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What We Found 
 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) did not 
always appropriately report and investigate employee 
allegations of sexual harassment and workplace sexual 
misconduct.  For FYs 2012 to 2018, we identified 305 
allegations from FEMA employees potentially related to sexual 
harassment and sexual misconduct such as sexual assault, 
unwelcome sexual advances, and inappropriate sexual 
comments.  However, we were unable to determine whether 
FEMA properly handled 153 of these allegations, because it 
could not provide complete investigative and disciplinary files.  
For allegations that had complete files available, at times we 
were unable to determine whether FEMA conducted an 
investigation.  Finally, we found FEMA did not document 
whether it reviewed some sexual harassment-related Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) complaints to determine 
whether potential employee misconduct occurred.  We 
attributed the inconsistent investigations and incomplete files 
to inadequate policies, processes, and training.    
 
One-third (255 of 765) of the employees who responded to our 
questionnaire indicated they had experienced sexual 
harassment or sexual misconduct, but they did not report it 
because they did not believe the allegations would be 
investigated.  Unaddressed sexual harassment and sexual 
misconduct in the workplace can have negative effects on 
employees, including decreased performance, low morale, and 
increased turnover. 
 

FEMA Response 
 
FEMA concurred with all five recommendations, four of which 
are resolved and closed.  One recommendation remains 
resolved and open.  
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Why We  
Did This  
Evaluation 
 
We initiated a review to 
determine whether FEMA 
appropriately reported, 
investigated, and 
adjudicated employee 
allegations of sexual 
harassment and sexual 
misconduct.     
  

What We 
Recommend 
 
We made five 
recommendations to 
improve FEMA’s handling 
of employee allegations of 
sexual harassment and 
sexual misconduct. 
 
 
 
 
For Further Information: 
Contact our Office of Public Affairs at 
(202) 981-6000, or email us at  
DHS-OIG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov 
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Introduction 
 
Harassment in the workplace has negative effects on employees, including 
decreased performance, low morale, and increased turnover.  Sexual 
harassment, in particular, causes emotional and physical issues, professional 
and financial problems, and decreased productivity.  We initiated this 
evaluation to determine whether the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) appropriately handled employee allegations of sexual harassment and 
sexual misconduct.1   
 

Background 
 

Consistent with Federal regulations,2 the Department of Homeland Security 
Anti-Harassment Policy Statement defines sexual harassment as a form of 
prohibited harassment, which includes:  
 

unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and other 
verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature when submission to 
or rejection of such conduct is made explicitly or implicitly a term 
or condition of one’s employment or is used as a basis for career or 
employment decisions affecting that person; or such conduct 
interferes with an individual’s performance or creates an 
intimidating, hostile, or offensive work environment.3 

 
The DHS Anti-Harassment Program4 requires DHS components to develop and 
publish component-specific anti-harassment reporting procedures in 
accordance with departmental policies and programs.  Components must also 
maintain written procedures for filing, addressing, and conducting inquiries 
into reports of harassment.5  These procedures should identify multiple 
avenues through which individuals may report violations of the Department’s 
policy. 
 
In September 2015, FEMA issued its Anti-Sexual Harassment Directive6 to 
prohibit and prevent sexual harassment in the workplace and promptly correct 

1 For our project scope, we examined sexual misconduct including sexual assault against 
another employee, unwelcome touching, abuse of position for sexual purposes, nonconsensual 
viewing/recording/photographing/transmitting intimate or sexual situations involving another 
employee, sexual threats against another employee, and indecent exposure in front of another 
employee. 
2 29 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 1604.11 – Sexual Harassment. 
3 DHS Anti-Harassment Policy Statement 256-06, April 1, 2019. 
4 The DHS Anti-Harassment Program further clarifies details of the Department of Homeland 
Security Anti-Harassment Policy Statement.  It describes the responsibilities for DHS officials 
and component heads, as well as program requirements and policies. 
5 DHS Anti-Harassment Program 256-01, May 24, 2019. 
6 FEMA Anti-Sexual Harassment 256-4, September 25, 2015. 
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sexual harassment when it occurs.  The directive defined sexual harassment as 
a form of prohibited harassment and conduct that is often, but not always, 
sexual in nature, including unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual 
favors, and other verbal, non-verbal or physical conduct based on sex (whether 
or not it is sexual in nature).  It also provided examples of subtle behaviors that 
constitute sexual harassment, such as “sexual teasing and innuendo, 
deliberate leaning or cornering, staring or ogling that causes humiliation, and 
posting sexually oriented visual materials.”   
 
In December 2015, FEMA issued its Employee Discipline Manual, which 
describes the policy, procedures, and responsibilities for disciplining employees 
and guides supervisors on the procedures to correct misconduct.7  
Additionally, FEMA established a table of penalties providing a range of 
penalties for specific types of offenses, including inappropriate and/or 
unwelcome verbal or physical behavior of a sexual nature.8   
 
FEMA’s Process for Reporting and Investigating Misconduct  
 
During the time of our evaluation, FEMA reviewed allegations and conducted 
administrative investigations according to its Administrative Investigations 
Directive (AID).9  The directive described the FEMA policy for reporting any 
employee misconduct, conducting administrative investigations, and reporting 
action taken in response to substantiated misconduct.  Offices responsible for 
managing FEMA’s misconduct process included:   
 

(1) Office of the Chief Security Officer (OCSO) Fraud and Internal 
Investigations Division (FIID) – conducted investigations into employee 
misconduct;  

(2) Office of the Chief Component Human Capital Officer Labor and 
Employee Relations Branch (LER) – coordinated managerial inquiries 
into allegations of misconduct not investigated by FIID, provided 
guidance to investigators, and assisted FEMA managers and supervisors 
in selecting appropriate discipline; and 

(3) Office of Equal Rights (OER) – managed FEMA’s Anti-Harassment Unit 
(AHU) and Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) process.  

 
FEMA directed employees to promptly report allegations of sexual harassment 
internally to a management official, FIID, LER, OER, or externally to DHS 
Office of Inspector General (OIG).  The AID Committee reviewed all internal, 
non-EEO allegations and was made up of officials from the three FEMA offices 

7 FEMA Employee Discipline Manual 255-3-1, December 29, 2015. 
8 FEMA Table of Penalties. 
9 FEMA Directive: Administrative Investigations 123-19, May 1, 2018. 
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responsible for receiving employee allegations — FIID, LER, and OER — as well 
as representatives from FEMA’s Office of Chief Counsel Personnel Law Branch.  
The AID Committee: (1) reviewed the misconduct allegations, (2) referred 
allegations to DHS OIG as appropriate, (3) assigned investigators to allegations 
not referred to or investigated by DHS OIG or other law enforcement entities, 
and (4) monitored ongoing investigations.  Based on the information available 
to support each allegation, the AID Committee determined which of the 
following type of investigation to conduct: 
 

 Managerial Inquiry – Review into one or few isolated incidents, with few 
witnesses and/or documents.  The manager or supervisor in the 
subject’s direct line of supervision conducts this type of inquiry, except 
in select situations when an employee outside of the subject’s 
supervisory chain can conduct the inquiry.  The resulting managerial 
inquiry reports should be completed within 30 days, subject to 
extensions for good cause. 

 FIID Investigation – Investigation of allegations of employee misconduct 
that are criminal in nature or may have a criminal nexus when DHS OIG 
or other law enforcement authorities have declined to investigate.  These 
reports of investigation should be completed within 90 to 180 calendar 
days, depending on the complexity of the investigation. 

 Independent Investigation – Investigations of subjects who are Senior 
Executives, conducted by senior Government officials, usually at the 
General Schedule (GS) 15 or Senior Executive Service level and 
appointed by the FEMA Chief of Staff, or designee.  Generally, 
independent investigations should be completed within 30 days, subject 
to extensions for good cause. 

 
Upon completion of an investigation, the investigative findings from the 
managerial inquiry reports and FIID reports of investigation were provided to 
LER for potential discipline.  Independent investigations were sent to the Office 
of Chief Counsel for legal review before LER.  Then, LER determined whether 
administrative action, such as discipline, was appropriate, in accordance with 
FEMA guidance.  
 
To maintain records of the allegations, the AID Committee used the AID 
Tracker, a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet maintained by FIID.  OER and LER also 
used Microsoft Excel spreadsheets to track and monitor cases.  FIID and LER 
maintained case and investigative documents, including investigative reports, 
on a shared network drive with restricted access.  
 
