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NATIONAL RECONNAISSANCE OFFICE 
14675 Lee Road 

Chantilly, VA 20151-1715 

RE: NRO FOIA Case F14-0020 

29 August 2017 

This is in response to your request dated 3 December 2013, received in 
the Information Management Services Office of the National Reconnaissance 
Office (NRO) on 23 December 2013. Pursuant to the Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA), you are requesting" ... a copy of each NRO Inspector General 
final report/closing memo/referral letter ... of an investigation or audit or 
management review or inspection or any other project ... done for a different 
agency ... since January 1, 2005." 

We have processed your request in accordance with the FOIA, 5 U.S.C. § 
552, as amended. A thorough search of our records and databases located 
three documents totaling 71 pages responsive to your request. These 
documents are being released to you in part. Information that is withheld 
from release is denied pursuant to these FOIA exemptions: 

(b) (3), which is the basis for withholding information exempt from 
disclosure by statute. The relevant withholding statutes are 10 
U.S.C. §424, 50 U.S.C. §3605 (P.L. 86-36), 50 U.S.C §3507, and 50 
u.s.c. §3024i; 

(b) (5), which applies to deliberative and pre-decisional information; 

(b) (6), which applies to records which, if released, would constitute 
a clearly unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of individuals; 

(b) (7) c, which applies to records or information compiled for law 
enforcement purposes and that could reasonably be expected to 
constitute an unwarranted invasion of the personal privacy of others; 

(b) (7) d, which applies to records or information compiled for law 
enforcement purposes and that could disclose the identity of a 
confidential source. 

You have the right to appeal this determination to the NRO Appellate 
Authority, 14675 Lee Road, Chantilly, VA 20151-1715, within 90 days of the 
above date. You may also submit an appeal electronically by completing the 
form available on the NRO's public web site at 
http://www.nro.gov/foia/Appealinput.aspx . Please include an explanation of 
the reason{s) for your appeal as part of your submission. The FOIA also 
provides that you may seek dispute resolution for any adverse determination 



through the NRO FOIA Public Liaison and/or through the Office of Government 
Information Services (OGIS). Please refer to the OGIS public web page at 
https://ogis.archive . gov/ for additional information. 

If you have any questions, please call the Requester Service Center at 
(703) 227-9326 and reference case number F14-0020. 

Liaison 

Enclosures: 
1. Independent Review of FY 2009 FISMA Report (DIA) 
2. Report of Investigation, Case# 2011-056 I 
3. Final Report, Project# 2005-004 N 
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NATIONAL RECONNAISSANCE OFFICE 
Office of Inspector General 

20 August 2009 

MEMORANDUM FOR I NSPECTOR GENERAL, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

SUBJECT: 

REFERENCE: 

(U) Assessment of Defense Intelligence Agency, 
Office of the Inspector General 
Independent Review of Fiscal Year 2009 
FISMA Report, (DIA Project Number 2009-003195-OA) 

(U) DIA OIG Letter, Request for Review of Audit 
Practice, dated 30 July 2009 

(U) Purpose 

(U) In accordance with your referenced request, we 
performed an assessment of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) independent review 
practices used to complete the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 Federal Information Security Management 
Act (FISMA) Report. Specifically, you also requested that we 
answer questions regarding the applicability of the Government 
Auditing Standards to the FISMA evaluation and the compliance of 
your office with those standards. The review was conducted from 
7 August to 11 August 2009. 

(U) Scope and Methodology 

(U) In order to understand the processes used by your 
staff, we obtained the names of the DIA FY 2009 FISMA OIG review 
participants, the FISMA team's timeline/milestones for 
completing the review, the Independent Review Records (IRR), the 
quality control checklist, the cross-referenced draft report 
and, the final FISMA report. We also reviewed the FISMA 
evaluation electronic files. Additionally, we interviewed the 
Assistant Inspector General for Audits (AIGA) and the 
Independent Reviewer of the DIA FY 2009 FISMA Report. 

(U) Background 

(U) Although not a specific requirement of FISMA, the DIA 
OIG FY 2009 FISMA Report (p.48) states, "We applied generally 
accepted government auditing standards [GAGASJ, as appropriate, 
to accomplish the objectives of our evaluation." In order to 

UNCLASSI~ 



SUBJECT: (U) Assessment of Defense Intelligence Agency, 
Office of the Inspector General 
Independe n t Review of Fiscal Year 2009 
FISMA Report, (DIA Project Number 2009-003195-OA) 

apply GAGAS, DIA auditors must first "establish a system of 
quality control that is designed to provide the audit 
organization with reasonable assurance that the organization and 
its personnel comply with professional standards and applicable 
legal and regulatory requirements, and have an external peer 
review at least once every 3 years." [GAGAS §3 . 50, p.55] 

(U/~ The DIA's OIG Sta~dard Operating Procedure (SOP) 
for Audits, dated 20 September 2007, established the procedures 
for quality control. The SOP (p.4) is quoted below. 

The IG shall exercise appropriate internal controls to 
ensure that work performed adheres to applicable 
auditing standards, policies, and procedures; conforms 
to internal DIA regulations; and is carried out 
efficiently, economically, and effectively. This 
quality control program will include the following: 

• Adequate supervision of all audit team members. 
• Completion of quality control checkl i st for each 

audit project. 
• Independent reference review of each draft report 

prior to issuance. 
• Internal quality control reviews. 
• External quality control review (peer reviews) . 

(U) Review Results 

(U) Our review revealed the following issues: 

• (U) Although the majority of the FISMA sections/questions 
were independently reviewed, the draft report was not 
independently reviewed in its entirety in accordance with DIA's 
SOP. 

• (U) The independent referencer signed the certification 
document attesting to the fact that the report was reviewed, 
when in fact it was not 1

• 

1 The circumstances surrounding the signature attesting to the fact that the report was reviewed were not within the 
scope of our review as agreed upon. 

2 
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SUBJECT: (U) Assessment of Defense Intelligence Agency, 
Office of the Inspector General · 
Independent Review of Fiscal Year 2009 
FISMA Report, (DIA Project Number 2009-003195-OA) 

• {U) All certification statements were electronically 
signed and dated after the report issuance date which is 
inconsistent with DIA's SOP. 

{U) Discussion. We found that a quality control checklist 
was completed in accordance with the OIG's SOP. However, the 
draft report was not independently reviewed in its entirety as 
indicated by the referencing certification signature page. The 
draft report consists of seven sections, and the seventh section 
had six appendices. The team electronically compared the 
FY 2009 FISMA report to the IRRs completed and found that IRRs 
were not completed on the following three sections and five 
appendices: Section IV-2009 FISMA Reporting Template, Section 
V-Privacy Impact Assessment Process, Section VI-FY 2009 
Recommendations, The Way Ahead, Appendix II-OMB Template-ODNI 
Highlights, Appendix III-CIO/IG Reconciliation, Appendix IV-DA 
Management Response, Appendix V-DS Management Response and 
Appendix VI-Scorecard. 

(U) The NRO OIG team noted two discrepancies with the DIA 
SOP which states that an IRR should be completed on a draft 
report. First, the team found that the review of the electronic 
files revealed that all sections of the report had not been 
independently reviewed. Second, although the final report was 
completed on 10 July 2009, IRRs for individual FISMA sections 
which were reviewed were signed three days later on 13 July 2009 
and both the independent referencer and the AIGA had signed the 
report certification document four days later on 14 July 2009. 

(U) In response to your specific questions, we offer the 
following: 

(U) Question 1: Does the Federal Information Security Act 
of 2002 require that an annual independent evaluation of 
information security policies, procedures, and practices be 
conducted by auditors and/or by Government Auditing Standards? 

(U) Response: FISMA does not require that the evaluation 
be conducted by auditors and/or by Government Auditing 
Standards, however, the DIA OIG designated GAGAS as being the 
applied standard for this FY 2009 FISMA evaluation. 

3 
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(U) Assessment of Defense Intelligence Agency, 
Office of the Inspector General 
Independent Review of Fiscal Year 2009 
FI.SMA Report, (DIA Project Number 2009-003195-OA) 

(U) Question 2: Was the act of reviewing and signing that 
an independent reference review was conducted consistent with 
Government Auditing Standards? 

(U) Response: The act of reviewing and signing the 
independent reference review is consistent with Government 
Auditing Standards, however, an IRR of the entire report was not 
completed. 

(U) Since the NRO OIG conducted the DIA 2008 Peer Review 
Audit, we are obligated to inform the DoD Office of Inspector 
General that your office did not conduct the FY 2009 FISMA 
evaluation in accordance with your standard practices. Please 
let me know by 2 September 2009 if you intend to self-report or 
if you prefer that we do so. 

(U) I appreciate the courtesies and support you extended to 
my team during the review. direct an uestions 
h rding this review • 

