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Office of Human Rights 

FY20-21 Performance Oversight Questions 

Committee on Government Operations 

Councilmember Robert C. White, Jr. (At-Large), Chair 

 

 
General Organization 
 

1. Please provide the agency’s mission statement. 

 

RESPONSE:  

OHR’s mission is to eradicate discrimination, increase equal opportunity, and protect human 

rights in the District of Columbia. OHR investigates and resolves complaints of 

discrimination in employment, housing, places of public accommodation, and educational 

institutions, pursuant to the DC Human Rights Act of 1977 and other local and federal laws. 

OHR also prevents discrimination by providing training to and educating DC government 

employees, private employers, workers, and the community at large about their rights and 

responsibilities under the law. OHR monitors compliance with the Language Access Act of 

2004 and investigates allegations of noncompliance with this Act by DC government 

agencies and houses the District’s Citywide Bullying Prevention Program, Street Harassment 

Prevention Program and the newly enacted Tipped Wage Workers Program. The agency also 

investigates complaints and conditions causing community tension and conflict that can lead 

to breaches of the peace. The Commission on Human Rights is the adjudicatory body that 

decides private sector cases after OHR has found probable cause of discrimination.  

 

2. Please list any statutory mandates that the agency lacks sufficient resources to fully 

implement.  

 

RESPONSE:   

OHR currently has sufficient funding to achieve its core mandate. It is important to note, 

however, that the Language Access Act of 2014 remains an unfunded statute but one 

that OHR has reassigned agency funds to implement. In 2017, the Council introduced the 

Language Access for Education Amendment Act (B22-0075), which was subsequently 

enacted and signed by the Mayor on January 30, 2019.  To the best of OHR’s knowledge, 

this law has not been funded.   

 

3. Please list all reporting requirements in the District of Columbia Code or Municipal 

Regulations that the agency is required to complete in FY20 and FY21, to date. For 

each requirement, please list the date the report was required and the date it was 

produced. If the agency did not produce the report on the mandated timeline, please 

explain why.  

 

RESPONSE:   

Please see table below.  
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Report or 

Reporting 

Requirement  

Statutory or 

Regulatory 

Authority  

Requirement 

Deadline  

Compliance 

Status  

Most Recent 

Submission  

Office of Human 

Rights Annual 

Report  

D.C. Human 

Rights Act, D.C. 

Code § 2–

1403.01(g)(1)  

Due annually  In compliance; 

OHR publishes this 

report annually. 

The FY20 report 

will be released 

in Summer 2021.   

June 26, 2019  

Language Access 

Annual Report   

Regulations 

implementing 

the Language 

Access Act of 

2004, 4 DCMR 

1214.3  

Due annually  OHR publishes this 

report annually. 

The FY20 report 

will be released in 

late Spring 2021.   

December 30, 

2020  

Biennial Youth 

Bullying 

Prevention 

Report  

The Youth 

Bullying 

Prevention Act 

of 2012, D.C. 

Code § 2-

1535.07  

Due every two 

years on or 

before December 

31.   

In compliance; 

OHR publishes this 

report every two 

years on or before 

December 31. The 

next report is due in 

early 2021.   

February 22, 

2019  

Fair Criminal 

Records 

Screening 

Amendment Act 

Reporting  

The Fair 

Criminal 

Records 

Screening 

Amendment 

Act, D.C. Code 

§ 32-1345 (b)  

Due annually  In compliance; 

OHR reports 

FCRSA data in its 

Annual 

Report. However, 

the most recent 

report of data 

pertaining to 

FCRSA was 

featured in an 

isolated report on 

FCRSA 

enforcement 

released in Spring 

2019.   

May 8, 2019  

Fair Criminal 

Records 

Screening for 

Housing Act 

Reporting  

D.C. Fair 

Criminal Record 

Screening for 

Housing 

Act, D.C. Code 

§ 42-3541.06  

Due annually  In compliance; 

Beginning 

December 31, 

2018, on an annual 

basis, OHR reports 

FCRSHA data in its 

Annual Report.    

May 24, 2019  

(also   

reported in 

OHR Annual 

Report released 

June 26, 2019)  
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Street Harassment 

Prevention Act 

Report  

Street 

Harassment 

Prevention Act 

of 2018, D.C. 