In March 2018, the FEMA Administrator established AHU within OER to 
provide centralized tracking and monitoring of harassment allegations and to 
conduct inquiries into allegations of harassment, whether or not they are 
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accompanied by EEO claims.  At the time of our evaluation, AHU investigated 
harassment allegations as managerial inquiries and sent supported allegations 
to LER for potential discipline.   
 
Creation of the Office of Professional Responsibility  
 
The FEMA Administrator announced the creation of an Office of Professional 
Responsibility (OPR) in July 2018, meant to “ensure expeditious, fair, and 
objective follow-up and resolution of allegations of employee misconduct.”10  In 
December 2018, the FEMA Administrator outlined OPR’s mission, scope, and 
actions and further directed that all investigatory functions for internal 
misconduct, including harassment allegations, be consolidated in OPR.11   
 
After the completion of OIG’s fieldwork in August 2019, FEMA took additional 
actions regarding how it handled employee allegations of sexual harassment 
and sexual misconduct.  The Acting FEMA Administrator signed the OPR 
Directive12 on October 21, 2019, effectively replacing the AID13 and establishing 
OPR’s authority to receive, review, investigate, and refer all allegations of 
misconduct by FEMA personnel.   
 
Currently, FEMA requires employees to immediately report misconduct to OPR 
or DHS OIG.  If DHS OIG does not investigate the allegation, OPR then 
determines whether it will open an investigation or refer it to LER for the 
coordination of a managerial inquiry.  Once OPR completes an investigation or 
a manager completes the managerial inquiry, they send the completed report of 
investigation or managerial inquiry report to LER to coordinate a review with 
the appropriate manager and possibly impose disciplinary action.   
 
Additionally, as of February 2020, OPR’s Anti-Harassment Program assumed 
responsibility from AHU for processing harassment allegations reported after 
October 2019, taking over its functions of responding to and conducting 
investigations into all allegations of harassment.  
 
The EEO Process 
 
Within FEMA, OER is responsible for managing and coordinating the EEO 
program.  The EEO process, separate from the misconduct process, is standard 
across the Federal Government.  The process uses damage awards and 

10 FEMA, Statement by FEMA Administrator Brock Long on the Results of a Recent Internal 
Investigation, July 30, 2018. 
11 FEMA, Implementation of FEMA’s Office of Professional Responsibility, December 17, 2018. 
12 FEMA Directive: Office of Professional Responsibility 112-13, October 21, 2019. 
13 FEMA, Rescission of FEMA Directive 123-19: Administrative Investigations Directive, October 
23, 2019. 
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equitable relief, paid or provided by the agency, to make discrimination victims 
whole and prevent the recurrence of the unlawful discriminatory conduct.14   
 
Generally, the EEO process consists of the informal counseling and the formal 
complaint stages.  In the counseling stage, the agency attempts resolution 
through EEO counseling or alternative dispute resolution (mediation).  If 
resolution is not achieved at this point, an employee may elect to file a formal 
EEO complaint, which is investigated by the agency.  After the investigation, 
the employee receives a copy of the investigative file and may request a Final 
Agency Decision by the agency without a hearing or request a hearing and 
decision from a U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 
administrative judge.  At any point during the counseling or formal stage, the 
agency can offer to settle the EEO complaint.  However, the employee is not 
required to accept the settlement offer.  Since 2010, DHS has required 
components to use the Icomplaints Complaint Enterprise System (Icomplaints), 
an electronic records system, to track complaints and supporting 
documentation for EEO complaints.   
 
Investigations into misconduct are separate from the EEO process.  The EEOC 
recommends agencies address all claims of harassment by developing 
complaint procedures separate from the EEO process.  EEOC’s guidance on 
model EEO programs15 states the agency should utilize these procedures 
regardless of whether the alleged victim files an EEO complaint on the same 
matter.  
 
We conducted this evaluation to determine whether FEMA appropriately 
reports, investigates, and adjudicates employee allegations of sexual 
harassment and workplace sexual misconduct.  We focused on instances where 
the affected party and subject were both DHS employees. 
 
To identify sexual harassment and sexual misconduct allegations, we 
requested and reviewed all employee allegations of employee misconduct from 
FEMA offices from fiscal years 2012 to 2018 (we reviewed OER AHU allegations 
from March 2018, when AHU was created, to March 2019).  Based on our 
review of more than 7,000 allegations, we determined 305 potentially related to 
sexual harassment and sexual misconduct.  For these 305 allegations, we 
requested supporting documentation, such as reports of investigation, initial 
complaint forms, agency disciplinary proposal and decision letters, and 
Standard Form (SF) 50s.16  
 

14 U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Model EEO Programs Must Have An 
Effective Anti-Harassment Program.
15 Id.
16 The Standard Form 50 (SF-50) is a permanent record in a Federal employee’s Official 
Personnel Folder that documents all personnel actions, including disciplinary action.
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We also distributed an online questionnaire to all FEMA employees to learn 
about their experience with sexual harassment and sexual misconduct, and 
about agency communication of relevant policies and procedures.  The full 
results of our questionnaire are included as Appendix C to this report. 
 
We conducted our evaluation between September 2018 and August 2019.  Our 
report addresses FEMA’s reporting, investigating, and adjudication of employee 
allegations of sexual harassment and sexual misconduct prior to FEMA’s 
creation of OPR and OPR’s assumption of responsibilities from FIID and OER.  

 
Results of Evaluation 

 
FEMA did not always appropriately report and investigate employee allegations 
of sexual harassment and workplace sexual misconduct.  For FYs 2012 to 
2018, we identified 305 allegations from FEMA employees potentially related to 
sexual harassment and sexual misconduct such as sexual assault, unwelcome 
sexual advances, and inappropriate sexual comments.  However, we were 
unable to determine whether FEMA properly handled 153 of these allegations, 
because it could not provide complete investigative and disciplinary files.  For 
allegations that had complete files available, at times we were unable to 
determine whether FEMA conducted an investigation.  Finally, we found FEMA 
did not document whether it reviewed some sexual harassment EEO 
complaints to determine whether potential employee misconduct occurred.  We 
attributed the inconsistent investigations and incomplete files to inadequate 
policies, processes, and training.    
 
In addition, one-third (255 of 765) of the employees who responded to our 
questionnaire indicated they had experienced sexual harassment or sexual 
misconduct, but they did not report it because they did not believe the 
allegations would be investigated.  Unaddressed sexual harassment and sexual 
misconduct in the workplace can have negative effects on employees, including 
decreased performance, low morale, and increased turnover. 
 
FEMA Did Not Maintain Complete Investigative and 
Disciplinary Records  
 
FEMA offices responsible for investigating and disciplining employees for 
sexual harassment and sexual misconduct, at the time of our evaluation, were 
unable to provide complete investigative and disciplinary records for all 
allegations.  From our review of FEMA’s tracking data for 7,000 allegations, we 
identified 305 allegations potentially related to sexual harassment and sexual 
misconduct.  However, when we attempted to review related documents for the 
allegations, including reports of investigation, managerial inquiry reports, and 
SF-50s, we consistently found they were missing.  The missing documentation 
for half (153 of 305) of the relevant allegations hindered our ability to 
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determine whether FEMA appropriately investigated and adjudicated 
allegations of employee sexual misconduct or sexual harassment.  Table 1 
shows the number of allegations with missing or incomplete documentation 
from each office. 
 
Table 1. Missing and Incomplete Documentation for FEMA Allegations 

FEMA Office Sexual 
Harassment/Misconduct 

Allegations  

Allegations with 
Missing or Incomplete 

Documentation 
FIID 133 97 
LER 83 26 
OER  89 30 

TOTAL17 305 153 
Source: DHS OIG analysis of FEMA cases 

 
Of the 133 FIID cases, 97 (73 percent) contained incomplete reports or were 
missing reports of investigation.  As a result, we were unable to verify whether 
FIID gathered enough evidence to support or disprove the allegations for these 
cases, and sometimes whether FIID conducted investigations.  Of the 83 LER 
cases, LER did not provide investigative or disciplinary records for 26 (30 
percent) of the cases.  Specifically, even for substantiated allegations from as 
recently as 2018, LER could not locate documents, including decision letters 
and SF-50s.  As such, we were unable to verify whether FEMA disciplined some 
employees for recent cases of sexual harassment or sexual misconduct.  
Finally, of the 89 relevant OER allegations, 63 were AHU complaints and 26 
were EEO complaints.  The 30 OER allegations with missing or incomplete 
documentation were all AHU complaints.  This missing documentation 
included initial complaint details and investigative reports.  
 