Ib11l, 1'1 USC 
424 ( secure) , or (b)l3) 10 USC 424 

~~~ 
Lanie D'Alessandro 
Inspector General 

4 
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NATIONAL RECONNAISSANCE OFFICE 
Office of Inspector General 

14675 Lee Road 
Chantilly, VA 20151-1 715 

29 June 2011 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF MANAGEMENT OFFICER, OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

SUBJECT: 

of 

PRINCIPAL DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL, OFFICE OF THE 
DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

INSPECTOR GENERAL, OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF 
NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL, OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR INVESTIGATIONS, 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

(U) Report of Investigation: False Claims - Time and 
Attendance (Case Number 2011-056 I) 

(NRO} Office 

employee. Because to 
avo i d any question of partiality, consistent with that office's 
standard policy in such circumstances, the ODNI OIG Assistant 
Inspector General for Investigations referred this allegation to 
the NRO OIG in a memorandum dated 18 February 2011. Please see 
the attached NRO OIG Report of Investigation, which details the 
invest i gation results. 

jU/ /~ The Department of Justice declined prosecution of ••---1•1•,--p•ft ... in favor of administrative act i on by the ODNI. 
We are providing this final report for your information and for 
consideration of the recommendations included. The recommendations 
are considered advisory. As such, the recommendations do not 
require a response back to the NRO OIG. 

(U/ ~ ) OIG investigation reports are to be read only by 
the individu;h; to whom the OIG provides them, or to whom the 
OIG specifically authorizes their release. If there are other 
persons who you believe require access as part of their official 
dut i es, please let us know, and we will promptly review your 
request. 

-UNCLASSIFIED / /FOR di! IRXIJ; USE ONLY -
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(U) Report of Investigation: False Claims - Time and 
Attendance (Case Number 2011-056 I) 

thi s report, 

Lanie D' Alessandro 
I nspector General 

Attachment: 
Report of Investigation : 
(Case Number 2011-056 I) 
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SUBJECT: (U) Report of Investigation: False Claims - Time and 
Attendance (Case Number 2011-056 I) 

OIG (b)(3) 10 USC 424 29 June 2011 

DISTRIBUTION: 
Chief Management Officer, Office of the Director of National 

Inte l ligence 
Principal Deputy General Counsel, Office of the Director of 

National Intelligence 
Inspector General, Office of the Director of 

National Intelligence 
Deputy Inspector General, Office of the Director of 

National Intelligence 
Assistant Inspector General for Investigations, Office of the 

Director of National Intelligence 
OIG Official Record (b)(3I10 USC 424 
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(U) REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
FALSE CLAIMS -TIME AND ATTENDANCE 

(CASE NUMBER 2011-056 I) 

(U) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

(U/~ On 18 February 2011 , the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) Office of 
Inspector General(OJG) received a referral from the Office of the Director National Intelligence 

f • I. f . I . I ' I. ~ f f I 
(b)(7Jc (b)(3J 50 USC 30?,I (f'11I1) 

time than reasonably earned. 

estigate allegations that GS-15, 
ODNI, may have claimed more hours of compensatory 

(b)(7)c Ih i(3I 50 (U/~ NRO OIG analysis of time and attendance records compared 
to Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), ODNI, and NRO facility ingress and egress records 
indicated that she recorded 596 questionable hours on her time and attendance records from 
3 March 2008 to 25 February 2011. The questionable hours included shortages on days she 
claimed to have worked compensatory time, unexplained absences during the day, and 
inappropriate charging of hours to excused absences when she was previously ;--:-oved leave 
for the entire workday when there was an early dismissal for federal holidays. --:s 
currently a GS-15, step 4 and, at the average 2008 through 2011 pay rates, the 596 questionable 
hours equate to approximately $36,000. 

(U/~ )-·rovided an affidavit in which she explained that the 
questionable hours were attributable primarily to time she worked "remotely," that is, at home 
and elsewhere outside ofbfW!tfacilities, and work-related phone calls and emails she received 
after leaving the office. -••ttl·mpervisors were unable to substantiate all of the 
compensatory hours for which she claimed to have received approval to work outside the office. 

lso attributed some of the questionable hours to engaging in fitness activities 
outdoors, the inaccuracy of badge records or unintentional recording errors by her or others. 
Further, she claimed she appropriately used excused absences. 

W l~ he investigation found sufficient evidence to support a conclusion that •••• -lll!l•,•1l'!ll"'l\lt••• actions violated Title 18 United State:i.87, False, Fictitious, and 
Fraudulent Claims, as well as CIA Agency Regulatio Hours of Work and Premium Pay, 
and ODNI policies. · 

(U/~ On 17 May 2011 , the OIG briefed the United States Attorney' s Office 
(USAO) for the Eastern District of Virginia, Alexandria, Virginia, regarding the investigative 
findings. The USAO declined prosecution in favor of agency administrative action. 

(U/~ RECOMMENDATION 

(U/~ ) The OIG recommends the.Chief Management Officer, ODNJ, review the 
facts of this case and determine any appropriate disciplinary action. 

UNCLASSIFIED/~ E ONLY 



(U) REPORT OF INVESTIGATION 
FALSE CLAIMS - TIME AND ATTENDANCE 

(U) BACKGROUND 

(U/~ ) On 18 February 2011, the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) Office of 
Inspector G~~e;al(OIG) received a referral from the Office of the Director National Intellig~ce 
ODNI OlG re ardin allegations concerning GS-15,w•-

' 
1 

• The ODNI OJG advised it had recently received an allegation from an 
emp oyee repo mg tha may have claimed more hours of compensatory time 

than reasonably earned. Dur1 a routine review of compensatory time and overtime for the 
~'1 employee noted that!IW'lappeared to have claimed an excessive amount of 
compen-me. The employee based this conclusion on personal observations of the amount 
of time!M.vfMtllihad spent in the office, noting that she never opened the vault in the 
mornings or closed the vault at the end of the workday. A subsequent review of ingress/egress 
records fo • 1 for the period of 1 October 2009 to 19 October 2010, indicated that 

, . as not in the office for approximately 215 hours that she had claimed to be there, 
with shortages occurring on a large majority of the days. The ODNI OIG referred this matter to 
NRO OJG for investi ation ursuant to that office' s policy to recuse itself in matters pertaining 
to Based on the referral, the NRO OIG initiated an investigation as 

1 
alleged actions, if true, would constitute a potential violation of Title 18 United 

States Code (USC) 287, False, Fictitious, and Fraudulent Claims, which makes it unlawful for 
anyone to make a claim that is knowingly false to a federal agency. 

(U) APPLICABLE STANDARDS 

1. (U) Title 18 USC 287, False, Fictitious, and Fraudulent Claims, makes it unlawful for 
anyone to make a claim that is knowingly false to a federal agency. 

2. (Ul~ Central Intelligence Agency Regulatio.,WHours of Work and 
Premium Pay, makes Agency managers and supervisors responsible for effectively managing the 
resources and activities of the Agency. It provides, "Every employee, supervisor, and manager 
has an individual responsibility for ensuring that Agency funds are spent wisely, effectively, and 
in accordance with applicable laws and regulations ... Official time and attendance reports will 
record time actually worked in relation to the scheduled workweek of the activity concerned. 
Any abuse of the pay system will not be tolerated and could result in severe administrative 

~luding termination of employment, and/or criminal prosecution by the [DOJ]." 
~!so establishes that the daily schedule for employees who work five or more hours in 

a day, " ... must include a noncompensable half hour for a meal break, which does not count 

UNCLASSIFIED/Wbk OF Fl(JJ t I USE ONL y 



toward the hours of work for the day or the week and which may not be scheduled at the end of 
the daily work period." 1 

3. (U) ODNI Instruction No. 2008-03, Excused Absence for ODNI Civilian Fitness 
Program, allows supervisors to authorize employees an excused absence of up to three hours a 
week for employees to participate in physical fitness activities. It does not allow additional time 
for travel to or from exercise facilities, showering, dressing or related activities. The physical 
fitness activity must begin and en~ work. Absences for physical fitness should be 
recorded as an excused absence in~ith comments indicating the absence was for 
physical fitness. • · 

4. (U) ODNI OIG Policy, Authorization for OIG GS Employees to Accrue Compensatory 
Time, requires employees to obtain their supervisor's approval for compensatory time "prior to 
the end of the pay period in which they perform the work." 

5. (U) ODNI OIG Policy for Temporary and Infrequent Work Out of an Employee's 
Home or at a Duty Station Closer to Home, allows OIG management, at its discretion, to 
authorize an employee to work from home on a temporary and infrequent basis, for medical or 
other appropriate reasons, for short durations, generally not exceeding one or two days. 

6. (U) ODNI early dismissal notices provide that early dismissals in recognition of 
federal holidays do not apply to employees who are absent on previously approved annual leave, 
sick leave, or compensatory time off for the entire workday. Employees will be charged leave or 
compensatory time for the entire workday. Also, employees who leave before their authorized 
early dismissal time will be charged leave for the period remaining before the early dismissal. 

(U) QUESTION PRESENTED 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 
USC 3024 m 1 

submit time and attendance claims for hours she was not (U/~ Did 
entitled to claim? 

2 

(U/ ~ Answer: Yes. While the initial review covered the period from October 
2009 to October 2010, the final evidence recovered l the OIG investigation identified 
that between March 2008 and February 2011 ,lli,l-• ,a ro riatel recorded or 
submitted to time and attendance administrators 596 hours int • : , ', These 
hours included claimed compensatory time worked outside the office, which was not 
approved in advance by her supervisors as required by ODNI policies. She also 
inappropriately chaid hours as excused absence for early dismissals in violation of 
ODNI policies ...... admitted she did not review her time and attendance 
records when others ~ntered her hours. stated she used a "good faith (b)(7)c (b)(3) IG 

UNCLASSIFIED//F'oR On•iLHAs USE ONLY -



estimate" when recording her hours, claiming that it was accuratt.-equires that 
time and attendance records must record time actually worked. · 

(U) INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 

(U/~ nterviews of (b}(7)c (b)(7)d (b)(3) 50 USC 3024 (m)(1). 
IGAct 

(U//F On several occasions between 23 February and 26 April 2011, the NRO OIG 
interviewed ODN I, regardingl,.,1•1•••eime 
and attendance. at r and has been s.rvisl her since 
23 November 20 l 0. , . , is WrillF He told the · 
OIG that he did not ba\:e any cause for concern with her performance. She is one of his best, a 
very dedicated and committed employee, who is extremely efficient. 

(U//F~ ODNlllinttiated a management in uir into time and 
attendance after three ODNillll mployees met with , regarding their concerns 
about compensator time. During a review of compensatory time worked by 

1111,taff, one employee noticed ' had claimed many hours of compensatory time in 
2010. The employee commented that ' as never in the office early to open the 
suite, nor did she stay to close it. 

(U//F , time and attendance. When asked 
how he validated the hours . , aid that he knows his employees work their hours 
because he sees them at the beginning and at the end of the day. In a subsequent interview with 
NRO OIG, noted that this investigation has caused him to inspect the time and 
attendance recorJ of each employee with greater scrutiny before certifying them. 

(U/~said he rarely called at home and never had 
any lengthy telephone discussions with her. He told the OIG that he did not know she claimed 

(b)(?)c Ibi(3) 50 

compensatory time for calls she received at home. He did, however, approve for (b)i7)c (h){3) SO 

to work from home on unclassified matters on four d-ur.the period reviewed by OIG. 
Also, said that at one time, he told~aifor liability reasons, 
employees must account for all their time worked. 

(U/~ The OIG advised~thatll.laliJiwad":ducted hours given 
to employees for early release prior to o;:;:om er previously scheduled leave for that day 
and that she charit for compensatory time worked when she did not take advantage of the early 
dismissal --~old the OIG this is not allowable. 

(U/~ ) Interviews o (b)(?)c (b)(7}d. (b)(3) 50 USC 3024 
m 1 IGAct 

3 
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staff of that person's absence. 1wawas unable to record her hours herself, she could 
•• i I with her hours to one of the time and attendance recorders on the staff or to 

(U//F~ nterview of (b)(7)c (b)(7)d (b)(3) 50 
USC3024(m)(1) IGAct 

1 (b)(7)c. (b)(7)d. (b)(3) 50 USC 3024 (m)(1) IG (U//FOUO) On 9 March 2011, the OIG interviewe . 
(b)(7)c (b)(7)d (bi(3) 50 USC 3024 rom August 2008 until October 2010. 
was time and attendance administration. • ad access t • 
employees' hours when necessary, but di not nave approval authority. , . . . . . . . 

(b)(3) 50 USC 3024 
that employees would send her an email or call her with their hours if tbey we 

(m)(1i enter them at the end of the pay period. entered the hours and the 
o-would approve them. said that , was "pretty good" about 
entering her hours in did not have to put her hours in that often. 
However, 1as gone for an .::~xtended period last summer when she 

(b)(7)c (b)(3I 50 . ever had any concerns about time an atten ance, 
nor did she ever notice anything out of the ordinary. 

(U/~ nterviews of (b)(7)c (b)(7)d (b)(3) 50 
USC 3024 (m)(1). IG Act 

~ On 14 March and 25 April 2011 , the OIG interviewed ho was the 
ODNI, and previous supervisor. llRIZIJJsaid that . . 

as a very ard worker and quite efficient. He believed her work hours were from 6:30 AM to 
3:30 PM. He recalled that she went out to lunch at times, but also ate lunch at her desk 
occasionally. He never had any discussions with her about the 30-minute meal break. 

(b )( 7 Jc I b )(3 I 10 office was at the other end of the hall from his. She always turned off her lights 
and closed her door when she left for the day. -.rrived to work between 6: 15 and 
8:00 AM and was usually the last one to leave every day. id not stay late very 
often. 

{b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 (U// time and attendance. When OIG asked 
whether he noticed that , claimed COf!!.Eensatory time worked two to three times a 
week when certifying her time and attendance,IRiJJ&aid that he used the group approve 
button and did not review each individual's hours. He r~lied on the good faith of the people 
recording the hours. When asked about calling ... t home, -said he 
periodically called her after she had left the offic/ ; ¥Ji had to pick up her children 
around 4:00 PM and sometimes they had not finished a discussion they were havi,ng at the office. 

called her on her wi home sometimes talking with her from 30 to 45 minutes. 
. was not aware thatr-11•1·,vas tracking time she spent with him on phone calls 
after ,vork to log as compensatory time. She never brought this to his attention. 

(Ul~ iliJIZJ )Id the OIG that he allowed o work from home on 
an "episodic basis" maybe 12, but no more than 20 to 25 dalt over the entir~he worked 
for him. He received approval for this frornlllN1•f•$ .:•tf-ODNl. llllllllllrequired 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 

(b )( 7)c (b I( 3 I 50 to check in with him and demonstrate that she was producing deliverables when 
working from home. -explained that-was conducting unclassified 

4 
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research and writing proposed legislation for the Intelligence Community IG for submission to 
Congress. 

£UI /F~noted that he worked on the compensatory time policy with 
•11••-•-,-11•1•11..,&"""• > establish parameters for employees to claim. it. id the legal 
research for that policy., as well as the teleworking policy. 

(b)(7)c (bi(3I 50 (U/~ -told the OIG he questioned compensatory time on 
two occasions. One time h1.: reminded her that she had to obtain his approval for compensatory 
time in advance. told him she thought he knew about her compensatoi,iJlce 
he had asked her to stay late to work on projects. On another occasion, it seemed to th~tW•.vas earning a great deal of compensatory time in one pay period. When he 
asked her about it this time, he agai~ about getting advanced approval. She told 
him that she would discuss this wit~ho had entered the hours for her, to rectify 
the situation.3 

(U/~ When asked whether he was aware that-participated in excused 
absence for physical fitness, he said he was not. When aske wetei e knew she was claiming 
compensatory time for physical fitness, he stated that was not agreed to by him. 

(U/~ The OIG also asked-i+1ldllls .. er made him aware that she 
