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INTRODUCTION

The Accountability Board (Board) was established on July 1, 1998, in fulfillment of the Agency’s commitment to provide a workplace environment free of sexual harassment and related misconduct.  A critical part of that commitment is accountability.  As a result, the Board was charged with overseeing the manner in which Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) managers and supervisors respond to allegations of sexual harassment, misconduct of a sexual nature and related reprisal.  FAA Order 1110.125, Accountability Board, prescribes procedures for reporting and processing such allegations and provides aggressive timeframes to ensure that allegations are handled in a timely, consistent and appropriate manner.  This report focuses on the activities of the Accountability Board during its second year of operation.


The Board continued to meet weekly throughout its second year to review reported allegations and the dispositions of concluded cases.  During the first year, the Southern Region Administrator chaired the Board on a collateral basis.  In anticipation of the expansion of the Board’s scope, the Administrator recognized the need for a full-time director.  As a result, the Administrator established a full-time, senior executive position, and selected Barbara Jean Smith to serve as the Board Director.  The Board’s permanent members include the Associate Administrator for Civil Aviation Security, the Assistant Administrators for Civil Rights and Human Resources, and the Departmental Director of Human Resources.  An Associate or Assistant Administrator from the organization employing the individual against whom an allegation is made serves the Board on an ad hoc basis.  A representative from the Chief Counsel's Office serves as advisor to the Board.

FAA Order 1110.125 defines key individuals in the Accountability Board process.  Specifically, the “complaining party” is the individual alleging sexual harassment or misconduct of a sexual nature; the “respondent” is the individual against whom such an allegation is made; and the “accountable official” is the management official within the respondent’s organization who is ultimately responsible for ensuring the agency responds to the allegation in a timely, appropriate and consistent manner.  In Headquarters, the accountable official is one level below the Associate/Assistant Administrator serving on the Board, except in the Air Traffic Services and Regulation and Certification organizations, where the accountable official is at the service or office director level.  In the field, the Accountable Official is the Division Manager, Regional or Center Counsel, or Regional Administrator or Center Director employing the respondent.  These terms are used throughout this report.

 RESULTS

During the Board’s second year of operation (July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000), 199 allegations were reported and tracked.  Table 1 shows the organizations from which these allegations originated.

Table 1 – Allegations by Respondent’s Organization*

Org*
1st Qtr
2nd Qtr
3rd Qtr
4th Qtr
Total
% of cases
% of pop

Air Traffic Services
26
25
32
32
115
58
72.2

Air Traffic
[11]
[14]
[17]
[23]
[65]
[33]
[48.8]

Airway Facilities
[15]
[11]
[15]
[9]
[50]
[25]
[23]

Regulation & Certification
5
10
8
9
32
16
12.3

Research and Acquisition
4
1
2
1
8
4
4

Regions and Center Operations
3
8
13
3
27
13
6

Civil Aviation Security
5
1
3
4
13
6.5
2.3

Office of System Safety 
0
1
0
0
1
1
.07

Human Resources
0
0
0
1
1
.5
1.09

Airports
0
1
0
0
1
.5
.94

Chief Counsel
1
0
0
0
1
.5
.59

Total
44
47
58
50
199
100
99.1

As shown in Table 1, the number of cases reported to the Board during the second year remained relatively constant from quarter to quarter and, overall, were remarkably consistent with results from the first year.  During the first year, a total of 201 cases were reported to and tracked by the Board; during the second year the Board tracked 199 cases.  Air Traffic Services (ATS) realized a 12% reduction in the number of cases reported to the Board, while the Regions and Centers Operation experienced a 93% increase in cases as compared to the first year.   Table 1 also reflects the number of allegations reported compared to the percentage of the FAA population within each organization.

Table 2 shows the geographical distribution of the allegations.