Code § 7-

2421 et seq.   

Due annually on 

or before 

September 30 

until law sunsets 

on October 1, 

2020.  

In 

compliance; OHR 

published the first 

report on April 23, 

2020.  

April 23, 2020  

 

4. Please list and describe any regulations promulgated by the agency in FY20 or FY21, to 

date, and the status of each.  

 

RESPONSE:   

Please see below table.  

  

Rule   Description   Status  

4 DCMR § 705 

(Filing of 

Complaints)   

“Private Complaints Alleging 

Unlawful Discriminatory 

Practice.”  OHR revised filing 

requirements to provide flexibility 

during a declared emergency.  

OHR adopted the emergency 

regulations on March 18, 2020, 

and the final rulemaking was 

published on August 28, 2020.  

  
4 DCMR § 1700 et 

seq.  

New regulatory measures for OHR’s 

enforcement of anti-retaliation and 

non-interference provisions under the 

Universal Paid Leave Act of 2016.   

Currently in the process of 

finalizing the rules for 

publication.  

 

5. Please explain any significant impacts on your agency, if any, of any legislation passed 

at the federal or local level during FY20 and FY21, to date.  

 

RESPONSE:   

In FY20, Council passed emergency and permanent legislation amending the DCFMLA to 

temporarily add COVID-19 leave.  Congress also enacted the Families First Coronavirus 

Response Act to amend the federal FMLA.  As a result of these provisions, OHR issued a 

Poster and Enforcement Guidance. Also, in FY20, the anti-retaliation and anti-interference 

provisions of the Universal Paid Leave Amendment Act went into effect and OHR 

partnered with the Department of Employment Services to delineate the roles of each agency 

in enforcing the law.  Finally, Council also passed the Strengthening Reproductive Health 

Protections Amendment Act of 2019 in FY20, which prohibits employment discrimination 

against healthcare professionals who would participate in abortion or sterilization 

procedures.  It also prohibits the District government from interfering with reproductive 

health decisions and from imposing punishments or penalties for a self-managed abortion, 

miscarriage, or adverse pregnancy outcomes.  
 

In FY21, OHR received funding for the Tipped Wage Workers Fairness Amendment Act 

of 2018, which requires sexual harassment training and reporting for tipped wage workers 

and related industry managers and owners. With respect to training, workers must be 

provided sexual harassment training within 90 days of hire, and managers and owners must 

attend training every two years. OHR is required to provide the training course or certify a 
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list of providers who may provide such training.  As to reporting, employers must report to 

OHR of their compliance with the training requirement, policy outlining how employees can 

report instances of sexual harassment and the number of instances of sexual harassment 

reported to management and the total number of reported harassers who were non-managerial 

employees, managerial employees, owners, or operators. 

 

And, most recently in FY21, Council passed the Racial Equity Achieves Results 

Amendment Act of 2020 (REACH) which required OHR, in coordination with the 

Department of Human Resources and the Office of Racial Equity, to provide racial equity 

training to government employees, boards and commissions.  Similarly  

 

Beyond the above, OHR has had no known impact from federal or local legislation or 

regulations in FY2020 or FY2021, to date. 

 

 

6. What are the agency’s top five priorities? Please explain how the agency expects to 

address these priorities in FY21.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Below is a summary of OHR’s top five priorities for FY21 and more detail will be provided  

in OHR’s written testimony to the Committee.  

1. Expansion and Restructuring of Enforcement Teams  

2. Completion and launch of new Case Management System 

3. Reports on Equity and Inclusion 

a. Qualified and Transgender II 

b. Language Access Report 

c. OHR Annual Report FY19 and FY21 

4. New Areas of Enforcement Work 

a. Racial Equity Training (mandated by the REACH Act) 

b. Hate Crimes Research and Response 

c. Tipped Wage Workers 

d. UPL Enforcement 

5. Education and Outreach East of the River 

 

7. What are the metrics regularly used by the agency to evaluate its operations? Please be 

specific about which data points are monitored by the agency.  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR monitors the following data points on a weekly and monthly basis by tracking the 

number of: 

1. Inquiries received via completed questionnaires  

2. Intake appointments scheduled and completed  

3. Mediations scheduled  

4. Percentage of cases closed via mediation settlement 

5. Cases under investigation      

6. Cases under legal review 



 

 

Page 5 of 32 

7. Letters of Determination Issued 

8. Cases resolved through mediation 

9. Cases with the Commission on Human Rights  

 

8. Please provide a copy of the agency’s FY20 performance plan, if one was prepared. 

Please explain which performance plan objectives were completed in FY20 and whether 

they were completed. If they were not completed, please provide an explanation.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Please see Attachment A for FY20 Performance Plan.  