was claiming excused absence for holidays when she had already scheduled leave. He told the 
01 · there was one occasion when he had a conver · · bout this 

xplained that it was not permitted. He thinks 
about this issue. 

U/~ nterview of (b){7)c (b)(7)d. (b)(3) 50 USC 
II 

(b)(7)c (b)(7)d 

. I I • , It 1 (~/\!/\j~l,(J}d 
(b){7)c. (b)(3) 50 USC 3024 (m)(1 ). (b)(6) 

(b)(3)50USC 
1 3024 m 1 • 1 

(b)(7)c. (b)(3) 50 (U//_..jr1rely called at home in the eveninis or weekends. 
It is hard for , ~> ,estimate how many times she had to contact W-utside of 

3 (U/~ OIG review~~•-tements from March 2008 - February 2011 which disclosed no fixes 
relatmg to compensatory time wor e . 
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work hours since it occurred in cycles with Cor::aaring briefings::.s, or.ining on 
legislation-it takes years to get a bill passed. 41111 sometimes sen.... a 
courtesy copy of emails to her unclassified Governmt:~nt Ente rise E-Mail (uGov) account when 
she was corresponding wit ' • id not recall talkinlilto 
-about compensatory 1me or p o _ ma1 s outs1r et e office.WI 
stated that there may have been times whe pprov,~d co.nsatoitIIH! for 

Further, , . ever had any discussions with! MJI. •• about excused 
absences. , _ stated that • ~ as knowledgeable concerning excused absences 
and provided 0DNI guidance for the office. 

other time at the office 
(b)(6), (b)I 7,,c 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 
I IC'f"" ')n"},1 t,-.-.1111 

1(b)(7)c (b)(3/ 50 

rk at th 
harged or workmg two ours t at ay, • .!. 

ay have done some work like checking her emaii 

(bi(7/c (b)(3) 50 (U/~ ~~scribed as honorable, exceptionally diligent and 
efficient. She added thab /41\111had high standards and is dedicated to the mission. 
IWhad no reason to question her integrity. 

(U) Review of Available Records 

(U/~ The 0IG obtained ingress and egress records from the CIA, 0DNI facility at 
Liberty Crossing, and the NR0 for 2 March 2008 through 25 February 2011. These records 
reflect the times wher !fll'S~tered or lities. The 0IG compared the 
ingress and egress, 0DNI ffice calendar, Lotus Notes emails, calendar 
entries, SameTime chat correspondence, and time and attendance records and identified 
596 questionable hours. The 596 hours equates to l llercent of her time, which includes a credit 
for 25 nine hour days (225 hours) based 01-- statement to 0IG that heA~iroved for 
(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 to work from home for up to 25 Jays during his tenure. 1----is a GS-15 
step 4 and at the average pay rates in effect during the periods in question the 596 questionable 
hours equates to approximately $36,000. 

(l.J/~b~ Investigator's Note: The 596 questionable hours do not take into account the 
time 0IG was able to identify from Lotus Notes, calendar and SameTime 
chats that she spent participating in the 

with friends, having lundi m t e ca etena, an mterv1ewmg emp oyees or 
This time would be additional time during which 

(b)(7Jc (b)(3) 50 was present in the workplace and not conducting official work. 
In addition, the 0IG reviewed , gency Internet Network (AIN) account 
which consisted o f material. There were dozens of personal folders and 
documents related to aved on her AIN. 

(U/~ OIG located several emails in-Lotus Notes from 4 May 2007 
to 2 April 2008 regarding her work on the ODNTL~Mi@tfj-(Appendix I). 

6 
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(U/~ ) OIG reviewed 
numerous Forms 879 for Outside Activities. 
activities are as follows: 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 security file, which disclosed she filed 
The dates filed and summary of some of the 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 USC 3024 (m)(1) 

~ ~ On 11 April 2011, the OIG interviewed • 1 , , 

inl1111ll"'BJ•111,•11-=1111i•a Garrity warning, which she acknowledged in ',-'l'iting. • . 
1 

old the 
OIG that she never intended not to work her hours. She explained that she ,;vorked a lot from 
home in February 2011. W-atso said that she often works from home-the 
day and receives phone calb when she is at home. In 2007, she was counseled b 
about attending to work issues after hours, and her 2008-2009 Performance Appra1sa re ected 
that issue. She advised that in February 2011, working from home was no longer allowed. 
Prior to then, her full days of compensatory time worked were approved individually. 
Partial days occurred two to three times a week, and she tracked this time by placing sticky notes 
in her calendar which she threw away after the pay period. aid that 
-•f/'tfilllallowed her to work from home. She further explained that she ran outside at 
the end of the~' which she c-~iensatory time worked. When the OIG advised her 
~1~as not allowable~said she was not aware of this. In addition, iGiiiiiiituld the OIG that she had no way of knowing how much time she worked from 
home, but guessed that about 85 percent of the questionable time was worked from home, and 
the other 15 percent was for her workouts. 

(U~ The OIG asked why there were entries on office calendars (b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 
use 3024 m 1 

where she had leave scheduled (which coincided with shortages for those days), but did not 
record it on her time and attendance. aid she would have to see the dates to know (b)(3) 50 USC 3024 

m 1 b 7 c IG • 
what happened. 

(U/~ he OIG questionedW3bout not adding a half hour lunch break 
into her schedule. S~hl~m~ point she ~pose_d t~ do tha~, but she 
does not know when.---sa1d when sh~iiiiiiliiiiiii addmg m 30 mmutes for 
lunch was not required. She said it was fairly common fo II• mployees to eat lunch at their 
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(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 
USC 3024 m 1 desk. said she did not realize she was required to include a half hour for lunch in 

her scheduled hours, even if she ate at her desk. 

(U/~ OIG then asked about her practice of charging excused (b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 

absence relating to early dismissals prior to holidays. said that she did not know 
she could not charge time for excused absence when sh~ did not work the days the early 
dismissals were authorized. In addition, old OIG she did not know that she could 
not claim compensatory time worked when she did not take advantage of the early dismissal. 
(b)(7Jc (bJ(3J IG said their office was told that they could not work without compensation, and that 
\\'ould be working without compensation. 

' .. • . I 
(b)(6). (b)(7)c 

(U// 
work hour 
this during 
the momin 

. 
1 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 
I IC::r 'H'\'1,1 /rn\11\ how many times she interviewed people during 

She said it was about twenty times and she did 
e pomte at sometimeo;;W1nterviewed people in 

ined that the time was "de minimis." She also said that this time was not for 
(b)(6) ib)(7)c 

(b)(3) 50 
1 USC 3024 

(b)(6) (b)(7)c 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) 50 

(b)(6 ) (h)(7Jc 

I • I . t 

~ On 29 April 2011 , OIG int~rvie:.lllll'lin_the pres_ence of_ 
...-.iter attom. The OIG provided.._,~ __ a Garrity wammg, which she 

acknowledged in writing. lfl.r-••provided an affidavit (Appendix 2) regarding the 
allegations against her. 

1h11711 (IJ1< li 511 (U/~ provided Exhibits 1-3 and 5-7 as referenced in her affidavit. 
told OIG she had not put together all the~rds (Reference Exhibit 4 of her 

affidavit) and intended on providing them after she an~ad time to analMe them. 
She also intended on providing work-related emails from her uGov account. fllC,lltl• also 
provided her performance reviews and awards which showed that she was doing the work of 
more than one person. 

(b1111r ib)(]J IG 
. " 

(U/~ Investigator' s Note: In her affidavit, 
approval for working "remotely" 20 hours per month. 
this was not substantiated by her supervisors. 

lbJ(71c ihi\31 IG 
Acl b 3 50 USC clai 

OIG advised 

(b)(7Jc (h)(3I IG 

(b)(7)c (b)(3) IG 
At 3 OU 

11·1 ,· •·· •• 
ibi(71c 1b1131 50 
USC J024 (111 I( 1 I 

tained 
hat 

4 (U/~ On 20 April 2011 , OIG providectlllU• IW with a copy of the revised analysis which included 
OIG's comments and notes based on information obtained from review ofrecords and interviews. 

8 -UNCLASSIFIED//FOR uFFIC£'.A. JISF O~Y 



uNcLAss1Fmo11FoR o,1,etz 1 usF: o NLY 
NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 -

performance reports and awards, all indicating that her supervisors were aware of her working 
compensatory time. 

(U/~ )IW :knowledged to OIG that she understands employees must 
include a 30 minute meal break in their standard work hours. said she routinely 
worked before and after her work hours in the building "remotely." This was "our 
practice ... what our office does." thought it was permissible to charge for hours 
worked outside the office but could not explain why she thought that. 

(lJlli'tU~ In her affidavit,W.1oted 37 days of badge machine errors. OIG 
pointed out that she was given credit for all but two days when these errors occurred based on 
computer log on records. OIG told her she would be given credit for the remaining two days 
(18 hours). Further, said that on 16 December 2010, badge records showed her as 
leaving the building at tl :04 P-she had records from her uGov account showing she logged 
in at home shortly thereafter. l~.-L'Hlllc!aimed that there is no way she could make it home 
that quickly which meant that the badge records must be inaccurate . 

.l. • , also claimed that for 21 January 2011 , she had her husband call 
o tell him that she would be unable to work from home that day due to her 

was su posed to ensure her hours were changed to sick leave for that 
hat we would give her credit for those hours. 

(U/~ )---~ated that she was in error during her first interview with OIG 
when she said that that J 5 lercent of the compensatory time worked she claimed was for 
physical fitness. W\&ichecked her calendar and said she charged compensatory time 
worked no more than seven times for this. 

(U/~ Also, said that not everything was on the calendars. She could (b)(7)c (bl(31 IG, 

not say what she was doing for some of the questionable hours and would not address individual 
days any further. 

(U/~ When asked about the number of hours she spent interviewing employees for 
her book, , said she had previously discussed the interviews for her book with OIG . 

.l. • , sa:d she went through her records and determined that she spoke to 11 individuals 
ov,:::r five months. 

(U//F- When asked how much time she spent on activities related to~n a 
weekly basis,-M::.aid that she · · ·· ore. OIG then 
asked about how much time she s ent fo with friends in 
the cafeteria or elsewhere, , a1 , ere a owe o peop e. She had no 
idea how much time she sp-ent a 'i\lc:ek in these activities. 

(U/~ The OIG showe • hree entries obtained from her Lotus Notes 
calendar: 9 December 2009, "+.5 call with n way home about contractors data call;" 
20 September 2010, "+.5 wk out, +.5 gettin •. ifts;" 23 September 2010, "+.5_,.uewell 
at LX" and told she charged one hour compt:nsatory time worked on each of these days (See 

9 
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(b)i7)c (bii3) IG 
Act b 3 50 USC Appendix 3).

5 
stated these entries wei••ders to her of the events. 

She was tasked to purchase a gift from the office fo.:4 1 fficial going away. None of 
these entries reflected time she actually charged. 

(U/~ When asked how she charged time for reading emails, said that (b)(7Jc IIJi(31 IG 
Act (IJJ13) 50 USC 

she used a "good faith estimate." The OIG then asked whether it was possible that she 
(b)(?)c (1Ji(31 IG overestimated her time aid, "No." When asked whether she accurately recorded Act (b)(3) 50 USC • 

her time and attendanc said, "Yes." ;.3024 (m)(1) 

(U~ stated her work involved reading a lot of unclassified lb)i7)c 1b)iJ1 IG 
Act (bi(3) 50 USC 

materials. She took t.1'-s1;; matenals with her to personal appointments to make up time away 
from the office. 

(U/'ii!tib~Vhen asked whethttllill!lllllll• was aware she charged as work hours every 
time he called her, said she did not charge for every call she received from him. 
-came down to talk to her regularly about time and attendance. recorded 
~in the system. Her supervisors a roved them. None of them ever spoke to her about 
concerns with her time and attendance. acknowledged that she took approval of 

• • her time and attendance in as approval of how she was cha h h s. At the 
(b)i 7)r 1h11 J1 Sl1 
USC J024 111 1 end of the interview, OIG agreed to consider any additional information would like 

to provide.6 

(U) Coordination 

(U/~ ) On 17 May 2011, the OIG briefed the final results of the investigation to 
Mr. Gene Rossi, Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA), DOJ, United States Attorney' s 
Office for the Eastern District of Virginia, Alexandria, Virginia, in accordance with Executive 
Order 12333. Mr. Rossi was presented with facts in support of prosecution under United States 
Code Title 18, section 287, False, Fictitious, and Fraudulent Claims. He declined prosecution in 
favor of administrative action by ODNI. 

(U) CONCLUSION 

(U/~ Given the AUSA's declination, documentary evidence and interviews 
support a con---lffl/tfl"alse time and attendance submissions totaling 596 
hours violate ~jfHours of Work and Premium Pay, and ODNI policies. The OIG 
recommends that the ODNI consider whether disciplinary action is appropriate. 

5 (U/ 11· ,.._ ...., These calendar entries are only a sample of numerous others of a similar vein wherein it appeared to 
01 as tracking her compensatory time worked. 
6 (U/1 . e IG later determined not to consider any phone call records or uGov emails sinc"lllf!IJ • 
had not obtained approval in advance from her supervisors or made them aware of her practice to charge~urs tor 
these. 
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(U/~ RECOMMENDATIONS 

(U/1"'5Jt:4-The OIG recommends the Chief Management Officer, ODNI, review the 
facts of this case and determine any appropriate disciplinary action. 

(U) APPENDIXES 

1. (U~ ) Lotus Notes emails, 4 May 2007 - 2 April 2008 
2. (U/~ Wf•fMd•MfAffidavit, 1 May 2011, with Exhibits 1-3 and 5-7 
3. (U//F~ Calendar entries, 9 December 2009, 20 and 23 September 2010 
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NATIONAL RECONNAISSANCE OFFICE 

Office of Inspector General 

28 April 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, DEFENSE INTELLIGENGE AGENCY 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

(U) SUBJECT: Review of the Defense 

N) 

(U) Attached is the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), Office 
of Inspector General (OIG) final re ort on the S ecial Review of the 
Defe~se Intelli ence Agency's 

We are providing this final report for your 
or consideration of the recommendations included. 

(U/~ The recommendations are considered advisory. As such, 
the recommendations do not require a response back to the NRO OIG. 

(U// ~ We appreciate the courtesies extended to the OIG staff 
during the special rev~::a Please direct estion]iim!- to 

at myself at e_!!'!lllf--

Attachment: 
(U) Final Report on the 

Special Review of Defense 
Intelligence Agency's 

rt,1( l1 10 lJS<; 4~'4 

CC: 
Inspector General, 

Defense Intelligence Agency 
Acting Director, 

National Reconnaissance Office 

Eric R. Feldman 
Inspector General 

....... ,...,. .. ,..,...,...,,.,.'CIT"\ I l 'C'n b Ht a ! I '. ., TISE ANI.i: ----------------------
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Document3 

(U) Summary Report on the Special Review 
of the Defense Intelli ence A enc 's 

(U) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

· (U~ The Deputy Director (DD) Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) requested that 
the Office 9f Inspector General OTG National Reconnaissance Office NRO) conduct a special 
review within the DIA' ..... 
DD/DIA asked the NR r n e DIA/OIG to conduct the review becaus~ 

The DD/DIA requested the NRO OIG: )) assess the overall morale/climate o 
and therefore might not be perceil!:1ved · pendent. 

workforce, 2) evaluate the effectiveness o- senior leadership in managin employees, 
and 3) determine whether the office was accomplishing its mission and objectives . • quest 
from the DD/DIA was based upon his personal observations and concerns regardin office 
morale and effectiveness, as well as information obtained by the DIA/IG. 

(U/~ During the review, NRO OIG received allegations that 
had made unwelcome comments of a sexual nature to two· female employ~es commenting on 
their appearance and had further made a sexual ·comment about an African American woman. 
The OIG review found that there was insufficient evidence to conclude that the actions of 
~ onstituted sexual harassment as specifically defined by the DIA regulations, 
w\ir~nt federal statutory laws in this area. . 

(U~ However, OIG concludes that has made racially and sexually . 
offensive or derogatory comments in the workplace. He made inappropriate and offensive 
comments to and about women on multiple occasions. He made racially offensiv.e comments 
and gestures in the conte~mi~ority employees for DIA These, as well as other 
comments and actions b~ ere witnessed and described to OIG by multiple 

- · These actions have created a hostHe, abusive, and intimidating work environment in 

(U/~) In discussing the work enviro~ment created by~ 
~ umerous employees especially cited descriptions of the conducto-- on 
~cember 2004. He came out of his office and slammed his door so hard tha-t he broke a 
glass frame. Using extreme profanity multiple times, he ordered all the staff into the conference 