Table 2 – Allegations by HQ/Regions/Center


1st quarter
2nd quarter
3rd quarter
4th quarter
Total
% of cases
% of pop

AGL
3
4
4
4
15
7.5
13

ASO
8
5
5
12
30
15
16

HQ
4
5
5
1
15
6.5
7.6

ANM
2
2
9
4
17
8.5
8.6

AEA
2
2
8
5
17
8.5
11

AWP
6
11
9
4
30
14.5
11.5

ACE
6
1
1
2
10
5
5

AMC
5
7
8
5
25
12.5
6

ACT
2
2
1
1
6
3
3.3

ASW
5
4
5
4
18
9
11

ANE
0
3
1
5
9
5.5
4

AAL
1
1
2
3
7
3.5
3

Total
44
47
58
50
199
100
100

Of note is the decrease in the number of cases reported from the Great Lakes region from 17.5 percent of total cases reported during the first year to 8 percent in the second.  Southern Region also experienced a decline from 18 during the first year to 15 percent during the second year.  Western Pacific experienced an increase from 10 percent during the first year to 14.5 percent in the second.  The most significant increase was the number of cases reported from the Aeronautical Center.  During the first year, a total of 14 cases were reported, while 25 were reported during the second year, representing an increase from 7 to 12.5 percent of the total number of cases reported; however, this increase should be viewed in context.  The Aeronautical Center has made an exceptionally aggressive effort to educate its managers and supervisors regarding the Accountability Board and their responsibilities in the process.  Accordingly, the increase in the number of reported offenses may be attributable, at least in part, to a heightened awareness of the Accountability Board, its mission, and the emphasis the Aeronautical Center management places on proper reporting.  Finally, the number of incidents reported from the Aeronautical Center include those affecting a contractor population of about 2,000 who are not included in the overall FAA population. 

Table 3 reflects the number of allegations reported during the year by organization by Region/Center/Headquarters.

Table 3 – Allegations by Organization by Regions/Centers/HQ 


AGL
ASO
HQ
ANM
AEA
AWP
ACE
AMC
ACT
ASW
ANE
AAL
Total

AAT
8
14
1
5
5
17
3
0
0
6
3
3
65

AAF
3
8
3
5
6
4
5
4
1


7
3
1
50

AVR
4
6
4
1
3
5
1
3
0
1
3
1
32

ACS
0
1
2
1
1
3
1
0
1
1
0
2
13

ARA
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
8

ARC
0
1
0
4
0
1
0
18
0
3
0
0
27

ARP
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

AHR
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

ASY
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

AGC
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

Total
15
29
15
18
17
30
10
25
6
18
9
7
199

The Board reviews the Agency responses to all allegations of sexual harassment, misconduct of a sexual nature and related reprisal, regardless of how they are reported.  All such allegations must be reported to the Board, whether they come to light through the management chain, EEO counselors, Civil Rights, Human Resources, Security, or the Administrator’s Hotline, etc.  As shown in Table 4, the majority of reports to the Board (an average of 87.8 percent per quarter) came from management officials, rather than from other avenues such as the discrimination complaints process or the Administrator’s hotline.  This remained relatively constant over the year.  The number of cases reported directly to the Board declined over the course of the year, and no such cases were reported during the fourth quarter.

Table 4 – Sources of Reports of Allegations


Management Officials
EEO Counselors
Direct Report to the Board
Other*

1st Quarter
88%
4%
4%
4%

2nd Quarter
94%
4.5%
2%
0

3rd Quarter
83%
5%
1.7%
10%

4th Quarter
86%
6%
0
8%

Average
87.8%
4.8%
1.9%
5.5%

*Reported by Security, Civil Rights, HR or the Hotline

Table 5 reflects the relative number of Complaining Parties and Respondents by gender.  As in the first year, the majority of Complaining Parties were female (59 percent), and the majority of Respondents were male (74 percent).  The relatively large number of cases in which the Complaining Parties and/or Respondents are not identified reflects the significantly large number of cases involving misuse of government computers to send sexually-related materials or to access sexually-related websites on the Internet.  In these cases, it was not uncommon for the incidents to be discovered by managers or supervisors, or by technical personnel performing audits.  Under these circumstances, no Complaining Party was identified.  In addition, in a number of cases material was found on common-use computers, and management was unable to identify the responsible individual(s).

