this Complaint and has
personal knowledge of that issue and also has access to data on the examinations she has
given and the results of those examinations.

ATSAIC Daniel Ciatti is a supervisor in FSD and has access to records of the polygraph
operations program.

Deputy Director Jessie Lane is a supervisor in EEOD and has access to records of that
office.



REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS AND TANGIBLE THINGS

. Any and all documents referred to or relied upon in answering Complainant’s
Interrogatories.

Response: See attached documents used in response to Interrogatories 10 and 12.

. Any and all documents between the Agency and Complainant regarding withdrawal of
the conditional offer of employment set forth in the ROL

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as seeking documents already available to
Complainant.

Response: Responsive documents were provided in the ROI. See additional attached
correspondence between Complainant and former Agency employee Scott Cragg.

. Any written documents between the Complainant and the Agency with regard to an
offer or conditional of employment [sic], including, but not limited to, the Agency’s
offer letter dated 7/17/2014 and Complainant’s acceptance of same dated 7/17/2014.

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as seeking documents already available to
Complainant.

Response: Responsive documents were provided in the ROI. See additional attached e-mail
correspondence

. Any and all documents, between and/or among any person acting for or on behalf of the
Agency regarding the polygraph examination of Complainant and any other matter
leading to the decision to withdraw the conditional offer of employment that had been
made to Complainant.

Objections: The Agency objects to this Request to the extent that it seeks information that is
not relevant to the Complaint and is protected by law enforcement investigatory privilege.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, see the
attached responsive non-privileged documents.

. The audio and/or video recording made of the Complainant’s polygraph exam.

Objection: The Agency objects to this Request to the extent that it seeks information that is
not relevant to the Complaint and is protected by law enforcement investigatory privilege and
national security privilege. The content of the Complainant’s polygraph exam consists of
sensitive investigative information that is not relevant to the aspect of the Complaint over
which the EEOC maintains jurisdiction. See Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518
(1988) and Foote v. Moniz, 751 F.3d 656 (D.C. Cir 2014) (the merits of agency decisions
“based on a similar kind of predictive national security judgment as that which underlines the
denial or revocation of a security clearance” are not reviewable).

Please produce all documents related to the Complainant’s polygraph examination
including, but not limited to polygraph charts, polygraph scoring charts, quality control
(QC) documents, and quality control notes.



Objection: The Agency objects to this Request to the extent that it seeks information that is
not relevant to the Complaint and is protected by law enforcement investigatory privilege and
national security privilege. The content of the Complainant’s polygraph exam consists of
sensitive investigative information that is not relevant to the aspect of the Complaint over
which the EEOC maintains jurisdiction. See Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518
(1988) and Foote v. Moniz, 751 F.3d 656 (D.C. Cir 2014) (the merits of agency decisions
“based on a similar kind of predictive national security judgment as that which underlines the
denial or revocation of a security clearance” are not reviewable).

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, see the
documents provided in response to Document Request 4.

. Any and all documents that pertain to or contain information concerning
Complainant's polygraph exam.

Objection: The Agency objects to this Request to the extent that it seeks information that is
not relevant to the Complaint and is protected by law enforcement investigatory privilege and
national security privilege. The content of the Complainant’s polygraph exam consists of
sensitive investigative information that is not relevant to the aspect of the Complaint over
which the EEOC maintains jurisdiction. See Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518
(1988) and Foote v. Moniz, 751 F.3d 656 (D.C. Cir 2014) (the merits of agency decisions
“based on a similar kind of predictive national security judgment as that which underlines the
denial or revocation of a security clearance” are not reviewable).

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, see the
documents provided in response to Document Request 4.

. Any and all documents that pertain to or contain information questioning, criticizing,
or disagreeing with any polygraph examination administered by Special Agent Ellen
Ripperger or redirecting her to re-administer polygraph examinations, including, but
not limited to any document to or from the Agency’s Quality Control Department or

the Forensic Services Division.

Objection: The Agency objects to this Request as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and
protected by the law enforcement investigatory privilege. The Agency also objects to this
Request as irrelevant, because SA Ripperger’s examination of the Complainant was not
questioned, criticized or disagreed with by QC or FSD, nor was she directed to re-administer
it. The Agency further objects to the implication that a QC non-concur, or a reexamination, is
synonymous with “questioning, criticizing, or disagreeing” with a polygraph examination.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency does not possess any non-privileged responsive documents.

. Any and all documents that pertain to or contain information concerning polygraph
examinations administered by Special Agent Ellen Ripperger of examinees who had a
disability at the time the examination was administered and about whom she concluded
there were indications of deception.

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and not
relevant to this individual Complaint. The Agency does not retain information on individual
applicants’ disability status.
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11.

12.

13.

The Agency further objects to this Request to the extent that the content of applicants’
polygraph exams consists of sensitive national security information that is not relevant to any
aspect of the Complaint over which the EEOC maintains jurisdiction. Pursuant to
Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518 (1988) and Foote v. Moniz, 751 F.3d 656 (D.C.
Cir 2014), the merits of agency decisions “based on a similar kind of predictive national
security judgment as that which underlines the denial or revocation of a security clearance”
are not reviewable.

Response: The Agency has requested application documents from the National Records
Center on all applicants from FY 2014 whom SA Ripperger evaluated as SR in their
polygraph examinations. The Agency reserves the right to supplement this response and
objections to this response upon receipt of these documents.

Any and all documents pertaining to or containing information concerning problems,
irregularities, inquiries, or complaints about polygraph examinations administered by
Special Agent Ellen Ripperger.

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as overbroad and irrelevant to the instant
Complaint, to the extent that it seeks documents about examinations other than
Complainant’s and about complaints that were found to be without merit. The Agency further
objects to this Request as seeking documents protected by the law enforcement investigatory
privilege.

Response: Subject to the above general and specific objections, there are no non-privileged,
relevant documents to produce.

Please provide any and all documents and explain every instance either formally or
informally where issues have arisen regarding Special Agent Ellen Ripperger work
products and for what reasons?

Objections: The Agency objects to this Request as vague to the extent that the phrase “issues
have arisen” is unclear and unlimited in regard to the possible source of “issues.” The
Agency further objects to this Request as overbroad to the extent that it is not limited by time
or subject matter to SA Rippperger’s work product as a polygraph examiner.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency does not have any records of supervisory issues with SA Ripperger’s work product
as a polygraph examiner.

Please provide any and all documents for every instance either formally or informally
where Special Agent Ellen Ripperger had job performance problems brought to her
attention.

Objections: The Agency objects to this Request as vague to the extent that the phrases
“problems brought to her attention” and “job performance problems” are unclear and
unlimited in regard to the possible source of “problems.” The Agency further objects to this



Request as overbroad to the extent that it is not limited by time or subject matter to SA
Rippperger’s job performance as a polygraph examiner.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency does not have any records of supervisory problems with SA Ripperger’s job
performance as a polygraph cxaminer.

14. Please provide any and all documents and explain every instance either formally or
informally where either the Quality Control Department or the Forensic Services
Division disagreed with Special Agent Ellen Ripperger's determinations made with
regard to (a) her polygraph examinations or (b) any element of a polygraph
examination she administered?

Objections: The Agency objects to this request as overbroad and unduly burdensome, to the
extent that it seeks documents and information regarding any difference between the way SA
Ripperger and QC scored any data point on every polygraph examination given by SA
Ripperger. The Agency further objects to this Request as irrelevant to the extent that it seeks
documents about examinations other than Complainant’s.

Response: Records regarding examinations in which QC non-concurred with initial
evaluations of SA Ripperger were provided in response to Document Request 8.

15. Please provide any and all documents and explain every instance of formal or informal
Quality Control (QC) issues or concerns regarding the Complainant's
polygraph exam either verbally or in writing from the USSS Polygraph Quality Control
Office or Forensic Services Division.

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as compound and vague to the extent that the
phrase “issues or concerns” is unclear and undefined. QC concurred with the SR evaluation
of Complainant’s exam. The Agency further objects to this Request to the extent that the

. content of applicants’ polygraph exams consists of sensitive national security information
that is not relevant to any aspect of the Complaint over which the EEOC maintains
jurisdiction.
Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections,
Complainant’s polygraph examination report was provided in response to Document Request
4.