Although we identified 305 allegations potentially related to sexual harassment 
and sexual misconduct from our review of data for 7,000 allegations, we were 
unable to determine whether another 100 allegations were relevant.  
Specifically: 
 

 FIID’s data contained incomplete information for 39 allegations;  
 LER’s data contained limited information for 46 allegations; and 
 OER’s tracking data included 15 EEO allegations with little to no 

descriptions of the allegations.   
 
When we inquired about the missing documentation, officials from FIID, LER, 
and OER described their difficulties maintaining documents and tracking cases 
because they did not have a proper case management system to not only 

17 Totals may contain duplicate allegations because allegations investigated by FIID or OER are 
sent to LER for adjudication and disciplinary action.  Allegations may have been missing 
documentation from each FEMA office. 
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maintain case tracking information but also consolidate relevant documents 
pertinent to each case.  We were especially concerned about missing 
information for EEO allegations because DHS has used Icomplaints to track 
EEO complaints and maintain supporting documentation since 2010.  
Although FEMA used Icomplaints for a number of years prior to the 
requirement, OER officials advised that if they did not provide particular EEO 
documents, we should consider them “unavailable.”     
 
LER officials noted that the absence of a case management system affected 
FEMA’s statistical reporting to the Department, DHS OIG, and other Federal 
agencies.  The officials described feeling nervous when reporting numbers of 
cases without a true tracking system to support them.  In a 2017 Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) report on FEMA’s handling of employee misconduct 
allegations,18 GAO stated FEMA could improve the quality and usefulness of its 
data on employee misconduct cases through the adoption of database software 
or a case management system.  When we asked FEMA officials about the 
status of addressing GAO’s recommendation, they said progress towards 
procuring a case management system halted due to budgetary constraints.   
 
Because FEMA could not provide complete disciplinary and investigative 
records for all allegations, we were unable to assess whether the discipline of 
senior officials versus other employees is equitable for similar sexual 
harassment or sexual misconduct offenses.  FEMA’s inability to effectively 
manage and maintain investigative and disciplinary case files jeopardized the 
integrity of the agency’s investigative and disciplinary process. 
 
AHU Did Not Adequately Address Sexual Harassment 
Allegations 
 
Although the FEMA Administrator stated FEMA would investigate allegations of 
sexual harassment promptly and take appropriate action upon conclusion, we 
identified 34 of 63 allegations related to sexual harassment that AHU did not 
appear to investigate.  We also identified 12 cases that took more than 100 
days to complete, more than triple FEMA’s recommended timeline in the AID of 
30 days.  Of the 12 cases, 3 took AHU more than 200 days to close.  When we 
asked AHU officials about these allegations, they said AHU did not have the 
documented processes and policies needed to effectively handle sexual 
harassment allegations.  Consequently, AHU’s inability to investigate 
allegations of sexual harassment timely or at all risked creating employee 
skepticism of FEMA’s ability to address alleged harassment.  One-third (255 of 
765) of the employees who responded to our questionnaire19 and had 
experienced behaviors associated with sexual harassment or sexual 

18 GAO-17-613 – Federal Emergency Management Agency:  Additional Actions Needed to Improve 
Handling of Employee Misconduct Allegations, 2017.
19 See Appendix C for the full questionnaire results. 
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misconduct said they did not report them because they did not believe their 
allegations would be investigated. 
  
AHU May Not Have Investigated Some Sexual Harassment Allegations 
 
From the FEMA Administrator’s initial establishment of AHU within OER in 
March 2018 through March 2019, AHU received 63 sexual harassment or 
sexual misconduct allegations.  We were unable to verify whether AHU 
investigated 34 (54 percent) of these allegations because of the absence of 
information on case outcomes in AHU’s tracking spreadsheet, as well as 
missing investigative documents such as managerial inquiry reports.  These 
allegations included complaints involving unwanted sexual advances, physical 
sexual assault, and inappropriate comments.  In some cases, we were unable 
to determine whether AHU investigated the complaints despite having 
descriptions of the alleged sexual harassment or misconduct and the subjects’ 
names. 
 
Following are examples of allegations for which we did not find any 
documentation indicating AHU investigations had occurred:      
 

 A complainant alleged multiple coworkers discussed having sex at work 
and one male coworker told her that to keep her job, she had to have sex 
with him.  The male coworker also allegedly threatened to “black ball” her.  
The coworker was removed, but AHU staff still recommended a managerial 
inquiry to ensure the harassing behavior was not continuing elsewhere.  
As of March 2019, 7 months after the AHU received this allegation, AHU’s 
tracking data showed the case remained “open” with no investigative 
outcome.  
 

 A complainant alleged a male coworker repeatedly shared inappropriate 
stories and comments of a sexual nature with female coworkers during 
work hours.  More than 100 days after receiving this allegation, AHU 
officials notified the complainant it was closing the case because she was 
“unresponsive” to AHU’s attempts to contact her.  AHU did not investigate, 
despite having a detailed allegation and the subject’s name and work unit. 

 
AHU Did Not Complete Investigations Timely  
 
When AHU conducted investigations, it did not always complete them in a 
timely manner.  AHU assigned allegations for investigation as managerial 
inquiries, which should be completed within 30 days, subject to extensions for 
good cause.  Because of AHU’s incomplete records, we were only able to 
identify closure dates for 23 of 63 (37 percent) of AHU cases relevant to our 
evaluation.  Of the 23 cases, 22 (96 percent) took more than 30 days to 
complete.  Thirteen of these 22 cases (59 percent) took more than 90 days to 
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complete.  FEMA provided no documentation to explain the delays, nor did it 
provide records of extensions.   
 
Following are descriptions of cases that took longer than 30 days to complete: 
 

 A complainant submitted an allegation to AHU in March 2018, alleging 
retaliation regarding a prior report of sexual harassment.  The 
investigator did not provide the investigative report to AHU until October 
2018, 7 months after AHU received the complaint.  The investigative 
report only contained minimal details about the investigator’s findings 
and summarized witness interviews.   
 

 A complainant alleged in September 2018 that another employee made 
sexual advances and inappropriate sexual comments.  We requested 
documentation regarding this allegation, but only received a May 2019 
email assigning a manager to conduct a managerial inquiry, more than 8 
months after AHU received the complaint. 
 

 A complainant alleged her coworker made inappropriate sexual 
comments.  AHU contacted the complainant 6 months after she made 
the allegation, at which point she chose not to pursue the case.  As a 
result, AHU did not investigate and closed the case 192 days after 
receiving the initial complaint.  
 

We asked FEMA personnel why allegations received by AHU were not 
investigated or were not completed timely.  They explained that when AHU was 
established in March 2018, there were no policies or guidance established on 
how to handle incoming allegations.  As a result, AHU staff were unprepared to 
handle the flow of allegations they received.  They said that, at the 
establishment of AHU, only one employee was dedicated to manage the entire 
program.  The absence of policies, guidance, and resources to conduct 
investigations timely hindered AHU’s ability to effectively investigate and 
process the allegations.

 
In August 2018, given complaints from employees who felt AHU had not 
adequately addressed their allegations, FEMA’s Chief of Staff announced the 
OER Director was conducting a full analysis of all open complaints and cases 
brought to AHU.20  The announcement stated a team of independent, 
contracted staff would support the OER Director to ensure neutrality and un-
biased claims processing.  At the time of our fieldwork, September 2018 to 
August 2019, we found no indication the OER Director and independent 
contractor staff had begun their analysis.   
 

20 August 24, 2018 e-mail message from FEMA Chief of Staff to all FEMA employees entitled 
“Second Update:  Not on My Watch.” 
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Results from our questionnaire indicated FEMA employees have concerns with 
how FEMA handles allegations of sexual harassment or sexual misconduct.  
Questionnaire results indicated that since 2012, nearly 21 percent (896 of 
4,218) of the respondents had experienced some type of sexual harassment or 
sexual misconduct.  These behaviors included unwanted sexual advances, 
such as unwanted touching, crowding, or leaning, as well as insulting remarks 
of a sexual nature, including jokes or sexual humor.  However, of those who 
experienced such behaviors, 77 percent (776 of 1,003) did not report it.   
 