room. He accused employees of gossiping and then threatened people with firing. He physically 
moved from person to person screaming at each one individually, in turn, and shaking his finger 

nNrr .A."·"1Fmn11Fott OFF1crnt von oiMi. v 
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in employees· faces . Employees described feeling physically intimidated. One said, ··1 was so 
scared. I almost wet my pants." One left in tears. One was afraid to move. feadul of \Vhat 

(b/lll 10USC 4:!4 might do. 

( U/~ )) Thereafter, employees remained fearful tmd were concerned about another 
outburst b Comments to the 010 included: '•If it happened once, it can happen 

s ou n t be in a position like that. He's supposed to be a role model." 
angry outburst has ultimmely affected the mission of the office by distracting 
heir focus is more on their working environment rather than the office mission. 

(U//~ ) This hostile and intimidating environment has been exacerbated by 
isplays of favoritism within the office. For example, when speaking to the two 

ormer -yees was heard askin°, "How's my favorite 
program people?'' Members o staff noted to OIG tha only accompanies his 
W'ld "new" employees (w ,o were not i-before his arrival) out to lunch. 

(U/~ The OIG concludes that 
prior to moving to DIA. A forme 
moved on as controversy was mounting, as e was 
A former peer said they had "begun to document." There were issues regarding sexual 
harassment and employee claims of stress caused by working for him. OIG was also told that 

ihl(3J 10 lJ SC 424 1 nisrepresented statistical info1mation that his job required him to present to 
(h 11 7 \r 

(IJJl6) 

dr/111'10 us c 
4 b 7 c 

·y, and matters reached the point that the Secretary would not use the data 
provided. 

(h)( 7)r 

simple research and interviews, OIG learned that in his _previous jo 
exhibited a attern of conduct similar to that exhibited at DIA. However, the OIG reviewed 

security file and found no ev.that DIA obtained any of the information 
prior employment although OIG was able to easily obtain such 

roug p one calls. It is unclear as to why DIA did not seek or find this 
info1mation prior to hiring ibii ,1 Fl lJ SC 424 

The OIG also concludes that the actions of 
TheOI 

ithin 

were 
ns have 

ia y o ens1ve or erogc ory comments in the workplace, which were witnessed 
and described to OIG by multiple sources. These actions have contributed to a hostile, abusive, 
or intimidating work environment in-Specifically, as been heard 
calling a female African American employee, "Blackbeard," because of a problem with facial 
hair. She was reportedly heard making comments on bodily functions in inappropriate 
situations. She assigns tasks to employees without providing enough time to get the project done 
on time, gives inconsistent instructions, and has berated employees in public. 

1 From Fehruary n•·~1acl worked in various positions at the Office of Personnel 
Management. He ,1:.is • rom J\1:m:h 1995 through April 1999. 

II 
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. For example, emplois riiiiorted that they threw 
thin~s at h other during meetings. Another incident involvedf jffl ltft~ssing a cookie 
on his tongue an trvin2: to catch it. They were observed kicking each other 
under the table at an interview. nee had ink on his shirt in the breast area and 

(li113110 USC 424 licked her finger and asked him if he would like her to lick it off. 

ro 0 rams and their effectiveness, OIG concludes that the 
rimaril as a result of the actions of 

The 
but is improving. A number of DIA employees sought assistance 

from an outside law firm ali'arvi, Chuzi, and Newman) because the emplo.believed they 
had been dissuaded from office. A particula employee's 
name was addressed in the law firm's multiple letters to DIA. · Our review found that this 
inexperienced-mployee most like_ly unknowingly discouraged employe-@M 
complaints. An experienced indi victual has since been hired and placed as th -~n••fur 
th Not only was th staff inexperienced in this area, but 
so wast , , ccor mg to the ne did not a ropriately respond to 
the law firm s mquiries. In addition, both the insisted the new 

1111*&:&WWWissue a letter of reprimand to the employee, based upon that incident which occurred 
al'most two years earlier. Though th staff is inexperienced and deficiencies 
remain, recently adopted guidance, templates, and other internal mechanisms aimed at ensuring 
un1form processing are encouraging. 

(U/~60).During the review, the OIG learned tha iews th""-
as a low priority. In addition, he plans to abolish the various 

n rep ace them with a siriglf' W~omprised solely of DIA senior 
managers, rat er t an staff-level employees. The OIG concludes that caution is warranted as 
DIA considers significant changes to its app~oach to The OIG's · 
benchmarking with other Intelli ence Community agencies suggests that eliminating multiple 

so that an such actions should 

(U) RECOMMENDATIONS 

. IHll ' • i 
I H .;, 1b:: ·. 10 USC 424. (h)(5) (b)(7)c 

iii 
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(U) BACKGROUND 

(U//l~ The Inspector General (IG) of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) 
requested that the Office of Inspector General (OIG), National Reconnaissance Office (NRO 
conduct a special review within the DIA's 

11111 The DD/DIA asked the NRO/OIG rat er t an t e , to con uct t e review 
~se and might not be perceived as 

independent. On 1 Feb11.1ary 2005, the DD/DIA met with the NRO IG at which time it was orally 
agreed that the NRO OIG would: 1) assess the overall morale/climate of th-workforce; 
2) evaluate the effectiveness a-leadership in rnanagin-em lo ees and 3 determine 
whether the office was accomplishing its mission and ~ives. is 
the DIA, anf~ftf•tiltffW\- th 
The DD/DIA sent the NRO OIG a written request for such assistance on e ruary . The 
in-brief t-management and staff took place on 17 February and the review began the next 
day. . 

mplciyee with over 14 years of civ•i•ll•· a.n.,. __ 
which resulted in he-ionfriaRZL.• 
ointed as the Acting n July 2003 . 

SC 424 

she was initially hired by DIA · 

(U) METHODOLOGY 

(bJ('l) 10 USC 42-. 

(U~ The OIG review focused on the exact nature and extent of the actions of 
nd nd also whether ~ad engaged in 

ro nate work-related actions in the ast. The OIG also conducted a limited-scope review 
of programs. The OIG reviewed 

ffice records, and personnel and security records, conducted int-· · of over 50 
personnel includin military personnel and civilian employees, forme mplo ees 
current and ntacted the Ins ector General offices of both 

~ and internet searches, including a review of 
-electronic mail (e-mail) during selected periods of time. 
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(U) DIA/DoD ST AND ARDS 

1. (U) Department of Defense (DoD) Directive (DoDD) 1440.1, "The DoD Civilian 
Equal Employment Opportunity Program·• defines sexual harassment, in part as, a 
form of sex discrimination that involves unwelcome sexual advances and other verbal 
or physical conduct of a sexual nature when "such conduct interferes with an 
individual's performance or creates an intimidating, hostile, or offensive 
environment. 

2. (U) DoDD 1350.2, "Department of Defense Military Equal Opportunity Program" 
defines sexual harassment, in part, as a form of sex discrimination, when such 
conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfe1ing with an individual's 
work performance or creates an intimidating, hostile, or offensive environment. The 
definition further emphasizes that: 

Workplace conduct, to be actiona~le as "abusive work environment" 
harassment, need not result in concrete psychological harm to the victim, but 
rather need only be so severe or pervasive that a reasonable person would 
perceive, and the victim does perceive, the work environment as hostile or 
offensive ... any Military member qr civilian employee who makes deliberate 
or repeated unwelcome verbal comments, gestures or physical contact of a 
sexual nature in the workplace is also engaging in sexual harassment. 

3. (U) DoDD 5505.6, "Investigations of Allegations Against Senior Officials of th~ 
Department of Defense" prescribes procedures for reporting to the DoD/IG 
allegations of serious misconduct against senior officials, including civilians in the 
grade of GS or GM-16 or above, and cu1Tent or former members of the Senior 
Executive Service. Allegations to be reported include, allegations, "not obviously 
frivolous, that, if proven, would. constitute" violation of the DoD Standards of 
Conduct as identified in DoD 5500.7, or implementing regulations, or a matter that 
can reasonably be expected to _be of significance to the Secretary of Defense or the 
DoD/IG. 

4. (U) DIA Memorandum, U-007,18, "Prev.ention of Sexual Harassment" makes each 
member of DIA "responsible for creating and maintaining an environment in which 
all personnel are treated with respect and are free from all types of harassment, 
including sexual harassment. Sexual harassment in any form will not be tolerated." 
The memorandum incorporates Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) definitions, and references 29 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1614. 

5. (U) DIA Regulation (DIAR) 50-45, "Violence in the Workplace Prevention Program" 
provides that, "Acts or threats of violence includes conduct against persons .. . that is 
sufficiently severe, offensive or intimidating as to alter the employment conditions in 
the DIA workplace, or to create a hostile, abusive, or intimidating work environment 
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for one or more DIA persons." DIAR 50-45 further provides that it is DIA policy that 
"Acts or threats of violence, harassment, intimidation, and other disruptive behavior 
will not be tolerated .. . Employees who commit such acts may be removed from the 
work site and may be subject to appropriate disciplinary action, clearance/access 
revocation, criminal prosecution, or any combination thereof." 

6. (U) DIA Instruction (DIA!) 22-33, "DISES'·' provides that adverse covered actions 
include: Removal from DISES or the federal service for cause (i.e., misconduct, 
neglect of duty, or malfeasance); Reduction in pay level for cause; and, Suspension 
for more than 14 days for cause. 

7. (U) DIA.I 1426.001, "Employee/Management Relations and Conduct" applies to all 
DIA civilians except DISES and outlines the table of penalties for certain offenses as 
follows: ·· · · · · · 

Nature of Offense First Second Offense Third 
Offense Offense 

· 1. Hostile and/or unsafe Reprimand 5 day Removal 
environment. to removal. suspension to 
Engaging in or allowing removal. 
conduct that interferes with 
work or creates an 
intimidating, unsafe, hostile or 
offensive work environment. 
2. Harassment and/or 
intimidation. 
2a. Actions or words that tend Reprimand 5 day lOday 
to denigrate an individual or to removal. suspension to suspension to 
any group for any reason, but removal. removal. 
especially because of race, 
color, gender national origin, 
age, sexual orientation, or 
disability. 
2b. Abusive, offensive, Reprimand 5 day lOday 
unprofessional language, to removal. suspension to suspension to 
gestures, or conduct. removal. removal. 
15. Responding to official First Second Offense Third 
inauiries. Offense Offense 
15a. Misrepresentation, Reprimand 5 day 10 day 
falsification, concealment, to 30 day suspension to suspension to 
exaggeration, or withholding suspension. removal. removal. 
of material facts or documents 
in connection with an official 
administrative proceeding· 
(including investi_gations). 
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(U) EMPLOYEE REQUESTS FOR CONFIDENTIALITY 

~ ~ In presenting these findings, it is critical for DIA leadership to be aware that 
multipltllltmployees repo11ed a fear of retribution once this special review is completed. Six 
intervie\1,ees specifically requested confidentiality and asked that their names be withheld. One 
employee stated, "There is going to be hell to pay" if the review is completed and nothing 
changes regardinffl anagement. 

(U) FINDINGS 

(U) Sexual Harassment 

(U/~ The OIG asked 23 interviewees-14 of whom currently work for DIP­
and 9 who departed within the Jast 12 months-about their encounters with and knowledge of 
any inappropriate actions by th · 1related to possible sexual harassment. 
The 23 interviews id ntified th additional follow-u actions b the 
OIGteam. 

(U~ One interview~ reported tha had made inappropriate 
comments regarding a young female subordinate, which he ceased doing once learning of the 
employee's objections. On Fridays, the subordinate would often wear.make-and have her hair 
down. This was contrary to how she appeared Monday through Thursday. g f'Pt11tff 
commented on her Friday dress, for example asking the subordinate if she had a date. If she 
were not dressed "special," he commented that she did not have a date. The subordinate told the 
OIG that omments bothered her and that she addressed her concern to 

eported back that elt badly and did not 
rom that time forward, he made no further comments and that 

(U/~ ne interviewee stated that a fo~mer employee confided i~ her that 
said the former employee's blouses were not low enough and her skirts were not 

high enough. When the OIG interviewed the recipient of the alleged comments, she could not 

(il11, I 10 lJ s C 
')' 

~ropriate or offensive comments made to her by The OIG asked 
-f he recalled making such a comment; he replied that he did not. 

(U~ One interviewee recounted an incident where she was walking to a meeting 
with •Prfld1' When a young African American woman walked by, he made the comment 
to the 111terv1ewee!l he's beautiful, but her legs are too close together." The interviewee was 

!111 , , 111 U - I, ,I _ I uncomfortable hearing the comments, When asked by the OIG, ·eported he did 
not make any comments of this type. 
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(U) Offensive or Derogatory Comments and Unprofessional Conduct 

. . (U~ In addition to statements described above a number of individuals 
rnterv1ewed told the OIG that made offensive or 
derogatory comments of a racial or sexual nature either about them or about others. The 
following are a sampling of reported comments ri1ade by (IJ)l li 111 LIS C 424 

• During a briefing and training session for new DIA recruiting officers who were 
primarily African American, was heard saying that in order to recruit 
minorities across-the-board, "You've gotta go to the thugs, the mama, the daddy, the bro, 
the sister." 1-IIAmployee, an African American who presented the bliefing, . 
told OIG that • not only said the words, but also had used hand motions and 
bobbed his head in mock fashion. She stated she felt personally offended as an African 
American. ' ' ' ' · · ' ·· ', , '' ·' ' ·; 

• Another individual in attendance at the briefing and training session for new DIA 
recruitina officers, a retire-official who is also an African American, heatd la••*'tfj•1•-~ference«hoes and sluts" as in "You'll have to be prepared when you (1111 I ,c 
meet w1he hoes and sluts." This official felt the comment could be offensive to 
anyone. Further, he stated that.the type of behavior demonstrated by 11111 ,1 10 lJ SC ,L' I 

could not only be seen as offertsive but also inappropriate, in that an individual heading 

• told OIG that makes inappropriate comments in front 
needs to behave a cert-in wa . · · · . 

o er. ne particular comment ade to herin front of another employee 
was, "that was not bad for a white woman. e confronted him afterwards and told him 
his comment was inappropriate and offensive to her. Another employee witnessed the 
"white woman" comment and sai told him she was offended. 

• -further reported that , has commented to her about the 
~er women. She state that s e as ed him if he thought the comments . 
he has made in front of her were appropriate, and then he became defensive. She stated 
she will usually "just go along'.' with his comments, , 

• •Wr' fit!f•0ld another employee that an Asian employee was "a smart ass and 
t 1oug t e ew everything and had a speech problem." 

(U/~ The OIG asked 
His responses are listed below. 

(b1I'l)10lJSC • 
424,\b)ll/c • bout some of the statements set forth above. 

• "Mamas, papas, the bros": said that he did not remember ever saying that 1111111 IIIIJSC •lll 
I ( ( J 

and commented that it would be asinine for him to say something like that. 
• "Sma1t ass" comment about Asian en,oyee: .... trnied saying that. 
• Speech problem of Asian employee: (lilt- -,--aid he had a hearing problem when 

asked if he commented about a former Asian employee's accent being an obstacle to 
understanding the person. 
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~he following are a sampl ing of comments reportedly made by 

• Around the holidays-joked about a o-ood-looking man who had 
mistletoe on his belt.~nded o:Wemale employee. 

• One African American female inte_rviewee sairlR,.iHi.off ended her by 
calling her "Blackbeard" because of her facial hair problem. The employee asked 

to sto calling her thaiiit but she did not stop, even after the employee 

re orted i t therfl ette ancPMt;e•1• then 
nee w en this emplo~ad a cold sorellt -

embarra. ssed the emw;cee in front of other fllllstaff by saying the employe~ 
The employee tolctlLffl•tidff.that her outburst embarrassed her, but­

el,ected to continue with her comments. 
• complained to t~o employees ,that-ftffl:s a racist and did not 

like women. 
• -made "childish" references to bodily functions. For example, she 

11