16. The polygraph exam questions from the Complainant’s - polygraph exam.

Objection: The Agency objects to this Request to the extent that it seeks information that is
not relevant to the Complaint and is protected by law enforcement investigatory privilege and
national security privilege. The content of the Complainant’s polygraph exam consists of
sensitive investigative information that is not relevant to the aspect of the Complaint over
which the EEOC maintains jurisdiction. See Department of Navy v. Egan, 484 U.S. 518
(1988) and Foote v. Moniz, 751 F.3d 656 (D.C. Cir 2014) (the merits of agency decisions
“based on a similar kind of predictive national security judgment as that which underlines the
denial or revocation of a security clearance” are not reviewable).

17. Please provide any and all performance evaluations for Special Agent Ellen Ripperger.



18.

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as overbroad, unduly burdensome, and
irrelevant, to the extent that it does not include time limits and seeks performance evaluations
for SA Ripperger’s entire career, including years prior to her work as a polygraph examiner.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency will provide performance evaluations for SA Ripperger’s tenure as a polygraph
examiner upon entry of a Protective Order for personnel records.

Please provide a copy of the statement Special Agent George Stakias had the
Complainant write explaining why he had seen a psychiatrist for several years during a
review of the Complainant’s security clearance paperwork (Form OF-306), in relation
to disclosures made in Question 21 (mental health).

Response: The Agency does not possess any responsive document.



REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS

. Special Agent Ellen Ripperger told the Complainant he failed his polygraph
examination with respect to questions on drug use and past serious undetected
crimes.

Response: Admit.

. Special Agent Ripperger has had the Quality Control department at USSS overturn
her polygraph examination results.

Objection: The Agency objects to the words “overturn” and “results” as vague and
undefined by Complainant and objects to this Request as not relevant to the instant
Complaint.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency denies that any of SA Ripperger’s polygraph examination evaluations were
“overturned” by Quality Control, considering that in every instance where QC non-
concurred with one of SA Ripperger’s evaluations and a retest was conducted, SA
Ripperger’s initial evaluation was confirmed rather than the QC evaluation. The Agency
admits that QC non-concurred with seven of SA Ripperger’s evaluations.

In addition, the Agency denies that Quality Control non-concurred with SA Ripperger’s
evaluation of Complainant’s polygraph examination.

. Special Agent Ripperger’s polygraph results have been overturned (have not been
concurred) by the USSS Quality Control (QC) department more frequently than the
average USSS polygraph examiner’s polygraph results.

Objections: The Agency objects to this Request as vague and not relevant to the instant
Complaint. QC does not “overturn” evaluations; it does non-concur. This Request is not
relevant to this Complaint to the extent that QC concurred with SA Ripperger’s
evaluation of Complainant’s examination.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency denies that there is an “average USSS polygraph examiner.” There is significant
variation in the number of exams conducted by USSS certified polygraph examiners in a
calendar year and the number of non-concurred evaluations. Additionally, in every
instance where QC non-concurred with one of SA Ripperger’s evaluations and a retest
was conducted, SA Ripperger’s initial evaluation was confirmed rather than the QC
evaluation. Accordingly, none of SA Ripperger’s evaluations has ever been “overturned”

by QC.

. Individuals who have failed a USSS polygraph exam and subsequently have been

retested and passed another USSS polygraph examination have been hired by the
USSS.



Objection: The Agency objects to the word “failed” as vague and objects to this Request
as compound, not relevant to the instant Complaint, and unduly burdensome.

This Request is unduly burdensome, to the extent that it would require the Agency to
compile a list of every applicant who received a SR evaluation for any stage of a
polygraph examination, which would include thousands of individuals per year, and then
cross reference each individual on this list with personnel records to determine whether
or not they received an appointment with the Agency.

Furthermore, this Request is overbroad and not relevant to this Complaint, to the extent
that it seeks information about applicant background adjudications that were made by
officials other than Robin DeProspero-Philpot, who made the applicant background
adjudication relevant to this Complaint.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency admits that some individuals have been evaluated as SR in an examination, been
evaluated as NSR in a later examination, and ultimately been hired by the Agency.

. USSS CIO Scott Cragg contacted the Complainant by email late on or about the
evening of Friday October 24, 2014 and asked if he had been retested (polygraphed).

Response: Admit.

. Complainant’s application for a Top Secret Security Clearance was halted by the
USSS based solely on the results of his polygraph examination.

Response: Deny. Complainant did not successfully pass his background check on the
basis of his polygraph examination, at which time he was no longer qualified for the
position for which he had applied. Accordingly there was no need to make a
determination concerning his ability to attain a TSSC.

. Individuals who have failed a polygraph exam have obtained Top Secret Security
Clearances when the totality of evidence is weighed and is favorable regarding the
applicant’s character.

Objection: The Agency objects to the word “failed” as vague. Furthermore, this Request
is overbroad and not relevant to this Complaint, to the extent that it seeks information
about background adjudications that were made by officials other than Robin
DeProspero-Philpot, who made the background adjudication relevant to this Complaint.

The Agency further objects to this Request to the extent that it implies that a polygraph
examination is considered among a “totality of evidence” in the adjudications of
individuals’ eligibility to access classified information. The polygraph examination is
part of the applicant background check process, successful completion of which is a
prerequisite for consideration of a TSSC, which is a separate adjudication.



10.

11,

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency admits that some individuals have been evaluated as SR on a polygraph
examination, have been evaluated as NSR in a later examination, and have ultimately
obtained a TSSC from the Agency.

The USSS sometimes asks applicants to write statements explaining psychiatric
treatment when an applicant makes a mental health disclosure on Question 21
(mental health) of Form OF-306 [sic].

Objections: The Agency objects to this request to the extent that Form OF-306 does not
include mental health disclosures.

Response: The Agency admits that applicants have been asked to write statements
explaining psychiatric treatment when an applicant makes a mental health disclosure on
Question 21 of the Standard Form 86.

USSS polygraph examiners will on average have one or possibly two non-concurred
polygraph examinations in a calendar year.

Objection: The Agency objects to this request as compound, overbroad and unduly
burdensome, to the extent that it does not include any time limits, and to the extent that
the Agency does not compile data on the yearly number of polygraph examiners’ non-
concurred evaluations. There is significant variation in the number of exams conducted
by USSS certified polygraph examiners in a calendar year. Accordingly, there is
significant variation in the number of non-concurred evaluations for USSS certified
polygraph examiners in a calendar year.

The Agency further objects to this request as irrelevant, to the extent that QC concurred
with the examination at issue in this Complaint, and the frequency with which QC non-
concurs with other polygraph examinations of applicants other than the Complainant is
not relevant to this Complaint.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency does not possess sufficient information to admit or deny.

Special Agent Ripperger has exceeded the average number of non-concurred
polygraph examinations in most years.

Objection: See above objections to Request for Admission 9.

If a polygraph examiner does not administer an ethical polygraph examination, the
results of the polygraph examination may not be correct.

Objections: The Agency objects to the term “ethical polygraph examination” as vague.
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14.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency admits that if a polygraph examiner does not administer a polygraph examination
consistent with the professional standards of the National Center for Credibility
Assessment (NCCA) and the Agency, the results of the polygraph examination may not
be correct.

Special Agent Ellen Ripperger reviewed the Complainant’s paperwork, including
his Top Secret Clearance paperwork, prior to the administration of his polygraph
examination.

Objection: The Agency objects to the word “paperwork™ as vague.

Response: Subject to and without waiving the above general and specific objections, the
Agency admits that SA Ripperger reviewed Complainant’s SF-86 prior to the
administration of his polygraph examination.

Special Agent Ripperger shared her interpretation of the Complainant’s polygraph
examination results with Robin Despero [sic].

Response: Deny. SA Ripperger did not personally communicate any information about
Complainant’s polygraph examination with Robin DeProspero-Philpot. Chief
DeProspero-Philpot independently reviewed the Complainant’s polygraph examination
report.

Robin Despero [sic] reviewed the results of the Complainant’s polygraph exam.