 

9. Please provide a copy of your agency’s FY21 performance plan as submitted to the 

Office of the City Administrator, if one was prepared.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Please see Attachment B for FY21 Performance Plan. 

 

10. Please describe any new initiatives or programs that the agency implemented in FY20 

and FY21, to date, to improve the operations of the agency. Please describe any funding 

utilized for these initiative or program and the results, or expected results, of each 

initiative.  

 

RESPONSE:   

In response to the public health emergency and District-wide situational telework status for 

non-essential workers effective early March of 2020, the OHR team immediately took the 

necessary steps to ensure continuity of operations. Within two weeks, the OHR team ensured 

that all employees on the enforcement teams, mediation team, and Office of General Counsel 

were provided with laptops with secured VPN remote access. Senior leadership within the 

Office also worked quickly to provide internal policies and guidance for staff to transition to 

remote work. Within three weeks of the mandatory situational telework status, the remainder 

of the agency employees were successfully transitioned into full remote work as well. 

 

In addition to internal systems, OHR also made procedural and policy adjustments to 

accommodate the public. For example, in order to provide flexibility during the declared 

health emergency, OHR removed the notarization requirement to file a complaint. OHR also 

adopted an electronic signature option through DocuSign to facilitate the filing process. 

 

 

11. Please provide a current organizational chart for the agency, including the number of 

vacant, frozen, and filled positions in each division or subdivision. Include the names 

and titles of all senior personnel and note the date that the information was collected on 

the chart.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment C for organizational chart for the agency. 
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a. Please provide an explanation of the roles and responsibilities for each division 

and subdivision. 

 

RESPONSE:  

• Operations – This division is the operational center of the agency. It has broad 

management of the day-to-day and long-term functional needs of the agency, and 

ensures the agency meets all performance outcomes. This division has two 

subdivisions: Human Resources and Administrative Services.  

 

• Human Resources – This subdivision coordinates and performs various 

administrative and operations tasks-based activities on behalf of the agency 

Director. This subdivision manages and performs all human resources, 

payroll, and labor relations functions for the agency, and serves as the ADA 

coordinator for the agency. This subdivision manages the credit card and 

travel portfolio, customer service, and front desk operations.  

 

• Administrative Services – This subdivision is responsible for planning, 

developing, managing, and coordinating the administrative functions of the 

agency; as well as, assigned areas including administrative services, fiscal 

reporting and management, procurement and supply management, facility 

management, and information technology.  

 

• Enforcement – The primary function of OHR is to enforce the District of 

Columbia Human Rights Act, the District of Columbia Family and Medical Leave 

Act, the District of Columbia Parental Leave Act, the Fair Criminal Record 

Screening Amendment Act, the Fair Criminal Record Screening for Housing Act, 

the Unemployed Anti-Discrimination Act, the Language Access Act, and the 

Protecting Pregnant Workers Fairness Act. In addition to those local laws, OHR, 

as the District’s designated Fair Employment Practice agency and Fair Housing 

Assistance Program agency, investigates and adjudicates complaints of 

discrimination filed under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Equal 

Employment Opportunity Act), Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 (Fair 

Housing Act), the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Age Discrimination in 

Employment Act. The Enforcement Division has four subdivisions, each focused 

on fulfilling a specific aspect of its enforcement function:  

 

o Intake – This subdivision works to receive and process Intake Questionnaires 

(i.e., initial complaints) filed with OHR. This includes scheduling intake 

appointments, conducting intake, and, where appropriate, docketing cases.  

 

o Investigations – This subdivision works to investigate docketed complaints 

through interviews, document requests, and site visits. This unit is responsible 

for recommending a determination based on the investigative findings.  

 

o Mediation – This subdivision ensures individuals who believe they have 

experienced discrimination in the District receive mandatory mediation. The 
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subdivision is responsible for scheduling and conducting mediation, and, 

where appropriate, closing cases.   