~~~e female menstruation cycle ("being on the rag") and menopause. 

1 1h11 o) JfJ USC 4..'4 
7 C 

, (U/~ TheOIGaske 
above. Her responses are listed below. 

about some of the statements set forth 

• Mist_letoe· ·-·said she n_ever ~old any jok~ about a man wearing mistletoe 
on his belt. e was ~aving a conversation w1t1J. a subordma-;~out a . 
woman who wore mistletoe on her head during C~ristmas . .. ---then said 
she told the subordinate about a man she worked with in another office who once wore 
mistletoe on his belt. 

• "Blackbeard": IW.ltaid this comment was taken out of context. She stated 
the subordinate asked why she was so "pink" and ."red" in her face. (I'll 11 Ill IJ c, C .J/.J 

, < 

said she told the subordinate that she was offended by the question and it was something 
she could not change. said she told the subordinate she should not 
make comments to people regarding things they cannot change. It would be similar to 

ailing the subordinate "Blackbeard" because of her facial hair. 
aid the subordinate then went all around the office telling employees 

that she was calling her "Blackbeard." called her "Blackbeard" only 

(h)l'll 10 USC 424 
(h\111< 1ti1l'i1 IC Art 

• 

on that one occasion as l Wh the subordinate was asked by the OIG if she -
ever made a comment to bout her skin tone, the subordinate denied 

The subordinate believed 

11,)l'l) 10 USC 424 • 
il•ll7Jc- • 

• (h/1; 1 11 lJ 'o 1, 

') 1 I~ 

The 

· enied ever sa~no- that. She said she would 
et oug t t at 1t ~as true Wf f iemanded loyalty. He 

told that if she ever crossed him, she would ree:ret it. She thouS!ht 
about filing an IG complaint against him. She spoke with (h)1 l) HJ USC 42-1 1t,11?1r 

whom she identified as an "investigator" in the DIA OIG's office, in confidence. 
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later decided not to pursue her complaint agains 1/IJtl i1 1!) \) I 

4,,l I 1 , 

staff within the DIA IG's office. She told OIG that 
s 1e remem erst econ 1 enua conversation wit~ but recalled it was 
more about the wor elt was being "dumped" on her and the amount 
of stress she had to endure as the At no time di recall 
having a conversation wit threatening her. 

• disliked women: sai . favored black females 
in the office. He worked against her, via the black females who worked for her. 
They wou d com.ain to him anytime she tried to hold them accountable. Wf# 
would tellriWi :.--1-tf.to leave them alone. - •,!held her accountable for 
her work. She asked him how he could he hold her accounta le when she was not 
allowed to hold the employees accountable. She believed that,.,#1--•as 
inappropiiate with one female coworker irflll During a meeting, he stared at this 
women's open shirt during the entire meeting. 

• Bodily functions:~ denied she makes comments on bodily functions. 
One time she and he were in a meeting and discussed their experiences with 
menopause. 

(U~ A number of interviewees commen~ieved to be , 
unprofessional conduct displayed by an~in their dealings with (b)(3I10 USC 

424 b 7 c 
each other. 

• (h1(J)10USC 424 . 

meetings. 
and 1b)I'3)10USC 424 

b 7 c 
would throw paper clips at each other in staff 

. lMntt1tt1f "ould purposely knock (h)( l) 1() IJ SC 4,) I papers on the floor during 
meetings. 

• ii, 1 i, 1(1 U SC 
J I 

tossed a cookie on his tongue while (h)I l) 1ll lJ SC 424 attempted to catch 
lt. 

• .n,L..a&.,Jt 1d ink on his shirt around the brea t 

finger and asked if he would like her to lick it off. 
touched him. 

licked her 

• 1h11 ',1 1(1 IJ - l, ,1.1,1 and giggled, laughed, and kicked each other under the 
table during an interview. 

il•1I1)101JSC4.:.J , 
I, 7 c ' (U/~ The OIG asked~nd 

statements made above. Their responses are listed below. 
bout some of the 

(l>li'''(JIJ~r ,\J,1 
I ) ) ,-. • Throwing thine:s in meetings: When the OIG aske if he ever threw 

thi=-he said he has thrown a nerf ball at her but stated those do not hurt. 
- aidfNd•t1jffl•11as thro:,vn_a "stress" ~all at her from out of h~s 
office. She was able to get out of the way and 1t hit the floor instead of her. She demed 
that they threw thin°s at each other durin° staff meetings. 

• "Cookie toss": denied they ever engaged in such 
behavior or had done anything similar which could have be misconstrued by an observer. 

• "Kicking": 1Rf•,•t1Wtfi"as asked by the OIG whether kicking each other under the 
table could give someone the impression that his relationship with hislWllls too 

-nl\irt A ~~nnr.n/lFOR OFF it JAL tJSli QNIJ: ------------------ -
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friend! y or ina 
that she and 
more. 

provided no response. said (tJ\i I 
1 f) U' ( :. 1 1 

Ii ( / ( d1 11 ,, IC..1 I\ 1 

ike to have fun. Sometimes they are pbyful but nothing 

(U) Hostile \Vork Environment 

• IO sai-created a hostile work environment. Examples included 
reprim~~;g~es in public, talking about employees behind their backs, yelling at 
them in public and other statements he has made. 

• 17 said that the did not tms 
• 12 said tha and/or were barriers to productivity in that 

they engage rn micromanagement. 
• 18 said that there was a lack of conµnunication between-enior Leadership and the 

staff. . · 
• 16 said tha engaged in fa;oritism toward the -employees. 

(U//F~ ln addition. the OIG asked the interviewees to rate the morale of.n a 
scale of I to 10 with 10 being the highest. The highest rating given was a "7." Three responses 
were negative numbers with the lowest response given "a negative 100." Assignjng the negative 
responses a "l," the average rating was a 3.36. 

illlRB:::awwwaFirst Staff Meeting 
1L,117)c 

• Refused to describe his management style when asked by one of the staff. . 
• Stated that he did not believe in staff meetings, and would be contacting staff members 

individually on their projects. · · . 
• Said he was going to change the look of-nd asked for the number of Hispanics in 

the office. 
• Questioned employees' work ethics and told them words to the effect of "If you don't 

like it, you can leave." 
• Caused employees to believe they could not speak with {li,11110 use 4.'4 

• Said that his plight in life was to make people unhappy and miserable, which he enjoyed 
doing. 

