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Coast Guard Reservist Alleges USERRA Violations by Drug Enforcement
Administration
By Captain Samuel F. Wright, JAGC, USN (Ret.)2
1.1.1.8—USERRA applies to Federal Government
1.2—USERRA forbids discrimination
1.4—USERRA enforcement
Kitlinski v. Department of Justice, 2015 WL 6688191 (Merit Systems Protection Board Nov. 3,
2015).
Kitlinski v. Department of Justice, 2015 MSPB 60 (Merit Systems Protection Board Nov. 16,
2015).
Darek J. Kitlinski is a Lieutenant Commander in the Coast Guard Reserve and a member of the
Reserve Officers Association (ROA). He is currently on active duty with the Coast Guard here in
the Washington metropolitan area. He is on military leave from his civilian job as a Special
Agent of the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), a federal law enforcement agency in the United
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States Department of Justice (DOJ). His most recent civilian assignment was as a DEA
Supervisory Criminal Investigator in San Diego, California.
Kitlinski’s wife is also employed by DEA. In February 2011, she was selected for a DEA position
in Arlington, Virginia. At the time, Kitlinski was on Coast Guard active duty here in Washington.
Kitlinski applied six times for DEA transfers to the Washington area, so that he can continue
living with his wife after he leaves active duty and returns to his DEA job, but DEA denied all six
requests. Kitlinski appealed to the MSPB, asserting that the denial of his transfer requests was
motivated by animus against him based on his Coast Guard service.
The Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act (USERRA) applies to federal
executive agencies like DEA, just as it applies to state and local governments and private
employers, but USERRA provides for a separate enforcement mechanism with respect to
federal executive agencies as employers. I describe that mechanism in great detail in Law
Review 15064 (July 2015). The forum for a USERRA case against a federal executive agency is
the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB), a quasi-judicial federal executive agency located
here in Washington. All MSPB cases, including USERRA cases, start out before an Administrative
Judge (AJ) of the MSPB, and the complaining employee or the agency can appeal to the MSPB
itself.3 Decisions of the MSPB can be appealed to the United States Court of Appeals for the
Federal Circuit.4
Kitlinski claimed that the denial of his DEA transfer requests violated section 4311 of USERRA,
which provides as follows:
§ 4311. Discrimination against persons who serve in the uniformed services and acts of
reprisal prohibited
(a) A person who is a member of, applies to be a member of, performs, has performed,
applies to perform, or has an obligation to perform service in a uniformed service shall
not be denied initial employment, reemployment, retention in employment, promotion,
or any benefit of employment by an employer on the basis of that membership,
application for membership, performance of service, application for service, or
obligation.
(b) An employer may not discriminate in employment against or take any adverse
employment action against any person because such person (1) has taken an action to
enforce a protection afforded any person under this chapter, (2) has testified or
otherwise made a statement in or in connection with any proceeding under this
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chapter, (3) has assisted or otherwise participated in an investigation under this chapter,
or (4) has exercised a right provided for in this chapter. The prohibition in this
subsection shall apply with respect to a person regardless of whether that person has
performed service in the uniformed services.
(c) An employer shall be considered to have engaged in actions prohibited-(1) under subsection (a), if the person's membership, application for membership,
service, application for service, or obligation for service in the uniformed services is a
motivating factor in the employer's action, unless the employer can prove that the
action would have been taken in the absence of such membership, application for
membership, service, application for service, or obligation for service; or
(2) under subsection (b), if the person's (A) action to enforce a protection afforded any
person under this chapter, (B) testimony or making of a statement in or in connection
with any proceeding under this chapter, (C) assistance or other participation in an
investigation under this chapter, or (D) exercise of a right provided for in this chapter, is
a motivating factor in the employer's action, unless the employer can prove that the
action would have been taken in the absence of such person's enforcement action,
testimony, statement, assistance, participation, or exercise of a right.
(d) The prohibitions in subsections (a) and (b) shall apply to any position of employment,
including a position that is described in section 4312(d)(1)(C) of this title.5
After a hearing, the MSPB AJ held that Kitlinski had not established that his Coast Guard service
was a motivating factor in the denial of his transfer requests and that (alternatively) DEA had
proved that it would have made the same decision (denying his requests) even if Kitlinski had
not served in the Coast Guard Reserve. Kitlinski appealed to the MSPB itself, which affirmed the
AJ’s decision.
The DEA Career Board (consisting of senior DEA officials) met several times to discuss Kitlinski’s
transfer requests. Kitlinski presented evidence that at two of these meetings DEA senior
officials made negative comments about Kitlinski’s Coast Guard service. The AJ and the MSPB
attached little probative value to those statements, because the speakers did not directly tie
their negative comments about the Coast Guard to the decision to deny Kitlinski’s transfer
requests. I think that this purported distinction makes no sense. We should not expect the
comment to be “I hate Kitlinski because he serves in the Coast Guard, and that is exactly why
we should turn down his transfer request.” These negative comments were made during
meetings to discuss Kitlinski’s transfer requests. That should be sufficient to establish that
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animus against Kitlinski based on his service was at least a motivating factor in the employer’s
decision to turn down his requests.
The second cited Kitlinski case belongs in the “truly weird” file. Kitlinski drove his personally
owned vehicle to DEA headquarters for a deposition about one of his pending cases against
DEA. Upon arriving home, he found a Blackberry device concealed under the hood of his
vehicle. Kitlinski reports that it is the same model of device that DEA employees routinely use
for recording and electronic tracking and monitoring purposes. Kitlinski alleged that a DEA
employee planted the device in his vehicle to harass him for his Coast Guard service and his
USERRA complaints.
The MSPB AJ dismissed the case for want of jurisdiction—planting a tracking device in a federal
employee’s vehicle is not a personnel action that is appealable to the MSPB. The MSPB affirmed
the dismissal.
We will keep the readers informed of developments in this interesting and important case.

UPDATE—APRIL 2018
On appeal, the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit affirmed the MSPB
decision that planting a Blackberry tracking device in Mr. Kitlinski’s personal automobile was
not a personnel action that the MSPB has the authority to review. See Kitlinski v. Merit Systems
Protection Board, 857 F.3d 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2017).