Response: The Agency admits that Chief DeProspero-Philpot independently reviewed
the Complainant’s polygraph examination report.
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Table Al: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Race/Ethnicity and Sex
RACE/ETHNICITY
Employment | TOTAL WORKFORCE |~ Non- Hispanic or Latino
Tenure mn:'" White Black or African Relan Native Hawallan | American Indlan| Two or more
b American or Other Pacific  or !!llkl Native races
M [ male | femaie maie | Temalg mahe farnale male | flamale mate | female male | female male | Temale male | female
e
ﬁm | # 6926 | 5214 | 1712 276 143 4093 986 652 478 144 B6 6 2 29 11 14 6
% | 100% | 75.28% | 24.72% | 3.98% | 2.06% | 59.10% | 14.24% | 9.41% | 6.90% | 2.08% | 1.24% | 0.09% | 0.03% | 0.42% | 0.16% | 0.20% | 0.09%
m: # 7043 '| 5301 | 1742 293 144 4145 | 1008 674 482 141 89 9 2 26 10 13 7
=T % | 100% |75.27% | 24.73% | 4.16% | 2.04% | 58.85% | 14.31% | 9.57% | 6.84% | 2.00% | 1.26% | 0.13% | 0.03% | 0.37% | 0.14% | 0.18% | 0.10%
CLF (2000) % | 100% | 53.20% | 46.80% | £.20% | 4.50% | 39.00% | 33.70% | 4.80% | 5.70% | 1.90% | 1.70% | 0.10% | 0.10% | 0.30% | 0.30% | 0.80% | 0.80%
Difference # 117 87 30 17 1 52 22 22 4 -3 3 3 0 -3 -1 -1 1
RatioChange | %% | 0.00% | -0.02% | D.02% | 0.18% | -0.02% | -0.24% | 0.08% | 0.16% | -D.06% | -0.08% | 0.02% | 0.04% | 0.00% | -0.05% | -0.02% | -0.02% | 0.01%
Change L % ]| 169% | 1.67% | 1.75% | 6.16% | 0.70% | 1.27% | 2.23% | 3.37% | 0.84% | -2.08% | 3.49% |50.00%| 0.00% |-10.34%]-9.09% | -7.14% | 16.67%
* 5668 | 4199 | 1489 222 121 3280 821 538 437 128 27 4 1 20 11 7 1
% | 100% | 74.08% | 25.92% | 3.92% | 2.13% | 57.87% | 14.4B% | 9.49% | 7.71% | 2.26% | 1.36% | 0.07% | 0.02% | 0.35% | 0.19% | 0.12% | 0.02%
# 5764 | 4258 | 1506 227 126 3328 840 547 443 124 82 [ 1 20 10 6 4
% | 100% |73.87% [ 26.13% | 3.94% | 2.19% | 57.74% | 14.57% | 9.49% | 7.69% | 2.15% | 1.42% | 0.10% | 0.02% | 0.35% | 0.17% | 0.10% | 0.07%
# 96 59 37 ] 5 48 19 9 6 -4 5 2 0 0 -1 -1 3
% | 0.00% | -0.21% | 0.21% | 0.02% | 0.05% | -0.13% | 0.09% | 0.00% | -0.02% | -0.11% | 0.06% | 0.03% | 0.00% [ -0.01% | -0.02% | -0.02% | 0.05%
% | 1.69% | 1.41% | 2.52% | 2.25% | 4.13% | 1.46% | 2.31% | 1.67% | 1.37% | -3.13% | 6.49% | 50.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | -9.09% |-14.29%300.00%
#* 1258 | 1015 243 54 22 813 165 114 a1 16 9 2 1 5 0 7 5
%% | 100% | 80.68% | 19.32% | 4.29% | 1.75% | 64.63% | 13.12% | 9.06% | 3.26% | 1.27% | 0.72% | 0.16% | 0.08% | 0.72% | 0.00% | 0.56% | 0.40%
* 1279 | 1043 236 66 18 B17 168 127 19 17 7 3 1 6 0 7 3
% | 100% | 81.55% | 18.45% | 5.16% | 1.41% | 63.88% | 13,14% | 9.93% | 3.05% | 1.33% | 0.55% | 0.23% | 0.08% | 0.47% | 0.00% | 0.55% | 0.23%
* 21 28 -7 12 -4 4 3 13 -2 1 -2 1 1] -3 0 0 -2
| % | 0.00% | 0.86% | -0.86% | 0.87% | -0.34% | -0.75% | 0.02% | 0.87% | -0.21% | 0.06% | -0.17% | 0.08% | 0.00% | -0.25% | 0.00% | -0.01% | -0.16%
% | 1.67% | 2.76% | -2.88% | 22.22% |-1B.18%| 0.49% | 1.82% | 11.90% | -4.8B% | 6.25% |-22.22%| 50.00% | 0.00% |-33.33%| 0.00% | 0.00% |-40.00%
QPRIATED
® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] [} 0 0 0 0 0 D
% | 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
# 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 a 0 0 0 0
% | 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
* 0 0 o o 0 (1} 0 0 0 0 o 1] (V] 1] o 0 o
% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%




Table Al: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Race/Ethnicity and Sex

RACE/ETHNICITY
Employm | _ Al WORKFORCE Non- Hispanic or Latino___
ent Hispanic or Latino — Black or African ", i American Indian | Two or more
Tenure Amarican T or Alaska Native races
T [ wale T Temals mie | female male | femaie male | Temela maiz | female male | female male | female male | female
/

Prior | ¥ | 7043 5,300 1,742] 203 144 4,145 | 1,008 | 674 482 141 89 9 2 26 10 13 7
FY 2011 % 100% 75.27% | 24.73% 4.16% 2,04% 58.85% | 14.31% | 9.57% 6.84% 2.00% 1.26% 0.13% 0.03% 0.37% D.14% 0.18% 0.10%
rant "l 8773 5,141 1,632 293 133 4,007 =30 656 470 137 83 8 1 25 9 15 &
FY 2012 551 gp% | 75.90% | 24.10% | 4.33% | 1.96% | 59.16% | 13.73% | 9.69% | 6.94% | 2.02% | 1.23% | 0.12% | 0.01% | 0.37% | 0.13% | 0.22% | 0.09%

100% | 53.20% | 46.80% | 6.20% | 4.50% | 39.00% | 33.70% | 4.80% | 5.70% | 1.90% | 1.70% | 0.10% | 0.10% | 0,30% | 0.30% | 0.80% | 0.80%
= |*| 270 -160 -110 0 -11 -138 -78 -18 -12 4 -6 1 1 =] o 2 el
cnangs (% | 0.00% | 0.64% | -0.64% | 0.17% | -0.08% | 031% |-0.58% | 0.12% | 0.10% | 0.02% | -0.0a% | -c.01% | -0.01% | 0.00% | -0.01% | 0.04% | -0.01%
Change Y | .383% | -3.02% | -6.31% | 0.00% | -7.64% | -3.33% | -7.74% | -2.67% | -2.49% | -2.84% | -6.74% | -11.11% | -50.00% | -3.85% | -10.00% | 15.38% | -14.29%
Prior L4 5,764 4,258 1,506 227 126 3,328 840 547 443 124 82 6 1 20 10 6 4
FY 2011 150t 100% | 73.87% | 26.13% | 3.94% | 2.19% | 57.74% | 14.57% | 0.45% | 7.69% | 2.15% | 1.42% | 0.10% | 0.02% | 0.35% | 0.17% | 0.10% | 0.07%
urrent #| 53904 4,420 1,484 243 122 3.449| 827 564 443 124 B0 6 ] 23 9 11 i
2012 851 100% | 74.86% | 25.14% | 4.12% | 2.07% | S8.42% | 14.01% | 9.55% | 7.50% | 2.10% | 1.36% | 0.10% | 0.00% | 0.39% | 0.15% | 0.19% | 0.05%
# 140 162 -22 i6 -4 121 -13 17 0 0 =2 0 -1 3 1 3 a1
Ratlo Chanae (%6 | o oo, | 0.99% | -0.99% | 0.18% | -0.12% | 0.68% |-0.57% | 0.06% | -0.18% | -0.05% | -0.07% | 0.00% | -0.02% | 0.04% | -0.02% | 0.08% | -0.02%
Change I:.‘- 2.43% | 3.80% | -1.46% | 7.05% | -3.17% | 3.54% | -1.55% | 3.11% | 0.00% | 0.00% |-2.44% | 0.00% |-100.00%]15.00% | -10.00% | 83.33% | -25.00%
s 127 1,043 236 56 18 B17 168 127 39 17 7 3 1 6 0 7 3
%| 100% | 81.55% | 18.45% | 5.16% | 1.41% | 61.88% | 13.14% | 9.93% | 3.05% | 1.33% | 0.55% | 0.23% | 0.08% | 0.47% | 0.00% | 0.55% | 0.23%
¥| 8eo 721 148 50 11 558 103 92 27 13 3 2 1 2 0 3 3
| 100% | 82.97% | 17.03% | 5.75% | 1.27% | 64.21% | 11.85% | 10.59% | 3.11% | 1.50% | 0.35% | 0.23% | 0.12% | 0.23% | 0.00% | 0.46% | 0.35%
#| -awa | -322 -88 -16 7 -259 -65 -35 12 4 4 -1 ) 4 [ o3 0
% | 0.00% | 1.42% | -1.42% | 059% | -0.14% | 0.33% [-1.28% | 0.66% | 0.06% | 0.17% |-0.20% | 0.00% | 0.04% | 0.24% | o.00% | -0.09% | 0.11%
% | -32.06%| -30.87% | -37.29% | -24.24% | -38.89% | -31.70% | 38.69%| -27.56% | -30.77% | -23.53% -57.14% -33.33% | 0.00% |-66.67%| 0.00% |-42.86%] 0.00%
B %—"@ ] i) ] ] ] o ) i 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
2011 55T 1go% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
Current o 2] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 1] 0 0
FY 2012 51 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
#| o 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 ] 0 0
tocharge |%| 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | o.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
Change (% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% [ 0.00%