(U//F~ Regarding his first staff meeting, ·eported he had limited (l11101 If: lJ '- C 42-1 
(11)(/Ji ,t1J1 11 IG /,,.< ~ 

recollection but that the meeting was restricled to a discussion on the office challenges. When 
asked specifically about telling his staff to not talk to the DIA IG, he reported it was his 

TTNrT .A.~~TFTRO//FOR ofFteiittls USE ONLY -------------------- ~ 
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11>,I ,I l(J U ; ' -1!-I preference for his employees to go through him first. felt that if there were 
problems, they should allow him to address them first and then notify the DIA IG. 

(U/~ was interviewed abou first staff 
meeting. She reported did not make any negative comments that she could 
remember. When, arrived, he was "very straightforward." He "raised the pucker 
factor" and "raise t 1e e office. Employees had been allowed to do whatever they 
wanted in the past. had higher expectations and was going to hold them to a 
higher standard. 

(U/~ -was asked whethe _ told em lo ees they 
could not contact ttie . ~--said, "That is ridiculous. as 
concerned over "loyalties." The IG was "interfering" with the-ffice. 
"confronted" the DD/DIA and learned thatlllemployees were going to the IG about th 
office. The IG was allegedly then passing the information to the DD/DIA. 

(U) Meeting of 13 December 2004 

. (U//~ ) On 13 December 2004, eight em ]oyees witnessedbf!rHtidtit"gage in 
what th>• identified as an angry outburst. · reportedly ha a meetmg with 
gMfW-ffil Soon after, came out of his office and slammed his door so hard 
that he broke a glass frame. Most employees in atteniiance reported the following. 

• creamed, "I want everybody in the conference room NOW!" (lJ)(3)10USC , 
424 (h)1?;1 

I • eaned into one employee's doorway,· and told her to "Get the f-_... in the 
m." He th.en yelled for everyone to get their "f---ing asses" in the 

conference room 
• Another employee asked-f she should bring paper. 

screamed, "NO! Just brin~eads." · 

(h)I 'I 10 lJ SC -12-1 
(tJ)( Ti<-

• screamed that he is tired of this "f---ing sh--." If he hears one more "g-d 
damn rumor" corning from anyone else in this office, his or her "ass is fired." 

• He said that there were rumors com~o the DIA IG. If-mployees continued to 
spread rumors abourMt:ttttttfwthey all were going to be fired. 

• ~roceeded around the table to each person, screaming, "Do you 
~ Do you!?" After one person responded, he would move onto the next 
person while pointing his finger at them . . 

• He referred to an employee (who was not present) as a "ringleader" and another 
employee (who was present) as a "second ringleader." 

• He said he did not want to see people talking. If he sees them talking, they had better be 
busy. 

• He singled out two people by pointing in their face and asking what they did that day. 

(U//~ ) Employees told the NRO/OIG that the details regarding the alleged "rumors" 
described above were never revealed, even when they asked at a follow -up meeting. 

rnw·•y A CCTVTt.nffr• Xb In I\ ii lAl TISE QNl.l' --------------------
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as revealed in the 

• One employee said, "I was so scared, I almost wet my pants." 
• One employee said she left the meetin° in tears and returned to her desk feeling helpless. 

This same employee tol she was scared 
and that he created a hostile work environment. later apologized to her, 
but she is worried, and believes others are also worried that he will have another outburst. 

• One e~lz.ee was afraid to move in her chair because she did not know what 
... ii =- .1,.z• .. ,as going to do. 

• An employee commented, "These folks aren'\Red too tight. If it happened once, it 
can happen again, so I'm looking for a job. A shouldn't be in a position like that. 
He's supposed to be a role rn8d~l.." : .. , , . 

(Ii ii l I 10 IJ S C I (t, j1 , I 1 I) \ J l (U/~ mployees told the 010 that after eft the room, 
-came into the room crying. IRIJt•lttidltlll§ked all of them to come back to the 
conference room. At the second meeting that dayllJltffttill .. and were 
:_:i.!"esent. asked the group, "Why does everybody hate me .. .f do all I can for 

424 IJ I 7 L ' ' 

you all. .. l don't know why you treat me that way ... I've heard you talk about me ... You don't 
appreciate me ... I have given all to you ... I fight for you. If you want to say something then 
BRING IT ON (as she slammed the table with her hand)!" Two employees told her that nobody ·· 
hates her. ointed out one employee and said that she heard that employee 

was unfair with awards. Toe emp~ she had 
discussed the a war s wit er. fter this second meeting,--met · 
individuau. with each employee to apologize. Some of the employees said that they expected 
··-- ii!iwould apologize publicly to the staff. . (b1\ l 1r. 

a review of e-mail, 0IG found an e-mail she 
forwarded to · n 14 December 2004, only one day after the described meeting 
above. The su ~ect o t e original e-mail was "Training to make this world a better place." The 
e-mail offered a one-day course on feed~ack, "Give It, Get It, Succeed with It!" on how to 
effectively conduct difficult conversations. orwarded the e-mail to 
IEPffiflfvith her comments: "After yesterday, I think we should teach it." 

(U~ ) When asked about the 13 December meeting, told 0IG 
she felt like she had been, "beaten up." 1Pf1ttil!l·•as annoyed with rnmors employees 
were spreading in the office, but he n~g about it until 13 December. The OIG 

(li1( li 1U USC 42-1 . . 

asked what · said to----that caused his reported outburst. 
. aid t at sometime prior to 13 December, she learned from an-·ee 

that one of the had called a senior official at 0PM and complained about th 
office. elt that the emplo.tzs are out to "discredit her integrity." On 

'ent intc:ilL.r.1tl81!1~ffice and told him that one of the 

10 
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lh)( l) 1fJ IJ SC 424 

(U//F~ The OIG showed8f81iil84he 14 Decem~r 2004 e-mail about a 
course titled "Feedback: Give It, Get It, Succeed w1thit!" that she forwarded t 
with comments, "After yesterday, I think we should teach it." 
was makin li 0 ht of the meeting or approved o 

' explained that the "we" refe1Ted only to 
s e a con ucte after-""1••1lmeeting with the employees. 
tha-never respon e"ato her e-mail. . The OIG discussed wit 
sam~004 e-mail. did not recall receiving the e-mail. (IJJI l) 10 USC 

424 tJ 7 '- ll .l 

(~ Regarding the 13 December meeting, told the OIG that he 1111( iJ Jr1 IJ ( •·L.'4 
!111( I J! din', 1 I( J 1\1 t 

was professionally embarrassed by his actions that day; that dunng his many years of 
government employment he had never acted in that manner. He .a}so reported that after realizing 
what he had done, he later went to every employee present and apologized for his actions. When 
asked what occurred that day he said that, "I w3:nted them [the staff] to respect me,_ 
position and any.on I would leave [in charge] in my absence." He wanted the 
disrespect for hi , nd others to stop. He said that he had s oken to the staff twice 
~viousiue0 ar mg 1srespecting the person he leaves as ' According to 

iiiillililliithe employees did not respond to his previous requests an they were still not 
working during his absence. 

ib)I'',' 10 US 1~ 

424 I l •c 

2 
(U// nformational(fjr('WH~prov1ded is inconsistent with statemen ts made to OIG by other 

sources . An mployeeeff1J ¼re Re accepted em Jlo ment at DIA a senior OPM official offered 
information o t e em lo 'ee that there was an issue between ' and tJ,P 11!!7£ ~hey 

were not giving . fair shake." 1 1e emp1°oyee recalled that 
around September 2004, she to! of her conversation with the senior OPM official and that the 
official had received this information about the rom her niece. The OIG then contacted th~fldr.d2iil 
and the senior official. Both confirmed that they ,a never spoken directly with each other, only " ·ith the senior 
official's niece. 

·nNr.LASSIFIED//FOR o f1fi t hd: USE A"WtY -----------------
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(ilJI l 1 () lJ S (, 
424 1lJ1(7 I ilJJ( l "I am not an investigator like you; it was an admission to me." reported that he 

was sorry for his actions, which he viewed as his biggest mistake .is a leader during his nearly 
23 years of government service . · 

Iana!!ement and Environment 

(ti)( lJ 1 (J lJ S (, 4..'-1 
b 7, 

• Several employees stated they made it a point to be out of the office as much as possible 

to avc;1M• Pt1f•11 
• A number of interviewees told the OIG that both and ,1,, ', 1,, 1 I , < -1,'1 

i1 f / , 

created a hostile work environment by reprimanding employees in public, by talking 
about employees behind their backs, by yelling at them in public, and by other statements 
they have both made. 

• One employee said that, in front of other employees and external offices, 
(IJJI lJ 111 lJ ', r 4.!-l 
t, (7 (, 

has publicly used her as an example of personnel who were hired and did not work out as 
expected. · · 

• nNf'ltt1ttf •:-eprimanded a former employee several times in front of others, rather 
than p1ivately. 

• Employees have witnessed one of the red.to tears by botlifNPfffO@• 
andgM11f•t19ifg• The told OIG that management caused her to be 
under stress an t at she could not sleep at night. . 

• Employees are not allowed to talk to each other. If they do, they are accused of 
conspiracy and of plotti~ent. . · 

• Employees believe that~oes tolptf·ft--tions 
against them and they are not allowed to defend themselves. __ 1111111 nly listens · 
to nd tells the employees to respect her. 

• A former employee said , old employees that if they wanted to be 
promoted they had to leave ployee feels she was forced out. 

• One employee allegedly hec.1\. say, once he realized an employee was an 
only child, "That's why she acts the way she does . . Who hired her? Oh, me! That was a 
big mistake." 

• Employees state manages by intimidation. 
• bangs on~ll peoples' names when he wants to see them. 
• One employee said that-elled at him because the facsimile machine was 

broken. Another employee witnessed this incident. 
• When is around, the dynamics of the office change entirely. It is like 

everyone 1s "walkmg on eggshells." 

12 
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(U//~ ) The OIG asked about some of the statements set fo11h above (I, h l' 1 I I lJ ', r; 
·L~4 d1H 7)( 

made against him. His responses and OIG comments to these responses, where appropriate, are 
listed below. -

• Hostile Work Environment: reported he did not believe he did anything Ih:I:,, 10 USC 
( ' 

that would be viewed as creating a hostile work environment. When asked to define 
actions that would lead to an office being viewed as hostile, he reported the following: 

o "Screaming would be inappropriate, not harassment or creating a hostile office 
environment." 

o "Profanity more than once." 
o "Public reprimand is ok, if it is done to teach a lesson to the whole staff." 
o "Intimidation." . 

reported that he -N-1-managed by mtim1dat1on. Initially, he reported he pould not 
• Intimidation: l1111•1•was asked i~ h~ c~uld_ explai~ _why 50 percent of his staff 

believe he woul receive a rating of 50 percent or even that any of his employees would 
view him as intimidating. However, based upon employees' description of his 
13 December actions, using profanity- reprimanding employees, singling out 
employees, and employees seeing the mployee crying after closed-door 
discussions with him, he could now understand the views of his staff. He further 
reported, "They could be intimidated by the fact I have demands on them . . . not 
unrealistic .. . " 

• Morale: Ml!li!Jw-as asked to predict the averaae rating his employees would 
give the office for morale, he reported a "5." aid he knew that there are 
people who are very unhappy in "my" office. ''They don't want to be there. I don't 
know why ... it's performance issues." · 

o O/G asked opinion on good morale scores. aid 
that 8 or 10 would be excellent; he would be okay with a 7; a httle concerne with 
~ 6; more ~o~cemed with a 5; would have to try andliisiW'fhe u~derlying 
issues are 1f 1t was a 4,; and, a 3 was also not good. IIDIDIIII ••• -• ,.was mformed 
that his staff rated the office at 3.2. He had no response. 

o OIG aske~i llllwhat he would do to fix morale now that he is aware of 
it. lillJINll.--r- aid that he would want to sit down with the staff. "The last 
thing I want is for morale to be low and people to be intimidated . ... If I could pull 
back my behavior from December, I woi.1ld. I feel bad about that." 
.......a:ommented that he felt that there was hope to recover his 
!~sfiip.-- . 

• Behind Closed Doors: aid that he closes the door at lunchtime to discuss 
taskers , vacancies, and otL...:r things with Otherwise, "My door is 
always open. It's closed about 15 percent of the time." 

(U//~ The OIG asked about some of the statements set forth 11, 1,111u·,c 4.!4 
J 

above related to creating a hostile, intimidating, and non-productive office environment. 

• Hostile Work Environment: After 
-ould handle all 

left 
matte.r an 
as not officially appointed as the 

--TJNf'.LASSIFIED//FOR Of riLil I 115fi ONLY 
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until Aueust 2003. The staff was ··tciligerem·• with when she became 1l'lH , 1 '(Ill l ( 1.' I 
I I) I/ r 

the , died. Two employees teamed up with each 
other ag;:iinst feels that she is workin o in a hostile 
environment. he 1s "bashed"' daily. One employee perceives every action 
-takes as negative. 