 

o Legislative and Compliance – This subdivision works on EEO compliance, 

developing agency policy documents, and EEO trainings for District of 

Columbia government employees.  

 

• Legal (Office of the General Counsel) – This division provides legal advice and 

representation for the agency. It also advises the agency Director and other 

personnel regarding legal activity and provides legal sufficiency reviews for all 

final decisions and Orders issued by OHR.  

 

• Commission on Human Rights – The Commission is composed of 15 public 

commissioners appointed by the Mayor and three full-time administrative law 

judges (ALJs). The Commission reviews certified cases in which OHR, after an 

investigation, has found probable cause to believe discrimination may have 

occurred. The ALJs hold evidentiary hearings on the merits. An ALJ’s finding is 

reviewed by a panel of three Commissioners before it is concluded as a final 

agency decision and issued to the parties.  

 

• Special Equity Programs – OHR proactively seeks to end discrimination in the 

District through educational campaigns and initiatives, and by identifying and 

investigating practices that may be discriminatory. In addition to its Returning 

Citizens Initiative, OHR oversees the following programmatic subdivisions:  

 

o Citywide Bullying Prevention Program – This subdivision works to ensure 

compliance with the Youth Bullying Prevention Act of 2012, and aims to 

ensure schools, youth-serving agencies, and youth-serving government 

grantees create and implement bullying prevention policies based on best 

practices.  

 

o Language Access Program – This subdivision works to ensure compliance 

with the Language Access Act of 2004 and builds the capacity of District 

agencies to ensure they communicate with limited or non-English proficient 

customers in their preferred language. This subdivision also works closely 

with investigators when complaints are filed with OHR.  

 

o Compliance and Training – This subdivision works to ensure that District 

EEO Counselors and EEO Officers are trained on workplace discrimination 

laws applicable to District government employees and certified to informally 

resolve matters.  This subdivision also provides training to agency Language 

Access coordinators on compliance with the Language Access Act.  This 

subdivision partners with other agencies to provide targeted trainings.  

 

• Communications and Community Engagement – This division addresses press 

inquiries and community inquiries and develops awareness campaigns to educate 
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the District about the laws OHR enforces. This division also houses the Street 

Harassment Prevention Program. In addition, the division conducts extensive 

outreach in the community and holds trainings. 

 

 

b. Please provide a narrative explanation of any changes made to the 

organizational chart during the previous year. 

 

RESPONSE:   

OHR’s FTE Count increased by three in FY20. The following three positions were 

added:   

• Attorney Advisor  

• Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist (Combined 2 Equal Opportunity 

Specialist vacancies)  

• Program Support Assistant (Language Access)  

 

OHR’s FTE Count increased by 25 in FY21. The following 25 positions were added:  

 
Title Grade  

Equal Opportunity Specialist  12  

Training Specialist (REACH)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (SRHPA)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist  12  

Public Affairs Specialist  12  

Public Affairs Specialist  11  

Program Manager (TWWFA)  14  

Program Training Coordinator (TWWFA)  12  

Outreach and Compliance Specialist (TWWFA)  12  

Data Intake Specialist (TWWFA)  11  

Attorney Advisor (TWWFA)  12  

Supervisory Equal Opportunity Special (UPL)  14  

Training Specialist (UPL)  12  

Lead Equal Opportunity Specialist (UPL)  13  

Lead Equal Opportunity Special (UPL)  13  

Attorney Advisor (UPL)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (UPL)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (UPL)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (UPL)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (UPL)  11  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (UPL)   11  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (MARC)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (MARC)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (MARC)  12  

Equal Opportunity Specialist (MARC)  12  
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12. Please provide a current Schedule A for the agency which identifies each position by 

program and activity, with the salary, fringe benefits, and length of time with the 

agency. Please note the date that the information was collected. The Schedule A should 

also indicate if the position is continuing/term/temporary/contract or if it is vacant or 

frozen.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Please see Attachment D.   

 

 

13. Please list all employees detailed to or from your agency. For each employee identified, 

please provide the name of the agency the employee is detailed to or from, the reason 

for the detail, the date of the detail, and the employee’s projected date of return.  