Table 5 – Complaining Parties and Respondents by Gender


Complaining Parties

Respondents


1st
2nd
3rd
4th

1st
2nd
3rd
4th

Male
21%
19%
26%
27%

70%
78%
73%
76%

Female
58%
70%
56%
53%

10%
14%
14%
7%

Not identified/None
21%
11%
18%
20%

20%
8%
13%
17%

Table 6 -Demographics of Complaining Parties and Respondents*


Complaining Parties
Respondents


1st

Qtr
2nd

Qtr
3rd

Qtr
4th

Qtr
Total
% of

Com-

plaining

Parties
% of Rep-resentation

within FAA
1st
Qtr
2nd

Qtr
3rd
Qtr
4th
Qtr
Total
% of

Respon-

dents
% of Rep-resentation

within FAA

Black
3
6
4
9
22
12.3
8.8
5
5
5
3
18
9.9
8.8

Native American/

Alaskan
1
1
1
0
3
1.7
1.7
0
2
0
1
3
1.6
1.7

Hispanic
2
3
3
0
8
4.5
4.9
1
2
3
3
9
4.9
4.9

Asian/Pacific

Islander
1
0
1
0
2
1.1
2.7
2
0
0
1
3
1.6
2.7

White
19
17
29
23
88
49.4
81.6
20
23
29
30
102
56.1
81.6

Unknown**
9
19
16
11
55
31
0
11
10
16
10
47
25.8
0

Total
35
46
54
43
178
100
99.7
39
42
53
48
182
100
99.7

  *Based on information available in the Consolidated Personnel Management Information System.

**Includes contractors, individuals outside the FAA and those for whom no designation was made.

Table 6 reflects the demographic profile of Complaining Parties and Respondents compared to the percentage of representation by race and national origin within the FAA.  As noted in the footnote, the unknown category accounts for Complaining Parties and Respondents who were identified but for whom this information was not available, such as contractors, individuals outside the FAA, and FAA personnel for whom no such designation was available in Agency records.  The demographics of Complaining Parties and Respondents remained relatively constant as compared with the first year.

Timeliness


As noted earlier, one priority of the Board is ensuring that allegations are addressed in a timely manner.  The Accountability Board process provides aggressive procedures and timeframes for responding to allegations from the time an allegation is reported to the time corrective action, if warranted, is initiated.  Overall, the FAA established 50 days as the goal for resolving allegations.  Managers and supervisors have ten days from the time an allegation is made known to management to address the matter internally, i.e., to determine the facts and, where appropriate, initiate corrective action.  For those cases requiring investigation by Civil Aviation Security (Security), 30 working days was established as the goal for completing those investigations, the same timeframe allotted for safety investigations.


Table 7 reflects the number of cases in which security investigations were conducted.  Thirty-nine cases, or 19.6% of the total number of Accountability Board cases during the second year, were investigated by Security, a decrease from 24 percent of all reported cases in the first year.  The remainder were handled internally by management. As noted in the first year, a significant amount of our security resources have been dedicated to investigating cases involving use of Agency computers to access and or download sexually explicit materials from the Internet and or to transmit such material to others.  Of the 39 cases reported to the Board and referred to security for investigation, 13 (or 33 percent) involved misuse of computers for such purposes.
Table 7 – Security Investigations