Table Al: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Race/Ethnicity and Sex
RACE/ETHNICITY
Non- Hispanic or Latino
Employme TOTAL WORKFORCE Hispanic or Native Hawaiian
o Tonurs O O -~ R e e
T
Al | male | temaie | male | female mate | female male | female | male | female | male '[ female male | Femate | male | female
#:
TOTAL FY2013
Prior # 6773 5141 1632 | 293 133 4007 930 656 470 137 83 8 1 25 9 15 6
FY 2012 P'se|™ j00% | 75.90% | 24.10% | 4.33% | 1.96% | 59.16% | 13.73% | 9.69% | 6.94% | 2.02% | 1.23% | 0.12% | 0.01% | 0.37% | 0.13% | 0.22% | 0.09%
Current E 68501 4981 1520 295 127 3854 B4l 643 454 135 77 8 2 24 B 22 11
FY 2013 Jon| 100% | 76.62% |23.38% | 4.54% | 1.05% | 50.28% | 12.04% | 9.89% | 6.98% | 2.08% | 1.18% | 0.12% | 0.03% | 0.37% | 0.12% | 0.34% | 0.17%
CLF % | 100% | 51.86% |48.14% | 5.17% | 4.79% | 38,33% | 34.03% | 5.49% | 6.53% | 1.97% | 1.93% | 0.07% | 0.07% | 0.55% | 0.53% | 0.26% | 0.268%
'anm: ) .272 -160 -112 2 6 -153 -89 .13 -16 -2 7 0 1 -1 1 7 5
Ratlo % [ 0.00% | 0.71% |-0.71% | 0.21% | -0.01% | 0.12% | -0.79% | 0.21% | 0,04% | 0,05% | -0.04% | 0.00% | 0.02% | 0.00% | -0.01% | 0.12% | 0.08%
Net % | -4.02% | -3.11% | -6.86% | 0.68% | 4.51% | -3.82% | -9.57% | +1,98% | -3.40% | -1.46% | -7.23% | 0.00% | 100% | -4.00% | -11.11% |46,67% | 83.33%
Prior # 56904 4420 1484 243 122 3449 827 564 #43 124 80 6 O 23 9 11 3
FY 2012 [og | 100% | 74.86% | 25.14% | 4.12% | 2.07% | 58.42% | 14.01% | 9.55% | 7.50% | 2.10% | 1.36% | 0.10% | 0.00% | 0,39% | 0.15% | 0.19% | 0.05%
Current | # 6028 4564 1464 | 260 124 3542 802 587 444 126 76 7 2 24 8 18 ]
FY 2013 [Sg 1™ 100% | 75.71% | 24.29% | 4.31% | 2.06% | 5B.76% | 13.30% | 9.74% | 7.37% | 2.09% | 1.26% | 0.12% | 0.03% | 0.40% | 0.13% | 0.30% | 0.13%
Differenc | # 124 144 -20 17 2 93 =25 23 1 2 -4 1 z 1 -1 7 5
[hﬁl o 0.00% 0.85% -0.85% | 0.20% -0.01% 0.34% -0.70% 8.19% | -0.14% | -0.01% | -0.09% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01% =0.02% | 0.11% 0.08%
(% | 2.10% | 3.26% |-1.35% | 7.00% | 1.64% [ 2.70% | -3.02% | 4.08% | 0.23% [ 1.61% [ -5.00% | 16.67% | 0.00% | 4.35% [ -11.11% | 63.64% | 166.67%
# 069 721 148 50 11 558 103 92 27 13 3 2 1 2 0 4 3
% | 100% | B2.97% [17.03% | 5.75% | 1.27% | 64.21% | 11,85% | 10.59% | 3.11% | 1.50% | 0.35% | 0,23% | 0.12% | 0.23% | 0.00% | 0.46% | 0.35%
Current # 473 417 56 35 3 312 39 56 10 95 1 1 o 0 o 4 3
FY 2013 [S%| 100% | B89.16% | 11.84% | 7.40% | 0.63% | 65.96% | 8.25% | 11.84% | 2.11% | 1.90% | 0.21% | 0.21% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.85% | D.63%
Differenc | # 396 -304 92 -15 -8 -246 -64 -36 17 -4 <3 -1 4 -2 0 0 )
Ratio % | 0.00% | S.19% |-519%| 1.65% | 0.63% | 1.75% | -3.61% | 1.25% | -0.99% | 0.41% [ -0.13% | -0.02% | -0.12% | -0.23% | 0.00% | 0.39% | 0.29%
|Net Yo | -45.57% | -42.16% |-62.16%-30.00%| -72.73% | -44.09% | -62.14% | -39.13% |-52.96%|-30.77%| -66.67%| -50.00% | -100% | -100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
Prior g?: 0 0 0 [1] 0 [1] [1] 0 0 0 0 ] ) 1] 1] 0 0
FY 2012 Isg | 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
Current L 0 o 0 ] [{] o 0 [i] 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 o
FY 2013 3| 300% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
Differenc | # 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio % | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00%
Net % [ 0.00% | 0.00% | 0,00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00%




Table Al: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Race/Ethnicity and Sex