 

RESPONSE:   

One employee was detailed from OHR during FY2020.   

  

In FY2021 the following employees were detailed:  

  
Employee Detailed 

to/receiving agency  

Reason Status Date 
of Detail 

Return  
Date 

Stephanie Franklin  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance   

Full-Time  10/20/20  11/4/20  

Ajan Brown  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Stand-by  

  

10/20/20  11/4/20  

Joy Board  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Full-Time  

  

10/20/20  11/4/20  

Charles Thornton  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Full-Time  

  

10/20/20  11/4/20  

Stephanie Franklin  Joint Information 

Center  

Virtual support  Part Time   3/12/20  Ongoing  

Meghan Burns  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Part-Time  

  

10/20/20  11/4/20  

  

Bianca Bell  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Part-Time  

  

10/20/20  11/4/20  

  

Fatima Mohammed  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Stand-by  

  

10/20/20  11/4/20  

  

Dontee Barringer   Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Part-Time  10/20/20  11/4/20  

  

Camilla Doherty  Board of Elections  Election 

assistance  

Stand-by  10/20/20  11/4/20  

  

 

 

14. Please provide the Committee with: 

 

a. A list of all employees who received or retained cellphones, personal digital 

assistants, or similar communications devices at agency expense in FY20 and 

FY21, to date.  
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The employees listed below received or retained cell phones at agency expense:  

  
List for FY20 List for FY21 to date 

Hnin Khaing Hnin Khaing 

Jaime Diaz Jaime Diaz 

Arnolda Beaujuin Arnolda Beaujuin 

Maya Vizvary Maya Vizvary 

Albert Santiago Albert Santiago 

Priscilla Mendizabel Priscilla Mendizabel 

Brandes Ash Brandes Ash 

Camila Doherty Camila Doherty 

Stacy Makris Stacy Makris 

Akita Evans Akita Evans 

Joy Board Joy Board 

Erika Pierson Erika Pierson 

David Aneiva David Aneiva 

Josephine Ansah-Brew Josephine Ansah-Brew 

Stirling Phillips Stirling Phillips 

Monica Palacio Monica Palacio 

Stephanie Franklin Stephanie Franklin 

Charles Abbott Charles Abbott 

Ajan Brown Ajan Brown 

Rosa Carrillo Rosa Carrillo 

 Sandy Gallardo 

 Mary Wallace 

 Meghan Burns 

     

 

b. A list of all vehicles owned, leased, or otherwise used by the agency and to whom 

the vehicle is assigned as well as a description of all vehicle accidents involving 

the agency’s vehicles in FY20 and FY21, to date.  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR did not own, lease, or otherwise use vehicles in FY20 and FY21, to date. 

 

c. A list of travel expenses, arranged by employee for FY20 and FY21, to date, 

including justification for travel.  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR did not incur any travel expenses arranged by employees for FY20 and FY21, 

to date.  

 

d. A list of total workers’ compensation payments paid in FY20 and FY21, to date, 

including the number of employees who received workers’ compensation 

payments, in what amounts, and for what reasons.  
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RESPONSE: 

In FY20 and FY21, to date, no employee of the OHR has received workers’ 

compensation payments. 

 

15. Please separately list each employee whose salary was $100,000 or more in FY20 and 

FY21, to date. Provide the name, position number, position title, program, activity, 

salary, and fringe. In addition, state the amount of any overtime or bonus pay received 

by each employee on the list.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Please see Attachment E. None of the employees listed received any overtime or bonus pay. 

 

16. Please list in descending order the top 25 overtime earners in your agency in FY20 and 

FY21, to date, if applicable. For each state the employee’s name, position number, 

position title, program, activity, salary, fringe, and the aggregate amount of overtime 

pay earned by each.  

 

RESPONSE:   

OHR had no employee earn overtime during the periods requested.  

 

17. For FY20 and FY21, to date, please provide a list of employee bonuses, special pay 

granted, or separation pay issued, that identifies the employee receiving the bonus, 

special pay, or separation pay, the amount received, and the reason for the bonus, 

special pay, or separation pay.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Name  Title  FY20 Bonus  FY21 Bonus  Reason  

Thomas Deal  Attorney Advisor  $1672.11  N/A  Per CBA  

Stacy Biney   Attorney Advisor   $1406.16  N/A  Per CBA  

 

 

18. Please provide each collective bargaining agreement that is currently in effect for 

agency employees. Please include the bargaining unit and the duration of each 

agreement. Please note if the agency is currently in bargaining and the anticipated date 

of completion of each agreement in bargaining.  
 