1st qtr
2nd qtr
3rd qtr
4th qtr
Total

# of requests for security investigations
14
10
6
9
39

% of cases reported
32%
21%
10%
18%
19.6%

Table 8 shows the timeliness of those investigations.  Of 37 cases investigated by Security and closed within the second year, 65 percent were completed within the 30-day timeframe.  In the majority of cases not meeting the 30-day goal, extenuating circumstances beyond the investigators’ control delayed the investigations.  For example, several cases involved either Complaining Parties, Respondents or witnesses who were not readily available.  In one case, a Respondent was out of the country for personal reason, and in several cases, multiple subjects were identified, requiring more than one report of investigation (ROI).  The third quarter reflects a significant drop in the timeliness of investigations completed during that quarter; however, each was delayed for legitimate reasons.  Of the five cases that exceeded the 30-day goal, one investigation was delayed because the Complaining Party was on traumatic injury leave, which delayed starting the investigation for a period of time; another involved multiple issues with multiple witnesses; a third involved more than one investigation; and the other two were delayed due the holiday period and unavailability of witnesses.

Table 8 - Timeliness of Security Investigations


1st qtr
2nd qtr
3rd qtr
4th qtr
Total

Total security investigations completed
13
11
8
5
37

ROI completed  within 30-day timeframe
9
8
3
4
24

% cases completed within 30-day timeframe
69%
73%
38%
80%
65%


Table 9 reflects the timeliness of management responses to those cases handled internally, i.e., within the initial ten-day time period, as well as those cases referred for security investigations and later closed within the ten-days of management’s receipt of the ROI.  During this second year the Agency experienced a slight improvement, as the timeliness rate increased from 66 percent during the first year to 68 percent during the second.  
Table 9 – Timeliness of Management’s Response*


1st qtr
2nd qtr
3rd qtr
4th qtr
Overall #

Total # cases closed
35
52
56
41
184

# cases closed within 10-day
23
34
38
30
125

% of cases closed within 10-days
66%
65%
68%
73%
68%

*Data includes both cases handled internally and with security investigations; timeframes based on 10-day requirement for management officials to respond.

Nature of Allegations Reported

Table 10 shows the nature of allegations reported to the Board during its second year.  As during the first year, the category of behavior most frequently reported was inappropriate language, jokes, and comments of a sexual nature.  The second largest category involved misuse of government computers, such as accessing and/or downloading material of a sexual nature from the Internet or using electronic mail to send sexually-related jokes and cartoons. This category of behavior was identified as a concern throughout the first year and highlighted in the first-year report.  As a percentage of the total number of cases, this type of behavior slightly increased in frequency compared to the first year, from 25  to 27.4 percent of the total cases reported.  While we saw a rather significant decrease in the second and third quarters of the second year, by the fourth quarter the number of these cases had increased.  Several initiatives have been taken to address this type of misconduct, including the October 1999 issuance of an Agency directive establishing policy on the appropriate use of the Internet.  This policy clarified to all employees what is considered authorized use of the Internet, as well as unauthorized use, including “. . . seeking, transmitting, collecting or storing obscene (including sexually explicit or pornographic materials) messages or material.”  In addition, Agency-wide monitoring of Internet activities is anticipated to start in December 2000.  Given the level of attention already devoted to this issue, any increase from the first year is troublesome. 

Table 10 – Nature of Allegations Reported

Nature of Initial Allegation
1st
Qtr
2nd
Qtr
3rd
Qtr
4th
Qtr
Total*
% of cases

Inappropriate language/jokes/comments of a sexual nature
10
16
22
13
61
29.3%

Misuse of computer/e-mail/Internet pornography
18
9
12
18
57
27.4%

Unwelcome attention/phone calls/sexual advances
6
6
4
6
22
10.6%

Unwelcome physical contact/touching
4
7
4
3
18
8.7%

Inappropriate printed material/pictures/graffiti
1
3
5
6
15
7.2%

Inappropriate/lewd behavior in the workplace
2
3
4
5
14
6.7%

Reprisal for reporting sexual harassment or participating as a witness
3
2
3
1
9
4.3%

Staring/leering
0
3
0
1
4
2%

Stalking
0
0
2
1
3
1.4%

Lewd, offensive pages sent on government-issued pager/harassing phone calls/voice messages
1
1
1
0
3
1.4%

Promotion promised in exchange for sexual favors
0
1
0
0
1
.5%

Misuse of office VISA card to purchase sexually-explicit material
1
0
1
0
2
1%

Note:  Some reports involved more than one category of behavior.