Two of the main reasons why respondents chose not to report the behaviors 
were: (1) they did not believe management was supportive of employees 
reporting such behaviors (37 percent, or 281 of 765), or (2) they did not believe 
the allegations would be investigated (33 percent, or 255 of 765).  Similarly, 24 
percent (996 of 4,176) of survey respondents reported they had witnessed 
sexual harassment or sexual misconduct; 76 percent (845 of 1,108) responded 
that they did not report it.  Again, the main reason was they did not believe 
management was supportive of such reporting (33 percent, or 275 of 838).  By 
not consistently investigating employee allegations in a timely manner or at all, 
AHU may have perpetuated the perception that FEMA does not take sexual 
harassment seriously.   
 
FEMA Lacked Documentation to Demonstrate It Investigated 
Sexual Harassment EEO Complaints as Potential Employee 
Misconduct 
 
During our review of OER’s investigations of 26 EEO complaints involving 
sexual harassment, FIID was unable to provide documents indicating it had 
reviewed the complaints to determine whether employee misconduct had also 
occurred.  The absence of files to support investigations of sexual harassment-
related EEO complaints hindered our ability to determine whether FEMA 
treated such cases as potential employee misconduct.     
 
FEMA’s EEO process, initiated through OER, is designed to make 
discrimination victims whole through damages and equitable relief.  The EEO 
process is separate from the misconduct process, which serves to investigate 
and discipline employees who committed misconduct involving sexual 
harassment.  The EEO process does not preempt an agency’s internal 
misconduct process and cannot require an agency to discipline its employees.  
Because an EEO case can remain open for years, EEOC encourages agencies to 
address claims of harassment promptly and separate from the EEO process.  
 
Based on a lack of documentation, we could not determine whether FEMA 
reviewed EEO complaints to determine if a separate employee misconduct 
investigation was also necessary.  FEMA officials stated FIID only conducted an 
internal investigation of alleged misconduct in an EEO complaint after the EEO 
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process was complete, not simultaneously.  In one such example, an employee 
alleged a manager shoved her against a wall and kissed her.  In another EEO 
complaint, an employee alleged a coworker made inappropriate requests and 
comments, including comparing the employee to a stripper and repeatedly 
propositioning the employee.  Even so, we found no evidence that FIID reviewed 
any EEO complaints to determine whether misconduct occurred after the EEO 
cases were completed. 
 
Our questionnaire results indicated one-third of employees (255 of 765) who 
experienced sexual harassment and misconduct chose not to report it because 
they believed FEMA would not investigate that type of behavior.  Consequently, 
FEMA may have missed opportunities to prevent future behavior and 
rehabilitate employees who harassed or otherwise behaved in violation of 
agency policies.   
 
Inadequate Training of FIID Investigators Led to Insufficient 
and Incomplete Investigations 
 
During our review of FIID investigative reports, we noted some investigations 
into sexual harassment and sexual misconduct appeared incomplete.  We 
collaborated with our OIG Office of Investigations (INV) to review the 18 most 
concerning FIID investigations.  In all 18 investigations, OIG INV identified 
instances where it appears investigators did not interview all witnesses, reports 
did not include all investigative exhibits, or reports included unsupported 
investigative conclusions.  We attribute such shortfalls to inadequate training 
of FEMA investigators, as OCSO officials stated the office did not provide 
training for its FIID investigators and instead relied on the investigators’ 
previous training and experience.   
 
FIID Reports of Investigation Were Incomplete 
 
DHS Management Directive, Office of Inspector General, requires all allegations 
of criminal misconduct against a DHS employee be referred to OIG.21  However, 
we identified 18 FIID reports of investigation where allegations did not appear 
to be referred to OIG, investigators did not interview necessary witnesses, or 
investigators’ conclusions appeared to be biased.  Following are examples of the 
issues we identified: 
 

 A FEMA employee alleged sexual harassment and inappropriate touching 
by another FEMA employee.  We determined the investigation was not 
thorough for several reasons.  First, the report of investigation included 
information about the complainant that appeared irrelevant to the 
investigation.  Rather than focus solely on the allegation, the report 

21 DHS Management Directive 0810.1, Office of Inspector General, June 10, 2004.
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included statements from witnesses about the complainant’s work ethic, 
stating that she “had an obvious problem getting to work on time,” “could 
not complete her work as assigned,” and “could not complete duties and 
tasks assigned to her.”  Second, we determined FIID could have 
employed additional investigative techniques, such as analyzing emails, 
to corroborate witnesses’ statements, which were often contradictory.  
The allegation also was not referred to OIG, as required.22  

 
 A FEMA employee alleged she was sexually assaulted by a coworker.  In 

reviewing the report of investigation, we observed bias.  For example, the 
FIID investigator noted the complainant was “extremely vague with any 
details regarding the allegations,” and questioned “why she would 
continue to travel with, socialize and continue to engage in sexual 
activity with someone who had raped and assaulted her.”  In contrast, 
the FIID investigator remarked the subject was “extremely organized and 
detailed during [his] interview” and was able to describe interactions with 
the complainant “without referring to any notes and/or documents.”  We 
also found that FIID should have conducted a forensic analysis of critical 
emails, texts, or phone call records related to the case rather than relying 
solely on witness statements.  In addition, the allegation was not referred 
to OIG, even though it involved alleged sexual assault.  Ultimately, FIID 
concluded there was no evidence to substantiate the alleged sexual 
assault, stating that the fact the complainant “acknowledged that she 
engaged in consensual sex with [the subject] after an alleged rape and 
additional sexual assault occurred cast a doubt to her credibility.” 

 
FEMA should ensure its investigators conduct adequate investigations by 
establishing entry-level training and providing in-service training.  However, 
FIID did not have a formal training program for FIID investigators and 
primarily relied on the investigators’ previous experience and training.  They 
also relied on guidance included in FEMA’s Administrative Investigations 
Instruction (Instruction),23 which describes how to conduct administrative 
investigations.  Further, the Instruction contains no guidance on the type or 
content of training needed by investigators.  The only mention of training in the 
Instruction is, “[a]n Investigating Officer with training and experience can 
significantly enhance the quality and credibility of the investigation.”   
 
The absence of a training program for FEMA investigative officials creates 
knowledge gaps, resulting in material inadequacies, inconsistent 
investigations, and unsupported findings in some investigations.  Providing 

22 The report of investigation states, “This case was not forwarded to DHS OIG for review 
because it did not rise to the level where notification was requested per Management Directive 
0810.1.”  We disagreed with that assessment, as the allegation involved criminal misconduct 
(in this case, inappropriate touching). 
23 Instruction 123-19-1:  Administrative Investigations. January 2018. 
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training for investigators is critical to ensuring the proper handling of employee 
allegations of sexual harassment and sexual misconduct.   

 
Conclusion 

 
FEMA issued the Anti-Sexual Harassment Directive to prohibit and prevent 
sexual harassment in the workplace and promptly correct sexual harassment 
when it occurs.  This is essential as 37 percent (3,103 of 8,371) of our survey 
respondents reported that sexual harassment occurs either sometimes or 
frequently at FEMA.  Similarly, 28 percent (2,359 of 8,352) of survey 
respondents reported that sexual misconduct occurred either sometimes or 
frequently.  We identified several issues with how FEMA handled employee 
allegations of sexual harassment and sexual misconduct.  During our 
evaluation, we determined that FEMA did not maintain full and complete 
investigative and disciplinary files, did not document whether it investigated 
some allegations, and did not appropriately investigate others.   
 
Such shortcomings may have fueled employee perceptions that FEMA did not 
address sexual harassment and sexual misconduct and was not supportive of 
employees reporting that type of behavior, as indicated by employee responses 
to our questionnaire.  Notably, one-third (255 of 765) of the employees who 
responded to our questionnaire and experienced behaviors associated with 
sexual harassment or sexual misconduct said they did not report it because 
they did not believe the allegations would be investigated.  Unaddressed sexual 
harassment in the workplace can have negative effects on employees, including 
decreased performance, low morale, and increased turnover.  Establishing a 
comprehensive program to address sexual harassment and sexual misconduct  
can reduce the occurrence of these behaviors, help to enhance employee 
performance, and increase morale. 