RACE/ETHNICITY
Non- Hispanic or Latino
Employment TOTAL WORKFORCE Hispanic or Black or Native Hawalian
Tenure Latino White African Asian or Other Pacific | American Indlan | L, . more races
American | Istander or Atneka Nativa
AU T mole T female | _maie I female | _maie | female [ msle T female [ male T femaie | maie | femalc | mole T female | male T Temale |
14
Prior FY| # 5,501 4,981 1,520] 295 127 3854 | 841 643 454 135 77 B 2 24 8 22 1n
3 % | 100% | 76.62% | 23.98% | 4.54% | 105% | 59.28% | 12.94% | 9.89% | G.58% | 2.08% 1.18% | 0.12% | 0.03% | 037% | 012% | 0.34% 0.17%
Current ] 6,354 2,907 1,447| 298 122 3,784 795 537 436 129 74 10 2 20 7 29 1
FYans % | 100% | 77.23% | 22.77% | 4.69% | 1.92% | 59.55% | 12.51% | 10.03% | 6.86% | 2.03% | 1.16% | 0.16% | 0.03% | 031% | 0.11% 0.46% 0.17%
ze10) % | 100% | S186% | 4B.14% | 5:7% | 479% | 38.33% | 3903% | 549% | 6.53% | 1.97% | 1.93% | 0.0/% | 0.07% | 055% | 0.53% | 026 D,26%
# 147 74 73 3 5 70 46 -6 18 3 & 2 0 7 -1 7 0
Change | % | 0.00% | 061% | -061% | 0.15% | -0.03% | 0.27% | 042% | 0.13% | -0.12% | -005% | -D02% | 0.03% | 0.00% | -0.05% | -0.01% | 0.12% 0.00%
Nt Change % | -2.26% | -1.49% | -4.80% | 1.02% 394% | 182% | 547% | 0.92% | -396% | -4 44% | -390% | 25.00% | 0.00% | -16,67% | 12.50% | 31.82% 0.00%
Prior FY| » 6,028 4,564 1,464 260 124 3,542 802 587 444 126 76 7 2 24 B 18 []
2013 % | 100% | 75.71% | 24.29% | 4.31% | 2.06% | 58.76% | 13.30% | 9.74% | 7.37% | 2.09% | 1.26% | 0.12% | 0.03% | 040% | 0.13% 0.30% 0.13%
Currant * 5.972 4,560 1,403 275 120 3,531| 766 584 42 125 71 g 2 20 7 25 1
Fy 30148 % | 100% | 76.51% | 23.49% | 4.60% | 201% | 59.13% | 1283% | 9.76% | 7.13% | 2.09% | 1.19% | 0.15% | 0.03% | 0.33% | 0.02% | 042% 0.18%
ce . 56 s -61 15 -4 -11 -36 -3 -18 1 -5 2 0 -4 -1 7 3
RatioChamgs | % | 0.00% | 0.79% | -0.79% | 0.29% | -0.05% | 0.37% | -0.48% | D.04% | -0.23% | 0.00% | -0.07% | 0.03% | 0.00% | -0.06% | -0.02% | 0.12% 0.05%
Change % | 0.03% | 0.11% | -4.17% | 5.77% | 3.23% | -031% | -449% | -0.51% | -4.05% | -079% | 6.58% | 28.5/% | 0.00% | -16.67% | -12.50% | 36.89% | 37.50%
lnur ] # 273 a17 56 35 3 312 39 56 10 9 1 1 0 D [} a 3
2013 % | 100% | BB.16% | 11,84% | 7.40% | 063% | 65.96% | B.25% | 11.84% | 2.11% | 1.90% | 0.21% | 0.21% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.85% 0.63%
* 382 338 44 23 2 253 25 53 1D 4 3 1 0 ] 0 4 o
% | 100% | 88.48% | 11.52% | 6.02% | 0.52% | 66.23% | 7.59% | 13.87% | 2.62% | 1.05% | 0.79% | 0.26% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0,00% 1.05% 0.00%
] o1 79 12 12 1 59 -10 3 0 5 2 0 0 0 [ ) 3
% | 000% | 032% | -032% | -1.38% | -0.11% | 0.27% | -0.65% | 2.04% | 0.50% | -0.86% | 0.57% | 0.05% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.20% 0.69%
% | -19.24% | -18.94% | -21.43% | -34.20% | .33 31% | -18.91% | -25.64% | -5.36% | 0.00% | -55.56% | 200.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% | -100.00%
¥ o 0 ] 0 0 ] o 0] ] [} G} ] T 0 ] 0 0
% | 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 000% | 0.00% | 000% | D00% | 000% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
@ D D 0 o 0 o 0 ) 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0
%% | 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
# [ 0 0 0 0 0 ] ) 0 0 [ ] 0 0 0 ] 0
% | 000% | 0.00% | 000% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0D.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0,00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
% | D00% | 000% | 000% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0,00% | 000% | 0.00% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




Table Al: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Race/Ethnicity and Sex

RACE/ETHNICITY
Employment TOTAL WORKFORCE ‘ fe0 Nipanes °:: e =
Hispanic or Lating Native Hawalian or
Tenure spa White Black or African Asian Other Pacific Amarican Indian or Tt ¥ WiGES CaCaE
Amstricas Islander AlENS Naskee
AR mate | femaie | male J femge | e ] Temale | male T feesle | mole [ Tomgie | mae T Jemsie | male [ ferale | male | female |

# 6,354 4,907 1,447] 298 122 3.784 795 637 436 129 74 10 z 20 7 29 11
B 100% 77.23% 2571% 4.69% 1.92% $9.55% 1L51% 10.03% b.46%: 2.01% 1.16% 0.16% 0.03%: 0.31% 0.11% 0.46%: 0.17%

& 6,320 4,900 14200 o4 126 3,748 759 655 LLF! 130 €8 10 bl 17 7 36 15
£ 100% 77.53% 12.47% | 4.81% 1,905, 59.30% 12.01% 10.36% 6,99% 2.06% 1.08% 0.16% 0.05% 0.27% 0.11% 0.57% 0.24%
= 100% | 51.86% @ 48.14% | 5.17% | 4.7% 3833% | J4.03% | S5.49% 6.531% 197% | 1.93% | 0.07% | 0.07% | O.55% | 0.53% | 0.26% 0.28%

3 -14 -7 -27 6 4 -16 -36 1B 6 1 6 0 1 -3 0 7 4
Y 0.00% 0,30% -0.30% 0.12% 0.07% -0.25% -0.50% 0.3d% 0.13% 0.03% 0.09% | 0.00% 0.02% -0.06% 0.00% 0.11% 0.06%
% -0.54% 0.34% -1.87% 2.01% 3.28% -0.95% -4,53%, 2.83% 1.38% 0.78% | -8.11% | 0.00% 50.00% | -15.00% | 0.00% 24, 14% 36.36%

[ 5.972 4,569 | 1a03] 275 | 120 3,531 766 5B4 426 125 71 9 2 20 7 25 11
% 100%: 76.51% 7349% | 4.60% |  2.01% 59.13% 12.83% 9.78% 7.13% 2.05% 1.18% 0.15% 0.03% 0,13% 0.12% 0.42% 0.18%

Ed 5,703 4,372 1,331] 269 117 3,361 707 570 420 123 65 8 2 17 7 24 13
O 100% 16.6b% 23.34% 4,72% 2.05% 58,83% 12.40% 5.99% 7.36% 2,160 1, 34%, 0.14% 0.04% 0.30% 0.12% 0.42% 0.23%

e -269 197 72 . | -3 -170 5% -14 -6 2 -b 1 o 3 o -1 2
% | 0.00% .15% -0.15% 0.11% | 0.04% -0.19% -0.43% 0.22% 0.23% 0.06% -0.05% | -0.01% 0.00% -0.04% 0.01% 0.00% 0.04%
% «4.50% 4.31% | -5.13% -2.18% | -2.50% -4.81%: 7.20% =2 40% +1.41 % -1.60% | -H45% | -11.01% | 0.00% -15.00% | 0.00% -4.00% 18.18%

;n “ # 382 138 44 21 2 253 29 53 10 4 3 1 0 0 0 4 0
% 100% 88.48% .52 | 6.02% 0.52% 66.23% | 7.59% 13.87% 2.62% 1.05% 0.79% 0.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.05% 0.00%

g '__t 617 528 89 5 ] 387 52 BS 22 7 3 2 1 0 0 12 2
%o 100% 85.58% 14.42% 5.67% 1.96% 62.72% B.43% 13.78% 3.57% 1.13% 0.49% 0.37% 0.16% 0.00%: 0.00%: 1.94% 0.32%

L 235 190 45 12 7 134 23 32 12 3 0 1 1 0 0 8 2
Chiiswe' | ™ 0.00% -2.91% 291% -0.35% 0.94% -1.51% 0.84% -0.10% 0.95% 0.09% 0.30% | 0.06% 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 0.32%
Change | &% 61.52% | %6.21% | 102.27% | 52.17% | 3S0.00% 52.96% 731 % §0,38% 120.00% | 75.00% | 0.00% | 100.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% | 20000% 0.00%

# 0 0 0 0 [ ] 0 0 Q 0 [ [ i 0 [] ] []
) 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%, 0.00% T.00% 0.00%

S o D) ] o [ ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 [] 0 [
% 100% 1.00% 3.00% 0.00%: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

o 0 0 0 0 o 0 o [ 9 0 ] [ o 0 [] 0 0
Change | O 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Nat Changs | O 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




Table B1: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Disability [OPM Form 256 Self-Identification Codes]