(h 11 I, 1 I I l J J \ 

J, I ( 

• Reiationship with said that it is "strained," but later 
,tdcd that the. like to have fun. Sometimes they are playful, but nothing more. 
-D•L-4&& is a "touchy feely'' person. 

• Behind closed doors: and spend about 50 percent of 
their time together working on taskers and offic:airojects, sometimes behind closed 
doors. The other 50 percent of the time has his door open and is 
accessible to employees. 

(U) Lack of Communication 

1111 ', 10 USC 
), I ' 

,·, , ...... 
,1111111riusc -12.1 
lJ / c 

-
11,,1 li 111 lJ SC 4s'4 

He 
signature to 

(h11 li lfJ lJ ', C 414 -. 

(U/~ Many employees also stated t~oes not delegate. She 
believes she is the only one who can do the job. 1-nagement style was to 
assign taskers late. Employees would have to "scramble" to complete the task, and then be 
chastised for not meeting suspenses. Part of the problem is that leadership does not 
communicate well with the staff so that deadlines can be met. It is d~rs 
because the intemal process =es all work to first go through the-

nd then f9f#NN• 
(U) Favoritism 

(U~ Interviewees expressed other concerns about 
egarding favoritism: 

1l1,rlr Ill USC --124 
l) 7 C 

(IJ iJ1(/lJ 0,C • ms divided the office. Employees perceive that 
engages in favoritism, especially towards the employees wh 
new hires . 

--UNCLASSIFIED//FOR di" ftCil\11. IISF1 ONLY -
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• ~~!IMIL,,•Ji ct~ 'd b ~ an o not cons1 er everyone to e equally worthy. 
e sa ·t 1ank you or" 1e o' to em~lohes on~vhen it is convenient for them. 

• 

• 

nly accompaniei:la& -••-•md "new'' employees to lunch. 
ays, " How's my favorite program people?" when speaking to the two 

nd one new employee, then walks back into his office. 
al ·ed 1ight by another employee as if he did not know her. 

{IJJ( l I HJ IJ S C 424 mployees acknowledged tha behavior might 
ere e an appearance of favoritism to other employees. 

(ll)i:l I 10 usr, 424 • One supervisor's team completed a This included a 
lot of e_ffort from man.;.\t~l~. Those who worked t--0 

• rdest were_ ~ot 
recogmzed. • l"mgled out one employe or recogmt1on on 
this program who had been m the office only two weeks. mn••••does not seem 
to care. He does not give credit to those who desery,e it. ~ 

• New employees do not get treated badly (like others do). Employees who 
seem to receive better projects and high profile assignments. 

(b)I lie 

• had little interaction with the staff. Employees did not receive any "face 
time" with and unless it was negative. There was 
distance be ween managemen and th and (Iii( l1 HI lJ SC 414 

worked together joint! without the staff. ould not listen t~ 
about , "waved away" any problems with~ 

\I 11 ;, 111 IJ SC :;;_, 1 
I· I'< 

aid no one (U, The OIG asked if he told h~.,f"Ffl to lie about receiving a 
~ward. '1fP14'--aid the award is "public information. The board meets and then a 
~es out. ol mg s a secret." 

(hi(l)WIJ' r 
• ? ) ~ 

(U/~ The OIG asked about tl~ard. 
aid the award came from the "command element," not- -11 She said she 

(bli li 111 USC 
i. ?<- I ) 

never lied about the award and never told her to lie about the award . .Since the 
an e-mail dated 11 March 2004 was obtained that 

solicited assistance on how to write a successf11l recommendation for 
ecause he wanted to "recommend or a big bonus." Once he received 

a response, he forwarded tlze e-mail t : 

(U) (bi(3i10lJSC 424 
(b)(7)c Work History 

,ti,·) I Iii \J) C 
4.!-1 \ii 11 / 1< (U//. The OIG interviewed six-mployees who had worked with 

-befor came to DIA. ~ad recently been hired as the 

---nNrT ,,.\~.~TFTFD//FOR o Pfit ifds VSE ONLY ----------------- - ' -
15 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 ~ 

at the time when a rotational employee wa 
1e rotational employee said t t fter ' was hired, morale in 

The employee said that that management style was belittling. 
(h113) acted like she was a semor person w ad to come down and talk to the little people," 
(D)l,l) Ii) lJ SC 424 
(IJ)i71c had high expectations of employees and wanted to be informed of everything. 

orked many hours and thought everyone should work as hard and as many 
·11 1ti11lI101JSC4J4 did not understand that other people have lives. 

" I 7 (C 

• 
1hI13\ 1<1 USC 424 
11111 / Ir. ad "no sense of boundaries,'' "Everyone" in had problems with 

11,1111 10 lJ Sr, 424 

requent y pull this employee out of training .II her at home about 

lb 7 c 

(U/~ A former emoloyee described s "not efficient, effective, it,)1',•10USC424 , 
lb / 'C • 

or organized." -made the ll)-Orale of the office jo down. Shortly before the 
employee was reassigned, she had a conversation wiih IWMtttt1• The employee told 

11,,, 1. 10 USC 424, that every day ad issues between herself and others in the 
otflce. The employee suggested to at the roblem must b 
-not the employees. This former emp oyee e 1eved that elt threatened 
lby°h:' because the employee also accused her of giving the staff misinformation or 
miscommunicated information provided by DIA leadership on taskers. The employee said that 

(h)lfJ) 1n'1 /\r gave the employee different information than the direction she gave to the 
staff. When the product went out, it was not what DIA leadership wanted. "It was chaos." The 
former em !oyee said that ever one i complained to.,-~,d bout 

, I ways "had her [side o the story." 

, (U/~ Interviewees c~!tfltf.worked many hou~s. One 
former employee commented that •• •i1• • • • 1 •••- • -.nagement style was unorganized, 
unprofessional, and she played favorites. She had time management issues and was easily 
distracted, displaying an inability to focus. The office always worked in a crunch. Close of 
business t~--fitf.meant iOp~. Another former employee said that that -
npf1ff 4 ometimes worked compensatory time-20 extra hours in one week-but 
nothing ever got done. "She has· nothing to show for it." One of the , 
nWPtt·t·~hard, but not ~mart." During the OIG _in-briefing, 
selected& ITr~s thetllliJornt of contact for the review, but 
OIG that she was already working'ffi'ours a day and could not do much more. 

(~ Another former emplo ee said that had a problem 
recalling what she said. On one occasion, . ployee about why 
he failed to attend a certain meeting. The employee denie asked him to go to 
the meeting. then said that she asked hi e meeting in the presence 
of the former employee. The former em lo ee told that she had no 
knowledge of such a conversation. hen asked the former emploie if she 
was c~lling her a liar. The former employee said she was not calling her a liar, that411rf#ft 

·ust had a different understanding of what occurred. The former employee believed that 
ould lie about conversations with employees. 

16 
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(U/~b~While working on the-budget one Friday, an employee received a phone 
call where he was advised his nine-month~dau 0 hter was sick and needed to be picked up. 
His wife had no transportation so he advised ' he had to leave but would return 
later to finish the budget. to Io ee that she could not afford to let 
him go. When the employee explained t t asking her 
permission to go, he was telling her that he was leaving, again said that she 
could not let him go and requested that he stay. The employee later learned his wife found a way 
to pick up the daughter, so his family emergency was addressed by his .wife resulting in the 
employee staying to work on the budget. However, around 1845 or 1900 hours that evening, 

1t11·, 10USC 424 was "storming around the offi~e" asking the employee how much longer 
before he was done because she had somewhere to go. The employee told her he would be done 
when he was done. hen came in and asked the employee how much longer he 
would be with the bu get ecause had somewhere to go. The employee gave 
him the same response that he gave to en told ( I, ii l I Ii I I J ', ( 

-hat she could go ahead and leave. T e emp oyee to! was "BS," 
that when the employee had a famil emer0 enc told him he 
had to stay. The employee asked ~ appointment was 
more important than the employee's. , aid that he did not want to talk about this 
right now. When the employee insiste k about it right then, (IJ)I 11 111 lJ SC 

ignored the employee and walked awa . aid that they would ta~ay. 
The employee told the OIG that , never spoke to him. One of the-had 
stayed late that night and confirme t e conversation. 

(U/~ Three employees told OIG thatlMPf•fff.,ut,.on articles 
they had written for the DIA Communique. One employee asked 

1 •t why she put 
her name on it. eplied that she had edited the article and then blamed it on a 
former employee who left three months prior. told the employee that 
"We'll just scratch the name of, put your name in, and I'll announce it." This never happened. 

(U//F had several comments regarding her management 
approach and interactions with the staff. Regarding her beincr seen as an obstacle to r ductivity, 
she said that taskers sometimes come in after hours. The 
assigns taskers after hours. The employees take no initiative on the taskers. The employees 
could work on taskers that fall within their program. Instead, they wait until tire assigned , 
Regarding calling employees at home or pulling them out of training. iliiilrllGlaienied 
she ever called anyone at home for work related ma~eption was for a phone 
recall exercise they conducted several months ago. ~Iso denied ever pulling 
anyone out of training or requiring anyone to come in early or stay late to complete a project. 

17 
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0/G Comments: __ ,cknowledged later in the 0/G imerview that she had asked 
one employee to }i;;'iau~ a dornmentfor 0/G on Frie/av, 11 March 2005. OJG did 
not request this document. One former employee told 0/G tlzm al led her at 
~d her out of training. 0/G also found an e-mail enr to 
BIIINIJ-:md stated, "[The employee's] in class this next week, but I can reach her to 
comp/ere either AM or PM after class if need be." 

(U) Grievances 

(U/~ On 3 May 2004, a former-mployee filed a grievance against 
"'1111:l1111•·,·e··m!ll1lllle•r•,m,,,nd ' The emp1oyee told OIG that around December 2003 
When She was leavin discussed re arin~rmance report on her. The 
employee told both . and hat...:.had not supervised 
the employee for a minimum of 90 days since the closeout of her previous performance report. 
The employee was notified after she leftl.ll tha had prepared a performance 
report on her. gave tbe employee an overall performance rating 14 (Meets · 
Expectations) on a scale of 1 to 30; rated her at a 5 (Limited Potential) on a scale 
of 1 to 30. On her previous performance ratin.a, she had received a 21.Meets Expectations) and 
a 20 (Outstanding Potential.) NeitherMt•- ~orHPIPlttr"" .• discussed the 
appraisal with the employee. On 2 July 2004, , xpunged the appraisal from the employee's 
record. 

(U) iii)( lJ 1() lJ St, 4..',\ 
(ll)(?)c 

onduct in his Prior Job 

Through relatively simple research and interviews, OIG learned that in his previous job 
(b11:l1 10 USC 424 I 

7 r 
1ad exhibited a pattern of conduct similar to that exhibited at DIA. However, 1e 

(IJ)(:l) HJ lJ SC 4:24 
/h·,f7,r, 

information re£ardin!2 ihJl:.iJ 10 USC 424 
~ ~ . ecurit file and found no evidence that DIA obtained any of the 

prior employment~lthough OIG was able to 
phone calls. It is unclear as to why DIA did not seek or easily obtain such information t 1roug 

· J(7Jc 

find this information prior to hiring (b)(3) 10 USC 424 

(U/~ A fo~er of tated he was not asked to find another job; 
however, before he left ~'he was on the path where that would happen. We began to 

ib)('l1 10 USC 
? ~ 

3 From February 1991 until AU1rnst 20 0. 

g-fjj#He was 

(b)(6) ib)( 7)c 
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document." She and her co-workers were surprised he obtained employment with DIA and that 
neither she norM9lff!]'!')ther peers were interviewed at that time. "Everybody knew 
him." His management st;::came such that she was "appointed to intervene and manage the 
work he did." (See Appendix B) The former peer stated there were constant concerns from his 
employees. One claiming sexual harassment was reassigned to another office, and another put in 
for worker's compensation for stress. The employee who claimed sexual harassment never filed 

· 0 : she just wanted out. The former peer believes the behavior displayed at 
is one she refers to as "not new," in that he did not_ \1st learn it he added 

as unaware of his behavior at 

11, : 7, (b)(3) 
(U~ According to the former peer, th-ould often have 

statistical data validated by Human~ Secretary learned the 
data as reportedby-~(!1:,lld often be incorrect. It got to the point that the Secretary 
would not use~a. The former ~er said "misrepresented the 
statistics." [After the OIG interviewediHfiifftf1 tfthe IA e-mail • 
exchange regarding a very similar situation at DIA. As at provided an 
inaccurate statistic, resulting in another DIA office being unnecessarily admonished by the 
DD/DIA.] (See Appendix C) 

U~ The former peer also said tha 
1iiiiiiii 111 

re-hired a former employee who ad an issue with regarding illegal use 
e i · letter of reprirhan was m process when the employee took Yfb 

or a higher grade level. The name of the employee i ~ iiiil.-W 
ormer peer learned .tha rought this same employee 

. to the DIA with him, •-sed her concern for the ees and said, "Retaliation is 
something to fear with ecause she is very loyal to The former peer said the 
OIG could put her name on--t e-record as a source of information. 