Recommendations 
 

We recommend the FEMA Administrator:  
 

Recommendation 1: Establish a case management system for collection, 
tracking, disposition, and reporting of all employee misconduct investigations 
and disciplinary actions. 
 
Recommendation 2: Develop and implement formal operations, processes, 
and procedures to ensure FEMA timely addresses all harassment allegations 
within established timeframes. 
 
Recommendation 3:  Develop and implement formal processes and 
procedures to ensure allegations of egregious harassment raised in EEO 
complaints can be referred to OPR for separate, potential misconduct review at 
the discretion of the OER director. 
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Recommendation 4:  Provide consistent basic training for all employees who 
conduct misconduct inquiries and investigations. 
 
Recommendation 5:  Create procedures to ensure criminal allegations are 
appropriately referred to DHS OIG.   
 

OIG Analysis of FEMA Comments 
 
FEMA concurred with all five recommendations and described corrective 
actions it has taken or plans to take to address the issues identified in this 
report.  Appendix B contains FEMA’s management comments in their entirety.  
We also received technical comments to the draft report and revised it as 
appropriate.  We consider four recommendations resolved and closed and one 
recommendation resolved and open.  A summary of FEMA’s response and our 
analysis follows.  
 
Recommendation 1: Establish a case management system for collection, 
tracking, disposition, and reporting of all employee misconduct investigations 
and disciplinary actions. 

FEMA’s Comments to Recommendation 1:  Concur.  In July 2019, FIID 
transitioned from documenting allegations in an Excel spreadsheet to using an 
Access database.  Following OPR’s assumption of responsibility for addressing 
allegations of misconduct and harassment in October 2019, FEMA 
implemented J-TIMS on October 26, 2020.  J-TIMS is a case management 
system for collection, tracking, disposition and reporting of all employee 
misconduct investigations.  Since that date, OPR processes all misconduct and 
harassment allegations in J-TIMS and has successfully imported historical 
misconduct data from the legacy Access database from 2018 to 2020.  J-TIMS 
contains data fields that enable OPR to document referrals to OIG, as well as 
final disposition of cases once that information is received from LER.  FEMA 
requested the recommendation be closed. 
 
OIG Analysis:  We consider these actions responsive to the recommendation, 
which is resolved and closed.  FEMA provided screenshots of the legacy Access 
database that was in use from July 2019 through October 2020, as well as 
screenshots of J-TIMS.   
 
Recommendation 2: Develop and implement formal operations, processes, 
and procedures to ensure FEMA timely addresses all harassment allegations 
within established timeframes. 
 
FEMA’s Comments to Recommendation 2:  Concur.  On February 1, 2020, 
OPR assumed full responsibility from OER AHU for processing harassment 
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allegations.  Rather than having managers investigate allegations of 
harassment under their supervision, all harassment inquiries are conducted by 
trained OPR investigators.  OPR developed an internal standard operating 
procedure, “Investigations Standard Operating Procedure,” dated May 11, 
2020, outlining internal processes to be followed by OPR and implemented case 
processing timeframes for OPR investigations.  Throughout FY 2020, OPR 
worked in partnership with DHS CRCL to develop a FEMA Anti-Harassment 
Program Instruction that aligns with DHS guidance.  On May 26, 2021, OPR 
issued FEMA Instruction 300-21-0001, which outlines the processes for 
handling harassment allegations across FEMA.  On June 28, 2021, OPR also 
developed an internal workflow document, “OPR Anti-Harassment Process and 
Workflow,” to illustrate the process to make it easier for employees to 
understand.  FEMA requested the recommendation be closed.   
 
OIG Analysis:  We consider these actions responsive to the recommendation, 
which is resolved and closed.  FEMA provided copies of the aforementioned 
policies, procedures, and workflow document.   
 
Recommendation 3:  Develop and implement formal processes and 
procedures to ensure allegations of egregious harassment raised in EEO 
complaints to OPR for separate, potential misconduct review at the discretion 
of the OER director. 
 
FEMA’s Comments to Recommendation 3:  Concur. OER will identify and 
update relevant OER policy to implement this recommendation by August 
2022.  
 
OIG Analysis:  We consider these actions responsive to the recommendation.  
The recommendation is resolved and open, pending the receipt of 
documentation to support FEMA’s update to relevant OER policies. 
 
Recommendation 4:  Provide consistent basic training for all employees who 
conduct misconduct inquiries and investigations. 
 
FEMA’s Comments to Recommendation 4:  Concur.  FEMA acknowledged 
that, when the OIG was conducting this review, misconduct and harassment 
investigations and inquiries were governed by different processes and 
responsibility spread across different offices.  With the establishment of OPR in 
October 2019, responsibility for conducting misconduct investigations and 
harassment inquiries was consolidated under one office.  On October 2, 2019, 
all investigators assigned to OPR were provided training on conducting 
investigations by OCC and LER staff.  The investigators were also provided with 
additional training on conducting investigations by OPR managers, which 
included a briefing on available training offered by FLETC.  Although FEMA 
investigators are not law enforcement officers and are not required to attend 
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specialized training courses, OPR requires its investigators attend the Internal 
Affairs Investigations Training Program at FLETC.  OPR anticipates having all 
current investigators attend the class by July 2022; newly hired investigators 
will also attend the FLETC training program.  OPR enhanced the skills of 
specific investigators by allowing them to attend other FLETC technical classes, 
such as Grant Fraud Investigations Training Program and Internal 
Investigations Training Program.  OPR also scheduled in-house training classes 
for investigators since its creation in October 2019, including Ethics Overview, 
Sexual Misconduct, Interviewing Victims of Sexual Harassment, and Prohibited 
Personnel Practices.  FEMA Instruction 256-01-001 requires that all “fact-
finders” assigned to conduct harassment inquiries must have received CRCL-
approved training in interviewing and other investigative techniques, report 
writing, and conducting inquiries into harassment allegations, including 
instruction on what constitutes prohibited harassment pursuant to the 
provisions of DHS Directive 256-01 and the DHS Instruction.  Accordingly, all 
OPR investigators have since completed the DHS Anti-Harassment Inquiry 
Training for Experienced Factfinders.  Finally, OPR incorporated performance 
goals related to professional development and training into the performance 
plan for every investigator, which means investigators must complete two 
training courses in addition to mandatory training requirements.  To “achieve 
excellence,” investigators must complete five courses.  FEMA requested the 
recommendation be closed. 
 
OIG Analysis:  We consider these actions responsive to the recommendation, 
which is resolved and closed.  FEMA provided copies of documents relevant to 
these activities.   
 
Recommendation 5:  Create procedures to ensure criminal allegations are 
appropriately referred to DHS OIG. 
   
FEMA’s Comments to Recommendation 5:  Concur.  FEMA Directive 112-13 
requires OPR to review all allegations it receives, regardless of source, and 
conduct an initial triage of each allegation to determine if the allegation must 
be referred to the OIG.  Consequently, OPR created procedures to ensure that 
all allegations of reportable misconduct, including criminal allegations, are 
reported to the OIG, and referred more than 1,600 allegations of misconduct to 
the OIG since OPR’s creation.  This figure includes all criminal and 
administrative misconduct allegations received by OPR, such as allegations 
involving a civil servant with a General Schedule grade of 15 or higher.  
Further, OPR formally codified its procedures in the OPR SOP, “Processing 
Employee Misconduct,” dated February 14, 2020.  This SOP includes specific 
procedures for referring all allegations of misconduct, including allegations of 
criminal conduct, to the OIG, and has been periodically updated over the 
course of the last year after OPR transitioned from the legacy Access database 



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
Department of Homeland Security 

 
 

 
www.oig.dhs.gov 19 OIG-21-71 

to J-TIMS to document case processing after implementation of the new FEMA 
Instruction on harassment.  FEMA requested the recommendation be closed. 
 
OIG Analysis:  We consider these actions responsive to the recommendation, 
which is resolved and closed.  FEMA provided copies of the standard operating 
procedure.   
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Appendix A  
Objective, Scope, and Methodology 
 
The Department of Homeland Security Office of Inspector General was 
established by the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107 296) by 
amendment to the Inspector General Act of 1978.    
 