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

Employment
TOTAL [64-68] {71-78] t82)
Tenure [0%] No [O1] Not [06-94) Targeted [16, 17] [23, 25] {20, 32-318) Partisl Tatal Conviisive [20] Mental |[91] Mental| [92) Dlmmmﬂ
Disabliity | Identified Disabl¥ity Disabllity Deafness Blindness | Missing Limbs Paralysis Paralysls Disord Retardation [iness ol Umb/Spine
TOTAL FY2011
L 6926 6829 14 al i L 0 1 5 1 4 i 3 1
FY 2010
k. 100% 98.60% 0.20% 1.20% 0.30% 0.07% 0.00% 001% 0,07 % 0.01% 0.06% 0.01% 0.04% 0.015%
L) 7043 6936 17 a0 27 7 1 1 4 1 4 1 4 1
FY 2011
b 100% 9B.A8% 0.24% 1.28% 0.31% 0.10% 0.01% 0.01% 0.06% 0.0¥% 0.06% 0.01%: 0.01% 0.01%
Differencs L 117 107 3 7 1 2 1 (1] -1 U] f a i o
Ratic Change | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% % 0% 0% o 0%
Het Change | % 1,69% 1.57% 21.43% B.43% 4.76% 40.00'%: D.00% 0.00% -20,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.0U0% ~13.33% 0.00%
EEDCCSTD Yo 2,00%
PERMANENT
] 5668 5588 14 (2 15 4 o 1 3 1 d 1 2 1
FY 2010
k) 100% 96.59% 0.25% 1.16% 0.26% 0.07% 0.00% 0.02% 0.05% 0.02% 0.04% 0.02% 0.04% 0.02%
 J 5764 5669 15 80 17 5 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 1
FY 2011
5% 100% 5H.35% 0.26% 1.35%: 0.29% 0.09% 0.02% 0.02% 0,05%: 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 0.03%. 0.02%
Differance 96 a1 18 14 2 i 1 0 1] o 0 0 i} o
Ratio Change | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% O 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Met Change | % 1.65% 1.45% 7.14% 21.21% 13.27% 75.00% 0.00% 0.00'%: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
[ TEMPORARY
—
L] 1258 1241 a 17 6 1 L] 0 2 i} 2 0 1 1]
FY 2010
e 100% 98.65% D.00% 1.35% 0.48% 0.08% 0.00% 0.00% N.16% 6.00% 0,165 0.00% 0.08% 0.00%:
L] 1279 1267 7 10 5 2 ] a ] ] 2 0 ] 1]
FY 2011
% | 100% 99.06% 0.16% 0.78% 0.39% 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00% 0.16% C.00% 0.00%: 0.00%
Difference | % a1 26 7 -7 -1 L (/] 0 -1 o ] 0 -1 L]
Ratio Changa | % 0% 0% 0% -1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% % 1% 0% D% 0%
Net Change | % 1.67% 2.10% 0.00% 41.16% =16.67% 100.00%; 0.00% 0.00% -50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% =100.00% 0.00%
NON-APPROP D
] [} ] [] o o 0 0 0 o o o o o 4]
FY 2010
W 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%, 0.00% 0.00%
- o ] o 1] n ] ] o 0 0 0 0 ] [}
FY 2011
LY 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 06.00%
Difference | ¥ ] n o n ] o +] 0 o 0 0 o 1]
Ratio Change | % 0% o 0% 0% % 0% 0% 0% D% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Met Change | % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




Table B1: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Disability [OPM Form 256 Self-Identification Codes]

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
Employment L _
Tenure (051080 | 1) Mot | [06-94] | Torgetea |  [18) [21] | [30] Missing | [69] Partial 1[_’?;’ cmffiisw [30] Mental | [91] Mental | [92] Distortion
Disability | ldentified | Disabiity | Disability | Deafness | Blindness Limbs Paralysis Pdr:Iysi‘s Pikar dme Aetardation Iiness of Lmb/Spine
TOTAL FY2012
# | 7,043 6,936 17 o0 22 7 1 1 4 1 4 1 2 1
Prior FY2011
100% | 98.48% | 0.24% | 1.28% | 0.31% | 0.10% | 0.01% 0.01% 01.06% 0.01% 0.06% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01%
et #| 6773 6,655 19 9g 21 7 1 0 4 1 4 1 2 1
Frao2 % | 100% | 98.26% | 0.28% | 1.46% | 0.31% | D.10% | 0.01% 0.00% 0.06% 0.01% 0.06% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01%
Difference | # -270 -281 2 g <3 0 0 -1 0 i 0 0 0 o
Ratlo Change | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
NetChange |% | -3.83% | -4.05% | 11.76% | 10.00% | -4.55% | 0.00% | 0.00% |-100.00% | ©0.00% 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Federal
standard | *® &0
PERMANENT
»
e peaas 5,764 5,669 15 80 17 5 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 1
% | 100% | 98.35% | 0.26% | 1.39% | 0.29% | 0.09% | 0.02% 0.02% 0.05% 0.02% | 0.03% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02%
Current # | 5,904 5,795 8 91 19 & 1 0 a 1 3 1 2 1
FY2012 % |  100% 98.15% | 0.30% | 1.54% | 0.32% | 0.10% 0.02% 0.00% 0.07% 0.02% 0.05% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02%
Difference » 140 126 3 11 2 1 0 -1 1 4] 1 0 0 o0
Ratlo Change | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Met Change |% | 2.43% 2.22% | 20.00% | 13.75% | 11.76% | 20.00% | 0.00% |-100.00% | 33.33% | 0.00% | 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TEMPORARY
% -
St 1,279 1,267 2 10 5 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0
o | 100% | 99.06% | 0.16% | 0.78% | 0.39% | 0.16% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.08% 0.00% | 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current » 869 B6O 1 8 2 1 1] 0 0 o 1 0 0 0
FY2012 % | 100% | 98.96% | 0.12% | 0.92% | 0.23% | 0.12% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Difference | # -410 -407 -1 -2 -3 -1 0 0 -1 0 -1 0 0 0
Ratlo Change | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
MNetChange |% | -32.06% | -32.12% | -50.00% | -20.00% | -60.00% | -50.00% | 0.00% 0.00% | -100.00% | 0.00% | -50.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
NON-A TED
T L. 0 0 0 [i 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
% | 100% 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current # 0 4] 0 o ] ] (4] 1] 1] 4] o Q 0 0
FYao12 % |  100% 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Difference | # 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 0
Ratio Change | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
MNetChange |% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




Table B1: TOTAL WORKFORCE - Distribution by Disability [OPM Form 256 Seif-Identification Codes]
Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
$:‘|l:::: . | AL | os wo | [o1) Net [06-94] | Targeted | [16, 17] | (23, 25] [zg,s?z- if:;?gl li:{:?] o Eﬁlw [90] Mental | [91) Mental |[92] Distartion
L Disability | tdentified | Disability | Disability | Deafness |Blindness| P]‘il:::::_: Paralysis| Paralysis| Disorder Retardation lilness of LimbfSpine
TOTAL Fy 2013
priorFy |# | 6773 | 6,655 19 99 31 7 1 i 4 1 4 1 2 1
012 [% 100% | 98.26% | 0.28% | 146% | 031% [ 0.10% | 0.01% | o0o0% | 0.08% | 0.01% | 0.06% 0.01% 0.03% 0.01%
i "3. 6501 | 6376 23 102 17 6 1 0 4 1 2 1 1 1
2013 | 100% | 98.08% | 035% | 157% | o0.26% | 009% | 0.02% | 000% | 0Us% | no2% | 0.03% 0.02% 0.62% 0.02%
Difference |# @ -272 -279 4 E] -4 =] ] 0 o ) = 0 -1 0
e TRl o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Change |
Net Change| ™| -4.02% | -4.19% | 21.05% | 3.03% | -19.05% | -14.29% | 0.00% | ooo% | o.00% | o.00% | -so.co% | c.oo% -50,00% 0.00%
F“ﬁ" g 2.00%
PERMANENT
PriorEY | ® | 5904 | 5,795 18 a1 15 6 1 0 0 1 3 1 2 '
2012 100% | 98.15% | 030% | 1.54% | 025% | o10% | 0.2% | ooo% | ooo% | 0.02% | 0.05% 0.02% | 0.03% 0.02%
CurrentFy |# | 5,028 | 573908 22 98 17 6 1 0 4 1 2 1 1 !
2013 % 100% | 98.01% | 036% | 163% | o0.28% | o.10% | 0.02% | 0.00% | 0.07% | 0.02% | 0.03% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02%
Difference | # 124 113 ] 7 2 0 (1] 1] 4 0 -1 ] -1 0
‘_::;:- e 0% 0% 0% 0% % 0% 0% D% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
NetChange| ™| z.10% | 195% | 22.22% | 7.69% | 13.33% | 0.00% | 0.00% | o0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | -33.33% | 0.00% -50.00% 0.00%
TEMPORARY
ProrFy |# | 669 860 1 i 2 1 0 o 0 0 1 0 0 0
2012 [% 100% | 98.96% | 0.12% | 092% 0.23% 0.12% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.12% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current FY [# | 473 468 1 4 0 0 0 0 [ [ 0 0 0 1]
2013 % | 100% | 98.94% | 0.21% | 0.85% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Difference |# | 395 -392 0 -4 -2 -1 o 0 0 0 -1 ] 0 0
u“‘“" 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
NetChange| ° | -45.57% | -45.58% | D.00% | -50.00% | -100% | -100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | -100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
NON-APPROPRIATED
h..,?'-u—;a 0 a ] D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2002 ™[ 0o | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | c.o0% | 0.00% | 000% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current FY | # D 0 0 a 0 o 0 0 D 0 0 0 [ o
2013 %) 100% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | D.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Difference | # 0 4] 0 o} 0 0 0 1] Q o 0 D 0 (1]
c::::. Yol oo 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% a% 0% 0% 0% a% 0%
Net Change| ™| 0.00% | 000w | 0.00% | coo% | oo | ooo% | 000w | ooox | ooow | o.0o% | o.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