(U~ terviews of additiona evealed similar information. A 
former Executive Officer to one of the Assistant Secretaries reviewed the reports-WP-II 
would provide and said was very immature for a senior. His work was typ1ca~ 
late. He tended to delegate all his work to his staff; however, he did not seem to give them 
enou 0 h time to get the work done in order to meet the deadlines. After denying an award to 
lh/(7/<, (1111 l) 111 due to his missed deadlines, one of the seniors told he was going 
to hold him accountable. This angered In the opinion of this former Executive 
Officer, did not seem to care that his employees could not meet the deadlines 
until it affected him during bonus time. 

(lJi'n'bo~The individual who replace aid it was surprising to her that 1 (IJ)( l) 1!1' 1
,, 1,1 \ jl,(_, i. 

) 

although was gone, he still had an affect on the employees. She scheduled one-
on-one sessions with each employee. Many of them had not been happy working for 

(11)(7 JC ib)l'.l) 10 Some of the employees were in tears as they relived their experiences. 

(lJ/?rtd~One of ·aid he used to publicly 
criticize her. It was more prevalent the last two of his three year She interpreted his 
public criticism or public humiliation of employees as his style of managemen_t. She also 
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111 / 1< 1 tJ )I \, 1 (1 1 l',r_,, ;2_._.i commented on working relationship issues regarding She sensed 
1b)1711 1h1111 10 

' ) 
did not obtain aUof his information from his own observation. In the sen'9 

~~e's opinion. the staff has a-much better working relationship now that-·H-
11K1111111s gone. 

(Ui7f'.vl.9QJ Another one of mployees said was (b )( I )l (l>)I I)' 11>11 ,, II> 
l S 4· 4 

prone to outbursts and it would be something minor that could set him off. During these 
outbursts"'!ifli lii• coul_d be ~ery insensitive to the em lo ees. . never . 
threatened 1o rt someone dunng his outbursts; however, mployee believes there 1s 
only one place to go from verbal, and that is to physical. 1s s outmg could be very cutting and 
the senior employee witnessed staff members er in 0. He found it to be an "extremely hostile 
environment." In his opinion, 

- Though s gone and the individual who replace is 
very "easy, nurturing, anct' doesn't push,'~mpfoyee said the staff remains affected by 

(h1171r 11J)1 l1 'rJ USC 
4 24 

(U~ Finally, an employee. who requested she be remoyed fronff• W;;w 
office said she found him to be rude, unprofessiona disr.tf-ul and one who made 
inappropriate remarks. She provided an example. ldtl.._ 11 the employee, ~nd a young, 
male intern were waiting for a car to take them to a meeting. While waiting, a woman passed by 
and commented on how "hot" she was. The employe~e was embarrassed 
by the comment and also for the fact that the young intern witnessed lllllllemployee making 
such a comment. She later apologized to the young intern. The employee said she had been in a 
bad situatio~ior to corning to the-office. When she initially spoke with 
WW11"11he came across as b~and gave her the impression he was professional. 
She wanted to work for, him. It was only once she became his emplo·liiN,tJr discovered 
what he was like. She said the ironic thing is that he was head of theL..•- iffice. The 
employee stated the environment was "extremely hostile." Though she was never berated in 
public, she witnessed 4o it many times to other em,loyees. She commented that 

took his two favorite employeef flfMfftd•W i,nd 1h)1 7 r dJ'l li 111 lJ',(, ..1/-l 

to DIA with him. Those two people would help him make decisions. He was very close to them 
and in this employee's opinion, that in itself created a hostile environment because the other 
employees wondered what was going on. The employee commented that she feels badly for the 
DIA employees, knowing they have wo favorite employees in their midst. 

(U).Programs and Mission Effectiveness 

ib)('.l)10 USC -l:24 

:1, : · 1 , USC 424 

th • :,,I r. USC 4:24 

• (h)(3)10 USC 424 (U~ A former member of the 
relay his concern regarding the 
He believed the single most important event related to ilJJ( li HJ USC ,1:24 
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the-office did nothing to commemorate it. 
as ':ct why their office did not ,1, "10 USC 424 

she said because it was Veteran's D~ovember 
and there weren't enough people withira.l Some 

was subse uently scheduled in February 
was asked the same question, 

nd she saw other DIA 
funct ion. 4 

(U/~ When-was asked his views orGIIIIIIIIIIIII he said 
they are the least priority~!." IWflW·1i!l be he~d. He 
believes the workforce does not support them. He proposes comprised of senior 
managers rather than man When asked what the k about his proposal, he 
said the_ onlJ'fW:>pproached thus far is the and it is not 
supportive. 

(IJ/1:J1 10 USC 424 
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I I t 

I PI 8fi-3f 

1t1+1 1, 
I 

PL ,: I• ,·'1, ' 

IG Art 

(I H ', 1 \!I U~-:i(., 4~·1 

(b)(3) 10 

TTNr.LASSIFIED//FOR uf FiCIAls l]Si:. ONLY 

21 



,t 1, ', (b)i7)c (b)(7)d 

I 

--UNCLA.SSIFIED//FOR ofh€1:\J USf ONLY -­NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

---- - -

(U/~ During our review of thelllllll>ffice, an attorney from Kalija~huzi, and 
Newman contacted the NRO OIG to say she :ed of the IG review of the DIA.Ill office .. 
She has four clients who have bad difficulties with filing c.aints or were being discouraged 
from filing complaints by a particular individual within th office. She stated this had been 
going on for years and provided co ies of corres ondence documentin ° the clients' complaints. 
The NRO OIG team met with the o discuss the 

llegedly dissuaded employees fro . The 
e spoke with her counselor, who was previously the 

and sus ects the counselor is not well versed in the 
offices in processing complaints. The issues raised 

became a DIA employee i~ 
nsisted she be the one to issue a letter of 
aid she was not comfortable writing such a 

letter because she was not an employee of at the time of the alleged incidents and the 
allegations were no longer current. However, she did as she was told and on 14 February 2005 
she issued a the letter of rep~and referencing a 1 October 2003 letter received from Kalijarvi, 
Chuzi, and Newman. Th411im-:tated she reviewed a letter Rl'Ftfftfftf •-;rote in 

-

e to the law firm's 1 October 2003 letter and did not want to be critical, but 
did not supply the law firm with any information. Proper procedure would have 

n 1ce any actions the agency took to address a complainant's dissatisfaction. His 
letter "didn' t answer the mail." · 

(U~ The NRO OIG reviewed two pre-complaint or informal case files and four 
formal complaint case files. The file review revealed that one of the two pre-complaint cases 
had initially been inappropriately handled. The EEOC became involved and demanded that DIA 
further process the case in accordance with an order the EEOC described. Two of the four 
formal case files were for employees represented by the law firm Kalijarvi, Chuzi and Newman. 
One had reached a settlement and is closed. The other case is still ongoing. The complainant in 
this latter case requested mediation that included participants whom the complainant was not 
previously aware would be pa11icipating. The mediation did not go well due to one of these 
additional articipants. The law firm representing the complainant coITesponded with 

The current as not an employee during this time, but is concerned 
about the letter supplied to the law firm in response. Though the letter indicated 
the mediation program is being reviewed, it did not inform the law firm as to what was actually 
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being done. Typically, the problem incmTed during the mediation would have been documented 
and placed in the case file. EEOC MD 110, Chapter 5, Section IV Agency Dismissal Process, 
D. Allegations of Dissatisfaction Regarding Processing of Pending Complaints, 2. states, "The 
agency official responsible for the quality of complaints processing must add a record of the 
complainant's concerns and any actions the agency took to resolve the concerns, to the complaint 
file maintained on the underlying complaint. If no action was taken, the file must contain an 
explanation of the agency's reason(s) for not taking any action." Nothing was placed in the 
complainant's case file regarding the inappropriate mediation session. Had this been done, then 
when the law film contacted him, could have advised the law film that he was 
aware of the issue and stated what had been done to correct it, or he could have stated that he 
was unaware of the issue and that an iiiar would be done. letter did not 
address the law firm's concerns. ThF!j~•CO as since become involved with this particular 
case, and has improved the organization o,f the case file. She is well versed in what has 
transpired and adequately answered the questions the OIG team addressed with her. 

· M The re. of the four formal case files revealed a definite improvement since the 
curren lf'f't1 arrival. The files that have been reviewed by the current3ffldffft-re 
organized and were much easier for the OIG to review and understand what took place. The files 
prior to the inv~lvement of the curren-•11·.vere difficult to review, resulting in 
numerous questions. The currentpff • she does not have a seasoned staff and 
improvement will take time. Since joining th staff in July of 2004, theWias 
created the following improvements: · · · · . . 

ib1(:l) 10 lJ SC 
424 b 7 c 
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I1i,I1, ir; use .i24 to fail, leaving the-with the responsibility of removing the employee 
from the office . 

(U) CONCLUSIONS 

... ~ . 1 - t . ;it, .,,,, 10 USC 424. (b)(S) (t1)(7)c 

(U/~ 0IG concludes tha-has made racially and sexually offensive 
· or derogatory comments in the workpl:i'c~~•

11

Tli~ell as other comments and actions by him 
were witnessed and described to 0IG by multi le sources. These actions have 

• • • • ' • I Cl' ', • - I 

(U/~ OIG also concludes that (h)( <I 11111 ', (, -1~4 it,11 1,, till{/ )1 

her role a~ She has made racially and sexually offensive or derogatory 
comments ~h were witnessed and described to 0IG by multiple sou 
These actions have contributed to a hostile,. abusive or intimidating work environment in 
and a poorly functioning office. ·. .. .: ..,_• 
il ,11',110 USC 424. (b)(5) 

. . . . . 1• • :. rams and their effectiv.eness, 0IG concludes that the 

liilrt,,1 ;1 : 11 II,, 424 

as een e 1c1ent m the past, ut is 1mprovmg. e sta 1s inexperienced in certain areas, and 
deficiencies remain. However, recently adopted guidance, templates and other internal 
mechanisms aimed at ensuring uniform processing signals continuing improvement. 

(u,t;fOUQ) 0 IG also concludes that caution is wan-anted as DIA considers significant 
changes in its approach to 0IG's benchrnarkin with other Intelligence 
Community agencies suggests that eliminatm · ould have unintended 
adverse consequences; any such actions at DIA should be carefully considered. 

(U) RECOMMENDATIONS 
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(b)(l) 10 USC 424 ibii5) iil)17)c 

i . .... _. 

(b)(l) HJ USC 424 iil)('i) iil)i l)r. 
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(U) APPENDIX A: MD EMPLOYEE'S COMPLAINT STATEl\tlENT 

discrim~~:~ ) 

\hi1'31 - PL clb-lb (il)i?lr 
b\7/rl (b)3 IGAct 

-

etailed statement regarding her complaint of 

. '· 
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Detailed Statement o 
. I I; )1 l I f-' I .~\, \I I I , 11 ,' 1, 
(11)17 1,J 1iJJ\IJltJ/\,I 

. . Regarding her complaint of discrimination. · 

"'" !· PI 86-36 (bl(7)c (h)l7)d ib)(J) IG Act 

1 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

2 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

3 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

4 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

5 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

6 



NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 

7 



UNCLASSIFIED//FOR01 ftev r PSE ONLY 
NRO APPROVED FOR RELEASE 28 AUGUST 2017 --

(U) APPENDIX B: 
IG Act (b)(7Jc 

DOCUMENT 

(U) The document was provided by a forme 
document provides a sample o 
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From:JtPftf 1fflf ffijf111 
Sent: 9nesda March 30, 2005 8:22 AM 
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Cc: 
Subject: RE: Request from DNI/FBI 
Sensitivity: Private 

--

20300329</DIV><IOCT-



-.. ---. 
t ·, : :.I , If _I 11 / 11. 

,,,.,·,,muse 424 
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I O: 
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Senc; Tuesda , March 29, 2005 2:02 PM 
T,o 
Cc 
SubJect: equest rom 
CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
CAVEATS:~ 

. : NONE 
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To 
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lt111i110USC 424 (11)17;, 

~~ . . ~ " : Su5J equ ro 
CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
CAVEATS: NONE 
TERMS:NONE 

Classification: Unclassified 

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
CAVEATS:NONE 
TERMS:NONE 

Classification: Unclassified 

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED 
CAVEATS: ~ 
TERMS:NONE 
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