The category noted as “Inappropriate/lewd behavior in the workplace” includes such allegations as intimate behavior and sexual activity in the workplace and horseplay of a sexual nature (e.g., pulling down a coworker’s pants).

Consistency of Actions


A primary objective of the Accountability Board is to ensure that incidents are handled consistently throughout the Agency.   To address this concern, the Board process requires that all cases reported to and tracked by the Board be coordinated with a regional HR point of contact for Accountability Board matters. As was the case during the first year, the designated HR points of contact continue to be pivotal in ensuring consistency in the manner in which these cases are handled.


The coordination required by FAA Order 1110.125 ensures that the designated human resources specialists have an opportunity to provide meaningful input into all phases of the process, including decisions on proposed disciplinary actions as well as decisions made on subsequent grievances or settlements reached in connection with actions taken.  The Accountable Official reports dispositions of cases to the Board after initiating that action, except in cases in which the Accountable Official and the human resources point of contact differ as to what action, if any, is appropriate.  In cases of differing opinions, the Board must be consulted before initiating any action.  As in the first year, differences were resolved in every case between the management officials and HR, and the Board’s involvement in those decisions was not required.

The required coordination with HR is considered a primary factor in the success of the Board’s ability to ensure consistency in the way these cases are handled and the penalties imposed.
Table 11 reflects the disposition of cases reported to the Board. The most significant changes from the first year were the increase in the number of proposed reductions in grade, from one in the first year to five during the second, and in the number of proposed removals, from 3 to 9.  Dispositions identified in Table 11 as “Other” include such actions as letters sent to outside entities when Respondents were not FAA employees and communications to employees by way of all-hands briefings and memoranda reiterating Agency policies and expectations when no respondent was identified.  In addition, in a number of cases there was more than one action taken because the inquiry identified additional behavior that needed to be addressed.  For example, in several cases supervisors or managers were disciplined for either failure to respond appropriately to a certain situation or failure to report in a timely manner.

Table 11 – Actions Initiated


1st Qtr
2nd Qtr
3rd Qtr
4th Qtr
Total

No action required (no inappropriate conduct substantiated)
5
10
8
6
29

Verbal admonishment or counseling
6
11
16
10
43

Written admonishment or counseling
3
9
8
6
26

Letter of Reprimand
8
5
5
7
25

Proposed one-day suspension
0
2
3
1
6

Proposed three-day suspension
2
1
1
0
4

Proposed five-day suspension
4
4
3
1
12

Proposed seven-day suspension
0
0
0
1
1

Proposed ten-day suspension
1
0
1
0
2

Proposed fourteen-day suspension
0
1
1
0
2

Proposed twenty-one day suspension
0
0
1
0
1

Proposed thirty-day suspension
1
2
1
1
5

Proposed reduction in grade
0
2
2
0
4

Proposed reduction-in-grade and suspension
1
0
0
0
1

Termination (contractor/probationary)
1
1
3
0
5

Resignation/Retirement prior to corrective action being initiated.*
2
0
1
0
3

Proposed removal/termination
3
1
2
3**
9

Other (all hands briefings/memos)
6
14
9
12
41

*Resignations/retirements are actions initiated by the employee.

**Penalty in two of these cases determined primarily by other, non-Board related misconduct

Table 12 reflects the actions proposed and the final decisions made after considering an employee’s reply to the proposal, as well as any other relevant factors that may be either mitigating or aggravating in nature.  FAA Order 1110.125 requires that Accountable Officials notify the Accountability Board within two work days of issuing decisions on proposed actions or modifying the action initially reported to the Board.  Additional attention needs to be focused on reporting to the Board the actions taken when the initial proposal is modified.