RESPONSE:  

Please see Attachment F and chart below. 
 

Collective Bargaining 

Agreement 

Bargaining 

Unit 

Duration OHR Divisions Number of 

Employees 

AFGE Collective 

Bargaining Agreement 

for Compensation Unit 

33 Lawyers 

AFGE 

Local1403 

AFL-CIO 

 

October 1, 2017 to 

September 30, 

2020 

Office of the 

General Counsel 

Three (FY20) 

Four (FY21) 
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AFSCME Master 

Agreement and 

Compensation Units 1 

and 2 Agreement 

AFSCME 

Local 2401 

 

October 1, 2017 to 

September 30, 

2021 

Administrative 

Positions 

Six 

 

 

19. Please provide a list of any training or continuing education opportunities made 

available to agency employees. For each training or continuing education program, 

please provide the subject of the training, the names of the trainers, and the number of 

agency employees that were trained.   

 

RESPONSE: 

See table below. 

 

FY20 Continuing Education made available to Agency Employees   
 

Subject of the Training Trainer(s) Number of Employees Trained 

Employment & Fair Housing Laws   DC BAR   

  

18 

Employment Discrimination   National Employment 

Law  

1 

Employment Discrimination- Investigation 

Refresher Course    

EEOC Training  5 

Crimes Prevention & Criminal Justice   National Congress on 

Crimes Conference   

1 

Strategic Communications –Engaging your 

Audiences & Advancing your Agency's 

Mission   

EB Strategic 

Government 

Communications  

  

1 

  
 

FY 21 Continuing Education made available to Agency Employees   

  
Subject of the Training Trainer(s) Number of Employees 

Trained 

National Fair Housing Alliance Conference   

  

National Fair Housing 

Conference   

2 

National Employment Law Conference  

  

National Employment Law 

Conference  

  

7 

New Administrative Law Judge Training   National Judicial College  

  

1 

 

 

20. Does the agency conduct annual performance evaluations of all its employees? If so, 

who conducts such evaluations? If not, what steps are taken to ensure that all agency 

employees are meeting individual job requirements?  
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RESPONSE:   

OHR conducts annual performance evaluations of all employees. Evaluations are conducted 

by supervisors and overseen by the agency Human Resource Manager/Administrative Support 

Specialist. To ensure that individual job requirements are met, individual S.M.A.R.T. goals are 

created for each employee to align with overall agency performance goals. Managers are 

strongly encouraged to provide regular feedback to employees regarding performance 

throughout the year. Managers are also encouraged to conduct mid-year reviews and required 

to complete evaluations at the end of the fiscal year.  

  

For the Office of the General Counsel, the General Counsel (GC) conducts the evaluations of 

the line attorneys and the OHR Director conducts the evaluation of the GC.  All evaluations 

are reviewed and approved by the Mayor’s Office of Legal Counsel.  

 

21. Please describe what strategies the agency is using to improve employee retention.   

 

RESPONSE: 

The OHR strives to recruit and retain qualified employees. It is our goal to maintain 

a professional working environment that is free from discrimination and harassment. 

 

In addition, we encourage a work-life balance for our staff by providing two Alternative 

Work Schedule options and currently allow employees to work remotely during the COVID-

19 pandemic. In addition, OHR provides training and continuing education opportunities and 

career growth opportunities. 

 

22. For FY20 and FY21, to date, what was the total agency cost for mobile communications 

and devices, including equipment and service plans?  

 

RESPONSE: 

The total agency cost incurred for mobile communications and devices, including equipment, 

was $17,124.21 in FY20 and $5,915.46 in FY21, to date. 

 

23. For FY20 and FY21, to date, please list all intra-District transfers to or from the 

agency.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment G. 

 

 

24. For FY20 and FY21, to date, please identify any special purpose revenue funds 

maintained by, used by, or available for use by the agency. For each fund identified, 

provide:  

 

a. The revenue source name and code; 

 

b. The source of funding; 
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c. A description of the program that generates the funds; 

 

d. The amount of funds generated by each source or program; 

 

e. Expenditures of funds, including the purpose of each expenditure; and 

 

f. The current fund balance. 