Our objective was to determine whether FEMA appropriately reports, 
investigates, and adjudicates employee allegations of sexual harassment and 
sexual misconduct.  Our evaluation encompassed occurrences inside and 
outside of the workplace, both on- and off-duty.  To address our objective, we 
interviewed officials and staff members responsible for investigating allegations, 
adjudicating claims, and determining discipline for FEMA employees.  We 
reviewed FEMA directives, policies, and guidance related to sexual harassment 
and employee conduct.  We also reviewed FEMA policies, guidance, and 
processes related to reporting, investigating, and adjudicating employee sexual 
harassment and workplace sexual misconduct.  We examined all employee 
allegations of sexual harassment and workplace sexual misconduct from FY 
2012 to FY 2018. 
 
After compiling a list of potentially relevant allegations and cases, we requested 
additional information, including the investigative case file and documentation 
supporting adjudication and discipline.  We analyzed those case files to 
evaluate: 
 

 relevance; 
 categorization of allegations; 
 timelines for reporting, investigation, and adjudication of discipline; 
 whether written records established allegations as substantiated or 

unsubstantiated;  
 whether action taken was consistent with FEMA’s table of penalties; and 
 whether disciplinary outcomes were equitable and similar across cases.  

 
We also cross-referenced FEMA case files with DHS OIG INV data to determine 
whether FEMA appropriately refers cases to DHS OIG.  However, FEMA’s lack 
of documentation prevented us from fully determining whether FEMA properly 
refers all allegations to DHS OIG.   
 
Additionally, we administered a questionnaire to all FEMA employees to gather 
information about the occurrence of sexual harassment and sexual misconduct 
at FEMA and component communication of relevant policies and procedures.  
At the time of our questionnaire, FEMA had approximately 19,866 employees, 
of which 9,263 responded to the initial question. The questionnaire results 
included in the report represent only the experiences and observations of those 
who responded, and not of all FEMA employees.  The number of respondents 
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varied throughout the questionnaire as some respondents did not or were not 
required to answer all questions.  We used web-based survey software 
approved by the DHS Office of Privacy and the DHS OIG Office of the Chief 
Information Officer.  We also consulted with the DHS OIG Office of Analytics 
and Support for assistance in designing the questions and response categories, 
as well as analyzing the questionnaire results.  The number of respondents for 
each question is noted in the full results in Appendix C. 
 
We conducted this evaluation between September 2018 and August 2019 
under the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, and according to the 
Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation issued by the Council of the 
Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. 
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Appendix B 
FEMA Comments to the Draft Report  
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Appendix C 
FEMA Employee Questionnaire Results 
 
In February 2019, we administered an online questionnaire to all FEMA 
employees.  At the time of the questionnaire, FEMA had approximately 19,866 
employees.  The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather information from 
employees about the occurrence of sexual harassment and sexual misconduct 
and FEMA’s communication of relevant policies and procedures.  In total, the 
questionnaire contained 41 questions.  However, depending on their responses, 
respondents may not have received all 41 questions. 
 
The following tables show the total number of responses for each question.  We 
calculated the percent in each table based on the total number of respondents 
for each question.  The number of respondents varied throughout the 
questionnaire as some respondents did not or were not required to answer all 
questions.   
 
To further examine the occurrence of sexual harassment and sexual 
misconduct at FEMA, the questionnaire asked respondents about behaviors 
experienced and witnessed while assigned to their FEMA primary duty 
locations and, if applicable, while working at a FEMA disaster 
response/recovery location.   
 
FEMA Primary Duty Locations 
 
  
1. Where is your primary duty location? 
 

Number and Percent of 
Respondents 

Headquarters 2,180 
(23.53%) 

Regions I-X24 2,311 
(24.95%) 

Disaster Response/Recovery Locations Only (respondents who 
selected this option only received questions 18–26) 

3,064 
(33.08%) 

Home (respondents who selected this option only received 
questions 18–36) 

652 
(7.04%) 

Other (respondents who selected this option only received 
questions 18–36) 

1,056 
(11.40%) 

 
The following tables reflect responses for behaviors questionnaire respondents 
experienced or witnessed while assigned to their FEMA primary duty location.  
This includes respondents who selected FEMA Headquarters or Regions I–X in 
Question 1. 
 
 

24 Regions I-X represent personnel who work in FEMA’s 10 regional offices.  
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FEMA Primary Duty Location 
 
  

Strongly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

2. FEMA informs employees of 
what constitutes sexual 
harassment.    

2,290  
(52.24%) 

1,365  
(31.14%) 

323  
(7.37%) 

264  
(6.02%) 

142  
(3.24%) 

3. FEMA informs employees of 
what constitutes sexual 
misconduct.    

2,046 
(46.96%) 

1,388 
(31.86%) 

376 
(8.63%) 

368 
(8.45%) 

179 
(4.11%) 

4. 
 

FEMA informs employees of 
how to report sexual 
harassment.   

2,313 
(53.23%) 

1,319 
(30.36%) 

294 
(6.77%) 

279 
(6.42%) 

140 
(3.22%) 

5. FEMA informs employees of 
how to report sexual 
misconduct.   

2,131 
(49.25%) 

1,334 
(30.83%) 

371 
(8.57%) 

329 
(7.60%) 

162 
(3.74%) 

 
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 
6. I would most likely report sexual harassment or sexual 
misconduct to:   

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Direct Supervisor 3,135 
(73.42%) 

Another Supervisor 867 
(20.30%) 

DHS OIG 844 
(19.77%) 

FEMA Tip Line/OCSO 522 
(12.22%) 

FEMA OCCHCO    394 
(9.23%) 

FEMA OER 1,403 
(32.86%) 

FEMA Office of Special Counsel 217 
(5.08%) 

Do Not Know 261 
(6.11%) 

Would Not Report 226 
(5.29%) 

Other 154 
(3.61%) 

*Employees could select more than one response. 
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FEMA Primary Duty Location 

7. Since 2012, in your primary duty location, have you 
experienced any of the following behaviors? 

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Insulting remarks of a sexual nature, to include jokes or sexual 
humor 

707 
(16.76%) 

Unwanted sexual advances or invitations to include unwanted 
touching, crowding, or leaning 

387 
(9.17%) 

Unwanted sexual texts or email communication 130 
(3.08%) 

Promise of reward, preferential treatment, or coercion for sexual 
activity or behavior 

52 
(1.23%) 

Threats of punishment for not engaging in sexual activity 33 
(0.78%) 

Sexual assault or attempted sexual assault, including rape 21 
(0.50%) 

Indecent Exposure 36 
(0.85%) 

Prefer not to answer 120 
(2.84%) 

I have not experienced any of the listed or other unlisted behaviors 
associated with sexual harassment/sexual misconduct. 

3,222 
(76.39%) 

Other sexual harassment and/or sexual misconduct related 
behavior not listed 

156 
(3.70%) 

*Employees could select more than one response.  Twenty-one percent (896) of 
respondents chose at least one response related to a sexual harassment/sexual 
misconduct behavior.  
 
Respondents who experienced any of the behaviors listed in Question 7 were 
directed to Question 8; if they did not, they were directed to Question 12.   
 
 FEMA Primary Duty Location 
   Yes No 

8. If you experienced any of the previously described 
behaviors, did you report it?  

227 
(22.63%) 

776 
(77.7%) 

 
Respondents who answered Yes to Question 8 were directed to Question 10.  
Respondents who answered No to Question 8 were directed to Question 9. 
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 
9. If you responded "No" to Question 8, please indicate your 
reason for not reporting the behavior(s). 

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Someone else reported the behavior 21 
(2.75%) 

I was afraid of reprisal or retaliation for reporting the behavior 245 
(32.03%) 

I do not believe management is supportive of employees reporting 
that type of behavior 

281 
(36.73%) 

The behavior took place off-duty 51 
(6.67%) 
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I did not feel the behavior was serious enough to warrant reporting 299 
(39.08%) 

I was unfamiliar with the process for reporting the behavior 97 
(12.68%) 

I did not believe the employee would be investigated even if 
reported 

255 
(33.33%) 

I did not want to cause an adverse action against a co-worker 151 
(19.74%) 

I did not want to get involved 146 
(19.08%) 

Management was already aware of this behavior 117 
(15.29%) 

Other 118 
(15.42%) 

*Employees could select more than one response.  
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 
10. If you responded "Yes" to Question 8, to whom did you first 
report the behavior you experienced? 