Table 12 – Final Dispositions

Proposed Action
Final Action

Proposed 1-day suspension (6)
4 sustained

2 mitigated to Letters of Reprimand

Proposed 3-day suspension (4)
4 sustained

Proposed 5-day suspension (12)
8 sustained

2 mitigated to 3-day suspensions

1 mitigated to 2-day suspension

1 mitigated to Reprimand

Proposed 7-day suspension (1)
1 sustained

Proposed 10-day suspension (2)
1 sustained

1 held in abeyance 1 yr, then reduced to Reprimand

Proposed 14-day suspension (3)
2 sustained

1 mitigated to 10 day

Proposed 21-day suspension (1)
Mitigated to 14 day suspension

Proposed 30-day suspension (5)
3 sustained

1 mitigated to 15-day suspension/15 held in abeyance

1 mitigated to 14-day suspension

Proposed reduction in grade (4)
4 sustained

Proposed reduction in grade and 14-day suspension (1)
1 sustained

Proposed removal (9)
4 sustained

1 rescinded and reissued/sustained as 14-day suspension

1 mitigated to 10 work day suspension

2 resigned

1 retired

Table 13 reflects the numbers of cases involving supervisors as Respondents reported to the Board each quarter, as well as the number of those cases in which informal or formal disciplinary action was initiated.  In addition to those incidents reported in which supervisors were named as Respondents, 15 cases resulted in corrective action – either informal action such as verbal counseling, or formal discipline for failing to report allegations in a timely manner or condoning inappropriate behavior in the workplace.  Of note, is the number of serious adverse actions involving supervisors.  Specifically, 8 of the 19 proposed 30-day suspensions, demotions and removals were taken against supervisors, as compared to 2 during the first year.  

Table 13 – Cases Involving Supervisors


1st Qtr
2nd Qtr
3rd Qtr
4th Qtr
Total

Supervisor as a Respondent
9
13
9
6
37

Informal/formal discipline taken
4
11
4
4
23 (62%)

Corrective action taken for failing to timely report allegations
5
3
6
1
15

Workload Impact


Table 14 reflects the number of cases reported per week during the second year with the average for each quarter, resulting in an overall average of 3.7 cases reported per week.  This compares closely to an average of 4 cases reported per week during the first year.  As in the first year, the workload, at times, was challenging.  However, with the exception of the third quarter, the number of cases reported per week during the second year declined from what was reported during the first year.  From the numbers of cases reported as well as the number of requests for investigations, as noted in Table 7, overall, the workload appears to have been manageable for both HR points of contact and security investigators.

Table 14 – Number of Incidents Reported Per Week

First Quarter – Avg 3.4 per week
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4
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6
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8
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Second Quarter – Average 3.6 per week
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Third Quarter – Average 4.5 per week
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Fourth Quarter – Average 3.3 per week
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“Other” Cases Reported


As during the first year, there were a certain number of cases reported that did not fall within the purview of the Accountability Board, either because the incidents occurred outside the timeframes for coverage under the Board or because the alleged misconduct was not sexual in nature.  In addition to the 199 cases reported to and tracked by the Board, there were 93 allegations/incidents reported that were subsequently determined not to be within the Board’s purview.  This compares with 106 such incidents reported during the first year.  These cases were not tracked by the Board but were referred to the cognizant organization for appropriate action.  While not within the Board’s purview, the issues raised in many instances deserved attention nonetheless and, in some cases, managerial action.  The Board’s referral process in these incidents provided a valuable mechanism for raising the awareness of senior FAA leadership of issues of concern within their respective organizations.  The Board does not maintain statistics on the disposition of these allegations.