Table Bi: TOTAL WORKFORCT - Distribution by Disability (OPM Form 256 Self - Identification Codes)

Total by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disabilities
f':‘plo: ment TOTAL (05) Mo (01) Mot (D6-94) Jargeted (309 Missin (69) Partial (79) (90) Severe | gy oo eniatric
nur Disabihty Identified | Disability Di_':bﬂ.}tv {18) Hearing | (21} vision Exlrem-l_le-? paralysis ‘;:’;’:;:: {82) Epilepsy 'gﬁ:;ﬁ:?t disa‘lf:mty (2). 0 s
{TOTAL FY2014
RE——— # 6,501 6,376 23 102 17 6 i o 4 1 2 1 1 1
Yo 100% 98,08% 0.35% 1.57% 026% 0.09% 0.02% 0.00% 01.06% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02%% 0.02% 0.02%
Current FY2014| # 6,354 6,220 27 107 16 & 1 [1] 3 1 2 1 1 1
%o 100% 97.69% 0,42% 1.68% 0.25% 0.09% 0.02% 0.00% 0.05% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 0.02% 1.02%
Differenca # -147 -156 4 3 -1 i 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio Changs | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 08 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
NetChange | % -2.26% -2.45% 17.39% 4.30% -5 A% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Federal High | %% 2.00%
PERMANENT
——— # 6,028 5,908 22 an 17 & 1 0 4 1 2 1 1 1
%o 100%: 08.01% 0.36% 1.63% 0.28% 0.10% 0.02% 0.00% 0.07% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02%
Current Fy2014| # 5972 5851 21 100 15 6 1 0 3 1 2 1 1 1
% 100% 97.97% 0.35% 1.67% 0.27% 0.10% 0.02% 0.00% 0.05% 0.02% .03% .02% .02% 0.02%
Differsnce # -56 -57 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Ratio Change % J 0%, 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% D% 0% 0% 0% 0% S
HNet Change % I -0.93% -0.96% -4.55% 2.04% -5.88% 0.00% 0.00% 4H00% -25.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
TEMPORARY
Biaé FYI013 # 473 468 1 4 a Q 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 1]
% 100% 98.94% 0.21% 0.85% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 01.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current FY2014, # 382 369 & 7 0 o i) 0 ] 0 1] a 13 0
Yo 100% 96.60% 1.57% 1.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Difference # -91 -99 5 3 1 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
Ratio Change | % D% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% O 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
NetChange | % | -19.24% | -21.15% | So0.00% | 75.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
NON- R IATE
prisr EV3013 # 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 1] 0 0 o ] [i]
Y 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current # 0 a 1] 1] 1] 0 1] 0 0 e 0 [t} 0 1]
Fyao14 %o 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Differance # 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 [i] [i 0 [i 0
Ratio Change | % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% D% 0% 0% 0%
Net Change | % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%




Table Bi; TOTAL WORKFORCT - Distribution by Disability (OPM Form 256 Self - Identification Codes)

Tatal by Disability Status Detail for Targeted Disahilities
croplexment TOTAL | (osyno | (orymot | (06-94) | Targetes (30) Missing | (69) Partial | (79 g2) | 190)5ever® i) poychiatiie|  (92)
Tenure Disability | Identified | Disabiiity | Disabiigy |{18)Heanngl21)Vision| Sy o iies | “paralysis | SRR | Eoilepsy Intellectual disability Dwafism
Paralysis disability
OTA 015
# 6,354 6,220 27 107 16 (4] 1 0 3 1 2 1 1 1
Prior FY2014
% 100% 97.89% 0.42% 1.68% 0.25% 0.09% 0.02% 0.00% 0.05% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02% .
Current FY2015| # 6,320 6,174 30 116 15 6 1 0 2 1 2 1 2 0
% 100% 97.69% 0.47% 1.84% 0.24% 0.09% 0.02% 0.00% 0.03% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 0.03% 0.00%
Difference -] -34 -46 3 9 -1 (1] 0 1] = 0 +] 0 1 -1
Ratio Change % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% (0% 0%
Net Change % -0.54% =0.74% 11.11% B.41% -6.25% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% -100.00%
Fedaral High %a 2.00%
PERMANENT
Prior FY2014 # 5,972 5,851 21 100 i6 6 1 o a 1 2 1 i 1
%a 100% 97.97% 0.35% 1.67% 0.27% 0.10% 0.02% 0.00% 0.05% 0.02% 0.03% 0.02% 0.02% 0.02%
Current FY2015| # 5703 5575 22 106 14 & 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 0
%a 100% 97.76% 0.39% 1.86% 0.25% 0.11% 0.02% 0,00% 0.04% 0.02% 0.04% 0.02% 0.02% 0.00%
Difference # -269 -276 1 [ -2 1] 1] 0 =1 1] 0 1] 1] -1
Ratio Change % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Net Change %o -4.50% -4.72% 4.76% 6.00% -12.50% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -33.33% 0.00% 0.00%: 0.00% 0.00% -100.00%
TEMPORARY
——_' ————
# 382 369 6 7 0 1] (] o 0 4] ] ] Li] 0
Prior FY2014
% 100% 95.60% 1.57% 1.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current FY2015| # 617 599 8 10 1 a 1] 1} 1] 0 1] 0 i Q
% 100% 87.08% 1.30% 1.62% 0.16% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.16% 0.00%
Difference # 235 230 2 3 1 1] Li] ] n 0 i} 0 1 1]
Ratio Change % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Net Change | % 61.52% | 62.33% | 33.33% | 42.86% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
NON-A OPRIATED
ﬂ—_
#* 0 (1] 1] 1] 1] 1] 1] o a (1] 0 (1] (] a
Prior FY2014
% 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Current # 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
FY2015 % 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Difference # [} 0 L] 0 0 [1] 4] i} 0 o0 ] 0 ] 0
Ratio Chanpge O 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Net Change % 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%: 0.00% 0.00%




Table B8: NEW HIRES By Type of Appointment - Distribution by Disability

Total by Disability Status

Detall for Targeted Disabilities

Type of Appointment | Tow (28, 32-38) | (64-68) | {71-78) (82) (91) (32)
(05) No (01) Not (06-94) Targated (16, 17) (23, 25) Missing Partial Total Convulsive | (90) Mental Mental Distortion of
Digabllity | Identified | Disability | Disabllity | Deafness | Blindness Limbs Paralysis | Pamnlysis| Disorder Retardation Iliness Umb/Spine
® 129 123 2 q 1 1 0 1] 1] 0 0 0 o 1]
i s % 100% | 95.35% 1.55% 3.10% 0.78% D.78% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Tem » 281 278 2 1 1 1 1] 0 0 0 '] o 0 L]

F Y % 100% 08.93% 0.71%: IJ]..S_ﬁ% 0.36% D.36% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%: 0.00%, 0.00% 0.00%
Non-~ B 0 0 0 D 0 0 1] 0 1] 0 o 1] 0 (1]
Appropriated H 100%: 0.00% 0. 00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% |

® 410 401 4 5 2 2 1] [} 0 0 0 o 1] 1]
Total Hired

% 100% 57 .80% 0.98% 1.22% 0.49% 0.49% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00%
Prior Year E3 100% 9A.51% 0.00% 1.d6%: 0.55% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 0.37% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
[Applications
Received ] 73455 69224 1267 Joos 1117 125 48 3?7 8s 1 79 11 305 426