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Direct Supervisor 102 
(44.93%) 

Another Supervisor 42 
(18.50%) 

DHS OIG 4 
(1.76%) 

FEMA Tip Line/OCSO 5 
(2.20%) 

FEMA OCCHCO 2 
(0.88%) 

FEMA OER 28 
(12.33%) 

FEMA Office of Special Counsel 1 
(0.44%) 

Do Not Know 2 
(0.88%) 

Other 30 
(13.22%) 

No Answer 11 
(4.85%) 

 
 

 FEMA Primary Duty Location 
   Positively Not at all Negatively No Answer 
11. My reporting of the behaviors I 

experienced has impacted my 
career. 

15 
(6.64%) 

93 
(41.15%) 

79 
(34.96%) 

39 
(17.26%) 
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FEMA Primary Duty Location 

12. Since 2012, in your primary duty location, have you 
witnessed any of the following behaviors? 

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Insulting remarks of a sexual nature, to include jokes or sexual 
humor 

827 
(19.8%) 

Unwanted sexual advances or invitations to include unwanted 
touching, crowding, or leaning 

363 
(8.69%) 

Unwanted sexual texts or email communication 143 
(3.42%) 

Promise of reward, preferential treatment, or coercion for sexual 
activity or behavior 

108 
(2.59%) 

Threats of punishment for not engaging in sexual activity 18 
(0.43%) 

Sexual assault or attempted sexual assault, including rape 17 
(0.41%) 

Indecent Exposure 27 
(0.65%) 

Prefer not to answer 126 
(3.02%) 

I have not witnessed any of the listed or other unlisted behaviors 
associated with sexual harassment/sexual misconduct. 

3,075 
(73.64%) 

Other sexual harassment and/or sexual misconduct related 
behavior not listed 

121 
(2.90%) 

*Employees could select more than one response.  Twenty-four percent (994) of 
respondents chose at least one response related to a sexual harassment/sexual 
misconduct behavior.  
 
Respondents who witnessed any of the behaviors listed in Question 12 were 
directed to Question 13; if they did not, they were directed to Question 17.   
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 

   Yes No 
13. If you witnessed any of the previously described 

behaviors, did you report it?  
263 

(23.74%) 
845 

(76.26%) 

 
Respondents who answered Yes to Question 13 were directed to Question 15.  
Respondents who answered No to Question 13 were directed to Question 14. 
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 
14. If you responded "No" to Question 13, please indicate your 
reason for not reporting the behavior(s). 

Number and Percent 
of Respondents  

Someone else reported the behavior 84 
(10.02%) 

I was afraid of reprisal or retaliation for reporting the behavior 229 
(27.33%) 

I do not believe management is supportive of employees reporting 
that type of behavior 

275 
(32.82%) 

The behavior took place off-duty 53 
(6.32%) 
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I did not feel the behavior was serious enough to warrant reporting 274 
(32.70%) 

I was unfamiliar with the process for reporting the behavior 82 
(9.79%) 

I did not believe the employee would be investigated even if 
reported 

248 
(29.59%) 

I did not want to cause an adverse action against a co-worker 130 
(15.51%) 

I did not want to get involved 178 
(21.24%) 

Other 137 
(16.35%) 

 
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 
15. If you responded "Yes" to Question 13, to whom did you 
first report the behavior you experienced? 

Number and Percent 
of Respondents  

Direct Supervisor 118 
(44.87%) 

Another Supervisor 53 
(20.15%) 

DHS OIG 8 
(3.04%) 

FEMA Tip Line/OCSO 2 
(0.76%) 

FEMA OCCHCO 2 
(0.76%) 

FEMA OER 30 
(11.41%) 

FEMA Office of Special Counsel 2 
(0.76%) 

Do Not Know 3 
(1.14%) 

Other 23 
(8.75%) 

No Answer 22 
(8.37%) 

 
 

FEMA Primary Duty Location 
   Positively Not at all Negatively No Answer 
16. My reporting of the behaviors I 

witnessed has impacted my 
career. 

15 
(5.75%) 

133 
(50.96%) 

73 
(27.97%) 

40 
(15.33%) 
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FEMA Primary Duty Location 

   Yes No 

17. Since 2012, have you worked at a FEMA disaster 
response/recovery location? 

2,654 
(63.83%) 

1,504 
(36.18%) 

 
FEMA Disaster Response/Recovery Location 
 
Respondents who stated they worked in locations other than FEMA 
Headquarters or a Regional Office in Question 1 only received the following 
questions.  FEMA Headquarters and Regional Office respondents only received 
questions in this category if they had worked at a FEMA disaster response or 
recovery location since 2012 (Question 17).   
 

Disaster Response Location 
   Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

18. Prior to/during 
deployment, FEMA 
informs personnel 
assigned to disaster 
response/recovery 
locations of what 
constitutes sexual 
harassment.   

3,337 
(46.01%) 

1,697 
(23.40%) 

1,124 
(15.50%) 

609 
(8.40%) 

485 
(6.69%) 

19. Prior to/during 
deployment, FEMA 
informs personnel 
assigned to disaster 
response/recovery 
locations of what 
constitutes sexual 
misconduct.   

3,099 
(42.98%) 

1,795 
(24.90%) 

1,139 
(15.80%) 

675 
(9.36%) 

502 
(6.96%) 

20. Prior to/during 
deployment, FEMA 
informs personnel 
assigned to disaster 
response/recovery 
locations of how to 
report sexual 
harassment.   

3,238 
(45.27%) 

1,852 
(25.89%) 

1,014 
(14.18%) 

571 
(7.98%) 

477 
(6.67%) 

21. Prior to/during 
deployment, FEMA 
informs personnel 
assigned to disaster 
response/recovery 
locations of how to 
report sexual 
misconduct.   

3,040 
(42.93%) 

1,867 
(26.37%) 

1,052 
(14.86%) 

629 
(8.88%) 

493 
(6.96%) 
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Disaster Response Location 

22. While working at a disaster response/recovery location, I 
would most likely report sexual harassment or sexual 
misconduct to:   

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Direct Supervisor 5,143 
(73.26%) 

Another Supervisor 1,194 
(17.01%) 

DHS OIG 987 
(14.06%) 

FEMA Tip Line/OCSO 648 
(9.23%) 

FEMA OCCHCO 490 
(6.98%) 

FEMA OER 2,610 
(37.18%) 

FEMA Office Special Counsel 300 
(4.27%) 

Do Not Know 473 
(6.74%) 

Would Not Report 273 
(3.89%) 

Other 240 
(3.42%) 

  
 

Disaster Response Location 
23. Since 2012, while working at a FEMA disaster 
response/recovery location, have you experienced any of the 
following behaviors? 

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Insulting remarks of a sexual nature, to include jokes or sexual 
humor 

1,082 
(15.52%) 

Unwanted sexual advances or invitations to include unwanted 
touching, crowding, or leaning 

643 
(9.22%) 

Unwanted sexual texts or email communication 183 
(2.63%) 

Promise of reward, preferential treatment, or coercion for sexual 
activity or behavior 

73 
(1.05%) 

Threats of punishment for not engaging in sexual activity 38 
(0.55%) 

Sexual assault or attempted sexual assault, including rape 29 
(0.42%) 

Indecent Exposure 53 
(0.76%) 

Prefer not to answer 229 
(3.29%) 

I have not experienced any of the listed or other unlisted behaviors 
associated with sexual harassment/sexual misconduct. 

5,389 
(77.31%) 

Other sexual harassment and/or sexual misconduct related 
behavior not listed 

229 
(3.29%) 
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 *Employees could select more than one response.  Twenty percent (1,395) of 
respondents chose at least one response related to a sexual harassment/sexual 
misconduct behavior.  
 
Respondents who experienced any of the behaviors listed in Question 23 were 
directed to Question 24; if they did not, they were directed to Question 27.   
 

Disaster Response Location 
   Yes No 

24. If you experienced any of the previously described 
behaviors, did you report it?  

408 
(25.45%) 

1,195 
(74.55%) 

  
Respondents who answered Yes to Question 24 were directed to Question 26.  
Respondents who answered No to Question 24 were directed to Question 25. 
 