Continuing Challenges


Lessons learned from the Board’s first year identified several challenges that deserve continuing attention.  The Board’s second year’s activities continue to validate those concerns.


Training and awareness must remain a high priority.  The FAA must ensure that all employees are aware of the functions of the Board and how the process works, and managers and supervisors especially must be trained as to their roles and responsibilities in the Board process.  Training efforts must go beyond the mere mechanics of the Board process.   While the Board’s tracking and monitoring of allegations of misconduct are important to ensuring that the Agency responds appropriately and timely to such allegations, the ultimate goal must be the creation of a workplace environment in which all employees can perform to their optimal potential.  Accordingly, the primary focus of training efforts must be on attitudinal changes that affect employee behavior that adversely impacts the workplace.  Continuing education is necessary in areas such as prevention and elimination of inappropriate and harassing conduct and building and maintaining positive interpersonal relationships and respect in the workplace. 

Effective feedback to Complaining Parties and Respondents alike is critical and is required by FAA Order 1110.125.  Feedback has not always been provided, however, as intended.  Both parties should be informed at the beginning of the process as to what they can reasonably expect in the process.  Both should be provided periodic feedback as to the status of the allegation, especially at the conclusion.  Accountable Officials must ensure that feedback is provided and that subordinate managers and supervisors are equipped to fulfill their responsibilities in this regard. 


In some cases, employees have been informed that actions taken were either directed or influenced by the Board, which has led to confusion about the Board’s role.  It must be emphasized that the Board’s role is strictly oversight – ensuring that the Agency responds appropriately to all allegations under its purview.  The Board does not determine the disposition of cases, which is the responsibility of the Accountable Official and the Accountability Board member from that particular organization.  


Similarly, a number of cases have been reported to the Board that were not within the Board’s purview because the alleged misconduct was not sexual in nature.  Such cases are not tracked by the Board but referred to the cognizant organization for appropriate action.  Unfortunately, in some cases, employees called the Board because management never advised them of what, if any, response or action had been taken to deal with their concerns.  Careful attention by lines of business to issues beyond the scope of the Board remains a matter of focus.  

Summary

An extensive, independent evaluation of the Accountability Board’s effectiveness in achieving its stated goals and objectives was completed in October 1999.  The evaluation concluded:

 … the Accountability Board process is working very well and has accomplished the objectives outlined by the Administrator when the Board was established in July 1998.  The Accountability Board process had made a positive difference in behavior in the workplace and with minor areas of suggested improvements will continue to be a positive force in improving FAA’s work environment.

Based on the results of this evaluation, as well as the experiences of the first year, minor changes were made to the process which were effective July 2000.  These include extending the timeframe in which to conduct management inquiries from 10 to 15 workdays.  This increase was effective on July 1, 2000, which we anticipate will positively impact the timeliness rate during the third year.  In addition, we have changed the term “Complaining Party” to “Reporting Party,” in an effort to attach a less negative stigma to those individuals who bring issues forward.

The expanded scope was implemented on July 1, 2000, as planned and within budget. The Board’s scope was expanded from sexual harassment and related misconduct to harassment based on race, color, gender, national origin, sexual orientation, religion, age, and disability. Training materials for managers and supervisors on the expanded scope and changes to the Accountability Board process were distributed in June and early July.  Brochures were distributed to all employees during the month of July, and an audio reproduction of the brochure for the hearing impaired is being produced.   Revised FAA Order 1110.125A expanding the Board’s scope was published and distributed to all FAA managers and supervisors on July 1.  In addition, ongoing communication regarding the Board continues, including a number of briefings on the expanded scope being provided to entities within and outside the Agency, including the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, congressional staff members, and the national unions.

More information concerning the Accountability Board, as well as a copy of the first year report, which is useful for purposes of comparing the data in this report to the first year, is available on the Office of Human Resource Management website at: http://www.FAA.gov/ahr/account/account/cfm.
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