FY2011



Table BB: NEW HIRES By Type of Appointment - Distribution by Disability
Total by Disability Stalue Detail for Taraatad Disabilities
Type of Appointment| Towl {30) (69) (82) (92)
{05) No | (D1) Mot | (06-94) | Targeted | (18) {21) Missing | Partial | (79) Total | Convulsive | (90) Mental | (91) Mental| Distortion of
Disability | 1dentified | Disabllity | Disability | Deafness | Blindness| Limbs | Paralysis | Paralysis | Disorder | Retardation| lliness Umb/Spine
7 35 o 2 o 0 L] 1] 0 i} 0 [i] 1]
|permanent . 2
% 100% | 95.59% 0.00% 5.41% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
) 25 25 0 [ 0 ] [3] [i] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary
% | 100% | 100.00% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
{Non- ¥ 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) [ 0 0
Appropriated % | 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.008% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
62 60 0 2 0 0 0 (1 1] ] 0 0
Total Hired g 2 :
¥ 100% | 96.77% 0.00% 3.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Prior Year “, 100% | 96.77% 0.00% 3.23% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
|llm| ilmd * 9033 8241 323 465 119 11 & 4 13 0 11 4 40 32

FY2012




Tabile BB: NEW HIRES By Type of Appolntment - Distribution by Disabllity

Total by Disability Status

Detail for Targeted Disabilities

T of Appointment 1otal (G4-58) {83]
ype {93) e (01} Mot (08-94) Tergeted (14, 17) (23, 13) (28, 32-3M) Partisi  |(71-78) Total| Convuisiva (0] Manial (92) Mantsl | {92) Pistertion
Diambilivy Tdentified CHsabilty DisabHity Daatneas Niindness | Misalmg Umbs | Pemiysis Paratysls Disorder Retardation Tiiness of Umb/ Sgine
. 2 2 a 1 [ ] [ » ] [t [ [ 0 o
|Permanent
- 100% B4.00% 12.00% 4.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0. Dy 0.00% 000 0.00% 0.0l 0.00% 004V, 0.00%
T » 51 52 [] 1 ® [ [ 1 [} [ [ o o u
poTy L) 100% 95.11% 0.00%: 1.8%% 0.00% 0 00% [+, 0% 0,00% 0,00% 0.00% D 00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
INon- - o ] o [] ] ] ] [ a [ o 0 0 [
Appropriated - 100% 0.00% [ 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0 00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00'% 0.00% 0.00%
78 7 3 2 ] o o n a ] L] [} a [}
Total Hired -
- 100% 91.59% 3.85% 2.56% 0.00% 0.00% 0. 00% 0.00% 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
|Prior Year H L00% 95.77% 0.00% 3.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0, 00%: 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% (K%
phi
Received L] 55 53 o 2 [ o a ] ] a o L] ] 0

FY 2013




Table BE: NEW HIRES By Type of Appointment - Distribution by Disabitity

Total by Disabiilty Status

Detall for Targeted Disabilities

Type of Appointment Total 9) (90) Sevam (21)
kS s | A | it | sy |omimmane] Gapuucn | Tlroesr | M e Comite | (82) Epiasty| Intaloctunt | PaveNaiic |(82) Dumetom
i " . 3 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 ) o
- % | 100% | s38r% | 566w | 645% | 000w | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
S T 12 6 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= | 100% | oasi% | 330% | 220w | o00o% | o.00m 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Non-Ap satedl—2 0 L] 0 a 0 o 0 [ o 0 0 0 0 0
ey w | J00% | oo00% | wvoow | 000w | ooo% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
— « |2 198 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
w | _io0% | 0296% | a2im | 282% | oeow | o.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Prior Year % | 100% | e3som | 385% | 256% | 000% | 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
AP PVERTIONS
= + | 16079 | 109987 3048 5044 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FY 2014



Table BB: NEW HIRES By Type of Appointment - Distribution by Disability
Total by Disability Status Datall for Targeted Disabllities
Type of Appointment |  Tol (05)No | (01)Mok | (06-84) | Tarpeted (8) | 1) ision | (30) Missing | (69) Partint| n}: ’,’ : (832) ‘;2.’3:: nyE::lu)m: (92)
Disabitity Identified Disability Disability Hearing Extramities | Paralysls Pueutysix Epllepsy disability disnbility Dwarfism
93 B7 2 a ] [ o 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0
Permanent -
« | wo% | 9355% 2.15% 4.30% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
. 342 335 4 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
[-1)] |
Yemparary » | 100% | 97.95% 1.17% 0.88% 0.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.29% 0.00%
Non- P 0 0 0 0 ] 0 o 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0
Appropriated % | 100% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
433 422 7 1 0 [ ] 0 0 1 0
Total Hired - g 2 3
w | 100% | 92.96% 1.38% 1.61% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.23% 0.00%
IPrior Year o6 100% | 92.96% 4.23% 2.82% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
[Applications
Retelvad # | 70593 26194 43256 1143 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FY2015



Interrogatory 12

Auth or Test Date Partial File Number Result Outcome

9/17/2013 20130265 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
2014

11/12/2013 2014-0015 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
12/13/2013 2014-0076 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
1/7/2014 2014-0010-2 INC Inconclusive in subsequent test

2/20/2014 2014-0229 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
2/25/2014 2014-0309 INC No Signiﬁcant Response in subsequent test
3/12/2014 2014-0402 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
3/21/2014 2014-0492 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
5/8/2014 2014-0655 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
5/14/2014 2014-0678 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
6/2/2014 2014-0734 INC Significant Response in subsequent test
6/13/2014 2014-0764 INC Significant Response in subsequent test
6/27/2014 2014-0830 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
8/26/2014 2014-984 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
9/8/2014 2014-1360 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
9/26/2014 2014-1262 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
2015

11/3/2014 2015-0083 INC Significant Response in subsequent test
10/29/2014 2015-0096 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
11/4/2014 2015-0112 No Opinion No Significant Response in subsequent test
11/12/2014 2015-0239 INC Significant Response in subsequent test
12/2/2014 2015-0348 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
12/4/2014 2015-332-2 INC No Siéniﬁcant Response in subsequent test
12/15/2014 2015-0472 INC No Opinion in subsequent test

2/14/2015 2015-0640-2 No Opinion No Significant Response in subsequent test
4/3/2015 2015-0965 No Opinion No Opinion in subsequent test

6/23/2015 2015-1379 INC SR in subsequent test

9/10/2015 2015-1857 No Opinion No Significant Response in subsequent test
9/1/2015 2015-1885 INC No Opinion in subsequent test
10/15/2015 2015-1702-2 INC Inconclusive in subsequent test

2016

10/28/2015 2016-0090 INC Re-test pending




Interrogatory 12

10/30/2015 2016-0131 INC No Significant Response in subsequent test
11/12/2015 2016-0213 No Opinion Significant Response in subsequent test
12/7/2015 2016-0297 INC No Signiﬁcant Response in subsequent test
12/8/2015 2016-0335 No Opinion No Significant Response in subsequent test
1/6/2016 2016-0277 No Opinion Re-test pending




Document Request 2



From: N B - - ook com?>
Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 4:56 PM

To: SCOTT CRAGG (TEC)

Subject: FW: Application Status

Hi Scott,

| wanted to share this with you as | know that you were looking into my status after emailing and calling me on
Monday after the Investigators did not follow up and schedule a second polygraph test. It appears that my
status was not in fact still active. Did anyone even have the courtesy to inform you this was being sent to me?

| want you to know | have a great deal of respect for you, and the way you have treated me through this whole
process.

If the opportunity should ever arise for me to work for you in another organization, | would do so in a heart
beat.

| cannot however say that | have any respect for the Secret Service at this point, especially after being told |
was a former drug user and had committed past serious undetected crimes by their polygrapher, both

of which are ridiculous and untrue.

| shared my experience with a mentor of mine at SSA and he told me based on my experience he would never
take a lie detector test, or apply to any position in DHS based on what | shared with him. | felt Agent
Rippinger who gave me the lie detector test did not have a favorable opinion of me, beginning with the first
phone call.

Best of luck to you, and thank you for selecting me.





























































CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The attached document entitled Agency’s Responses to Complainant’s Request for Discovery
was sent to the following on this 29th day of February 2016, by e-mail:

Tom Gagliardo
Tomgagliardo@gmail.com

|
IRt ook .com

And by mail to:

Thomas Gagliardo

AFGE General Counsel

c/o AFGE Local 1923 Legal Defense Fund
Room 1720 Operations Building

Mailstop 1-G-15 Operations Building
6401 Security Blvd.

Baltimore, MD 21235

Sl

Steven Gibalta
Agency Attorney
U.S. Secret Service