Disaster Response Location 
25. If you responded "No" to Question 23, please indicate your 
reason for not reporting the behavior(s). 

Number and Percent  
of Respondents 

Someone else reported the behavior 55 
(4.65%) 

I was afraid of reprisal or retaliation for reporting the behavior 317 
(26.82%) 

I do not believe management is supportive of employees reporting 
that type of behavior 

342 
(28.93%) 

The behavior took place off-duty 137 
(11.59%) 

I did not feel the behavior was serious enough to warrant reporting 426 
(36.04%) 

I was unfamiliar with the process for reporting the behavior 106 
(8.97%) 

I did not believe the employee would be investigated even if 
reported 

317 
(26.82%) 

I did not want to cause an adverse action against a co-worker 210 
(17.77%) 

I did not want to get involved 177 
(14.97%) 

Management was already aware of this behavior 149 
(12.61%) 

Other 185 
(15.65%) 

 
 

Disaster Response Location 
26. If you responded "Yes" to Question 23, to whom did you 
first report the behavior you experienced? 

Number and Percent 
of Respondents 

Direct Supervisor 199 
(48.89%) 

Another Supervisor 64 
(15.72%) 

DHS OIG 5 
(1.23%) 
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FEMA Tip Line/OCSO 2 
(0.49%) 

FEMA OCCHCO 4 
(0.98%) 

FEMA OER 60 
(14.74%) 

FEMA Office Special Counsel 5 
(1.23%) 

Do Not Know 4 
(0.98%) 

Other 40 
(9.83%) 

No Answer 24 
(5.90%) 

 
 

Disaster Response Location 
27. Since 2012, while working at a FEMA disaster 
response/recovery location, have you witnessed any of the 
following behaviors? 

Number and Percent 
of Respondents 

Insulting remarks of a sexual nature, to include jokes or sexual 
humor 

1,276 
(18.46%) 

Unwanted sexual advances or invitations to include unwanted 
touching, crowding, or leaning 

679 
(9.82%) 

Unwanted sexual texts or email communication 261 
(3.78%) 

Promise of reward, preferential treatment, or coercion for sexual 
activity or behavior 

158 
(2.29%) 

Threats of punishment for not engaging in sexual activity 38 
(0.55%) 

Sexual assault or attempted sexual assault, including rape 17 
(0.25%) 

Indecent Exposure 54 
(0.78%) 

Prefer not to answer 235 
(3.40%) 

I have not witnessed any of the listed or other unlisted behaviors 
associated with sexual harassment/sexual misconduct. 

5,175 
(74.87%) 

Other sexual harassment and/or sexual misconduct related 
behavior not listed 

146 
(2.11%) 

*Employees could select more than one response.  Thirty-three percent (2,629) of 
respondents chose at least one response related to a sexual harassment/sexual 
misconduct behavior.  
 
Respondents who witnessed any of the behaviors listed in Question 27 were 
directed to Question 28; if they did not, they were directed to Question 31.   

Disaster Response Location 
   Yes No 

28. If you witnessed any of the previously described 
behaviors, did you report it?  

446 
(26.60%) 

1,286 
(73.40%) 
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Respondents who answered Yes to Question 28 were directed to Question 30.  
Respondents who answered No to Question 28 were directed to Question 29. 
 
 

Disaster Response Location 
29. If you responded "No" to Question 27, please indicate your 
reason for not reporting the behavior(s). 

Number and Percent 
of Respondents 

Someone else reported the behavior 204 
(15.96%) 

I was afraid of reprisal or retaliation for reporting the behavior 309 
(24.18%) 

I do not believe management is supportive of employees reporting 
that type of behavior 

372 
(29.11%) 

The behavior took place off-duty 114 
(8.92%) 

I did not feel the behavior was serious enough to warrant reporting 309 
(24.18%) 

I was unfamiliar with the process for reporting the behavior 99 
(7.75%) 

I did not believe the employee would be investigated even if 
reported 

311 
(24.33%) 

I did not want to cause an adverse action against a co-worker 171 
(13.38%) 

I did not want to get involved 251 
(19.64%) 

Other 201 
(15.73%) 

  
 

Disaster Response Location 
30. If you responded "Yes" to Question 27, to whom did you 
first report the behavior you experienced? 

Number and Percent 
of Respondents 

Direct Supervisor 219 
(47.20%) 

Another Supervisor 73 
(15.73%) 

DHS OIG 7 
(1.51%) 

FEMA Tip Line/OCSO 3 
(0.65%) 

FEMA OCCHCO 3 
(0.65%) 

FEMA OER 73 
(15.73%) 

FEMA Office of Special Counsel 2 
(0.43%) 

Do Not Know 9 
(1.94%) 

Other 49 
(10.56%) 

No Answer 26 
(5.60%) 
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Overall FEMA Responses 
 
For the following questions, we requested respondents consider only behaviors 
experienced or witnessed while employed by FEMA. 
 

FEMA 
   Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never Do Not 

Know 
31. In your opinion, sexual 

harassment occurs 
within FEMA.  

981 
(11.72%) 

2,122 
(25.35%) 

1,825 
(21.80%) 

852 
(10.18%) 

2,591 
(30.95%) 

32. In your opinion, sexual 
misconduct occurs 
within FEMA.  

692 
(8.29%) 

1,667 
(19.96%) 

2,022 
(24.21%) 

1,090 
(13.05%) 

2,881 
(34.49%) 

33. In your opinion, sexual 
harassment occurs 
within your primary 
FEMA duty location.  

553 
(6.63%) 

1,298 
(15.57%) 

1,957 
(23.47%) 

1,769 
(21.21%) 

2,762 
(33.12%) 

34. In your opinion, sexual 
misconduct occurs 
within your primary 
FEMA duty location.  

445 
(5.35%) 

1,032 
(12.41) 

1,927 
(23.18%) 

1,961 
(23.59%) 

2,949 
(35.47%) 

  
 

FEMA 
   True False Do Not Know 
35. In your opinion, sexual harassment 

occurs more at FEMA disaster 
response/recovery locations than in 
your FEMA primary duty location.  

2,209 
(26.63%) 

697 
(8.40%) 

5,389 
(64.97%) 

36. In your opinion, sexual misconduct 
occurs more at FEMA disaster 
response/recovery locations than in 
your FEMA primary duty location.  

2,052 
(24.79%) 

668 
(8.07%) 

5,559 
(67.15%) 
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Appendix D  
Office of Special Reviews and Evaluations Major Contributors 
to This Report  
 
Erika Lang, Chief Inspector 
Amy Burns, Chief Inspector 
Renita Caracciolo, Senior Inspector 
Jennifer Berry, Senior Inspector 
Erika Algeo, Senior Inspector 
Brendan Bacon, Senior Inspector 
Samuel Tunstall, Inspector 
Francisco da Rosa, Director 
Gaven Ehrlich, Analytics and Support 
Stephen Wheeler, Analytics and Support 
Adam Brown, Independent Reference Review 
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Appendix E  
Report Distribution  
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Secretary  
Deputy Secretary 
Chief of Staff 
Deputy Chiefs of Staff    
General Counsel 
Executive Secretary 
Director, GAO/OIG Liaison Office 
Under Secretary for Office of Strategy, Policy, and Plans 
Assistant Secretary for Office of Public Affairs 
Assistant Secretary for Office of Legislative Affairs 
FEMA Audit Liaison 
 
Office of Management and Budget    
 
Chief, Homeland Security Branch   
DHS OIG Budget Examiner 
 
Congress    
 
Congressional Oversight and Appropriations Committees  
 
 



Additional Information and Copies 
 
To view this and any of our other reports, please visit our website at: 
www.oig.dhs.gov.  

For further information or questions, please contact Office of Inspector General 
Public Affairs at: DHS-OIG.OfficePublicAffairs@oig.dhs.gov. 
Follow us on Twitter at: @dhsoig. 
 
 

 
 

OIG Hotline 

To report fraud, waste, or abuse, visit our website at www.oig.dhs.gov and click 
on the red "Hotline" tab. If you cannot access our website, call our hotline at 
(800) 323-8603, fax our hotline at (202) 254-4297, or write to us at:  
 

Department of Homeland Security 
Office of Inspector General, Mail Stop 0305 
Attention: Hotline 
245 Murray Drive, SW 
Washington, DC 20528-0305 

 


