September 26, 2022
VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION
The Honorable Merrick Garland
Attorney General
Department of Justice
The Honorable Christopher Wray
Director
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Dear Attorney Garland and Director Wray,
A Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) whistleblower, FBI Special Agent Stephen M.
Friend, has contacted our offices alleging breaches of FBI policy and procedure in active
domestic terrorism assessments and investigations. Special Agent Friend alleges that when he
raised concerns with his FBI supervisors, Senior Supervisory Resident Agent Greg Federico,
Assistant Special Agent in Charge Coult Markovsky, Assistant Special Agent in Charge Sean
Ryan, and Special Agent in Charge Sherry Onks, they questioned whether he had a future with
the FBI. They later suspended his security clearance and escorted him out of his assigned FBI
Field Office.
According to FBI policy, when the FBI opens an assessment or investigation, an FBI
office is established to be the Office of Origin (OO), and an FBI agent in that office is designated
to serve as a Case Agent. 1 The OO is responsible for supervising assessments and investigations
in its own territory, and the Case Agent is the FBI employee in the OO with overall
responsibility for supervising the investigation. 2 Contrary to that policy, the FBI has allegedly
been sending “information packets” to FBI Field Offices around the country, designating those
offices as OOs, and assigning Special Agents and Task Force Officers in those Field Offices to
serve as Case Agents, even though the alleged crimes occurred in Washington, D.C. 3 According
to Special Agent Friend, a FBI Washington Field Office (WFO) task force reserved authority for
actually managing the cases and completing a majority of the investigative work. 4
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Special Agent Friend alleges that in some of these cases, supervisors in Field Offices
designated as OOs are not approving key decisions, and Case Agents are being required to
perform investigative actions at the direction of the WFO-based task force that they would not
otherwise pursue. For example, according to Special Agent Friend, FBI leadership directed Field
Office personnel to conduct interviews of January 6 subjects even though there was no direct
evidence that they were in Washington, D.C. on January 6, and to use aggressive tactics, such as
SWAT teams, when apprehending suspects accused of non-violent misdemeanors, even in cases
where those suspects were represented by counsel and cooperating with the Government’s
requests for information. 5
According to Special Agent Friend, as a result of these alleged breaches of policy and
protocol, lines of accountability are blurred. While the WFO-based task force is responsible for
making critical investigative decisions and conducting investigative work, the case file is
associated with an FBI agent and supervisors based in a different FBI field office who may have
only limited involvement in key decisions relating to the case. In other words, the FBI’s records
don’t reflect reality. In a written declaration submitted to our offices, Special Agent Friend
states:
…there are active criminal investigations of J6 [January 6] subjects in which I am
listed as the ‘Case Agent,’ but have not done any investigative work.
Additionally, my supervisor has not approved any paperwork within the file. J6
Task Force members are serving as Affiants on search and arrest warrant
affidavits for subjects whom I have never investigated or even interviewed but am
listed as a ‘Case Agent.’ 6
Special Agent Friend alleges that one reason FBI field offices have not challenged
breaches of protocol is because the cases that are being handled in this unusual manner fall under
the category of domestic terrorism. Special Agent Friend notes that this category is an area
prioritized by FBI leadership that also brings additional financial resources to support field office
operations.
Special Agent Friend also alleges that when he brought concerns about breaches of policy
and protocol to his FBI supervisors, he raised concerns that “irregular case dissemination,
labeling, and management processes could be considered exculpatory evidence [that] must be
disclosed to defendants in accordance with the Brady rule.” 7
When Special Agent Friend refused to participate in activities that he believed were
breaches of FBI policy, he volunteered to perform other potential assignments and duties.
However, FBI personnel allegedly told Special Agent Friend that he was being a “bad teammate”
and warned that his objections “could amount to insubordination.” 8 Ultimately, rather than
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reassigning Special Agent Friend other tasks as he requested, FBI leadership apparently made the
choice to retaliate against and make an example of him. FBI leadership suspended Special Agent
Friend without pay, and suspended his security clearance without providing any evidence that he
poses a legitimate security risk. They also confiscated his credentials, firearm, and badge, and
escorted him out of the FBI field office. 9
The alleged actions by FBI senior leadership are unacceptable and send exactly the
wrong message. The FBI should never suspend security clearances as a form of punishment or
to retaliate against patriotic whistleblowers for stepping forward to report potential wrongdoing.
We understand that in addition to his FBI supervisors and our offices, Special Agent Friend has
also made protected disclosures to the Office of Special Counsel and the Office of the Inspector
General. Under federal whistleblower laws, employees of the Federal Government have not only
a right but a responsibility to report evidence of potential wrongdoing. That is precisely what
Special Agent Friend has done.
Accordingly, the FBI should immediately cease the disciplinary actions it is actively
taking to punish Special Agent Friend for his protected whistleblowing activity. These
unwarranted actions only serve to chill other employees from reporting wrongdoing, and
demonstrate a complete and utter failure by agency leaders to obey the letter and intent of federal
whistleblower protection laws. 10
Acts of violence that took place on January 6 are reprehensible and must never happen
again. It is imperative that the Justice Department and FBI perform their investigative activity
by the book in order to maintain investigative integrity and credibility. Based on allegations, the
Department and FBI have come up short and instead of listening to its employees to shore up its
process and procedure, the Department and FBI have chosen to retaliate against them. We ask
that you answer the following questions no later than October 10, 2022.
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1. Please explain the FBI’s policy rationale for suspending employees without pay prior to
the completion of security clearance reviews.
2. Please provide a list of the policies and procedures the FBI currently has in place to
ensure that referrals to the FBI security division are not a pretext for whistleblower
reprisal.
3. Please describe the steps you are taking to ensure that Special Agent Friend’s security
clearance is reinstated and that all other forms of reprisal against him for his protected
whistleblowing activity are immediately stopped.
4. Please provide all records 11 referring or relating to how the Justice Department and FBI
responded to or investigated Special Agent Friend’s allegations connected to the FBI’s
handling of investigations tasked by the Washington Field Office.
Please contact our offices to schedule a briefing to explain the FBI’s improper conduct in
this matter. Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Charles E. Grassley
Ranking Member
Committee on the Judiciary

Ron Johnson
Ranking Member
Permanent Subcommittee
on Investigations

“Records” include any written, recorded, or graphic material of any kind, including letters, memoranda, reports,
notes, electronic data (e-mails, email attachments, and any other electronically-created or stored information),
calendar entries, inter-office communications, meeting minutes, phone/voice mail or recordings/records of verbal
communications, and drafts (whether or not they resulted in final documents). This definition applies to all requests
for records in the questions for the record.
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cc:

The Honorable Richard Durbin
Chairman
Committee on the Judiciary
The Honorable Jon Ossoff
Chairman
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations
The Honorable Michael Horowitz
Inspector General
Department of Justice
The Honorable Henry Kerner
Special Counsel
Office of Special Counsel