 

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR did not maintain, use, or have available for use any special purpose revenue funds in 

FY20 or FY21, to date. 

 

25. For FY20 and FY21, to date, please list any purchase card spending by the agency, the 

employee making each expenditure, and the general purpose for each expenditure.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment H. 

 

26. Please list and provide a copy of all memoranda of understanding (“MOU”) entered 

into by your agency during FY20 and FY21, to date, as well as any MOU currently in 

force. For each, indicate the date on which the MOU was entered and the termination 

date.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see below list of MOUs and Attachment I for MOU copies. 

 

 

FY20 MOU   
 

Buyer Agency   Seller Agency  Date Entered   Termination Date   

OHR  DGS  June 23, 2020  September 30, 2020  

OHR  ODR  October 1, 2019  September 30, 2020  

   

FY21 MOU to date   
 

Buyer Agency   Seller Agency  Date Entered   Termination Date   

DOES  OHR  October 2, 2020  September 30, 2021  

 

27. Please list all open capital projects and capital projects in the financial plan under the 

agency’s purview, including the amount budgeted, actual dollars spent so far, any 

remaining balances, and the status of the project. In addition, please provide a 

description of any projects which are experiencing delays, or which require additional 

funding.   

 

RESPONSE: 
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There are currently no open capital projects for the agency.  

 

 

28. Please provide a table showing your agency’s Council-approved budget, revised budget 

(after re-programming, etc.), and actual spending, by program, activity, and funding 

source for FY20 and the first quarter of FY21. Please detail any over- or under-

spending and if the agency had any federal funds that lapsed.   

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment J. 

 

29. Please provide a list of all budget enhancement requests (including capital improvement 

needs) made for FY21 or FY 22. For each, include a description of the need and the 

amount of funding requested.  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR works with the Office of the City Administrator to develop its budget. The FY2019, 

FY2020, and FY2021 budgets submitted by the Mayor to the Council reflect those efforts.  

 

30. Please list, in chronological order, each reprogramming that impacted the agency in 

FY20 and FY21, to date, including those that moved funds into the agency, out of the 

agency, and within the agency. For each reprogramming, list the date, amount, 

rationale, and reprogramming number.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment K. 

 

31. Please list each grant or sub-grant received by your agency in FY20 and FY21, to date. 

List the date, amount, source, purpose of the grant or sub-grant received, and amount 

expended.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see the below tables for OHR’s pay-for-service work share agreements, which for 

budget purposes, have been categorized as “grants”. 
 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Grant for Fair Housing Discrimination Cases  
 

Assigned Grant 

Number  
Source   Purpose   Time Period   Grant Amount   Amount 

Expended   

01HHGA  
(FY20)  

Housing and 

Urban 

Development 

(HUD)  

Support the 

investigation of 

housing 

discrimination 

cases filed with 

DCOHR (see 

mandatory 

purpose below)   

October 1, 2019 

to September 30, 

2020  

$135,847.00  $135,847.00  
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11HHGA  
(FY21)  

Housing and 

Urban 

Development 

(HUD)  

Support the 

investigation of 

housing 

discrimination 

cases filed with 

DCOHR (see 

mandatory 

purpose below)  

October 1, 2020 

to September 30, 

2021  

$97,706.00  $37,932.83 

(Amount spent to 

date)  

 

 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)Grant for Employment Discrimination 

Cases  
 

Assigned Grant 

Number  
Source   Purpose   Period   Grant Amount   Amount 

Expended   
01EJGA  
(FY20)  

Equal 

Employment 

Opportunity 

Commission 

(EEOC)  

Support the 

investigation of 

Employment 

discriminations 

cases filed with 

DCOHR (see 

mandatory purpose 

below)   

October 1, 2019 to 

September 30, 

2020  

$142,700.00  $142,700.00  

11EJGA  
(FY21)  

Equal 

Employment 

Opportunity 

Commission 

(EEOC)  

Support the 

investigation of 

employment 

discrimination 

cases filed with 

DCOHR (see 

mandatory purpose 

below)   

October 1, 2020 to 

September 30, 

2021  

$94,400.00  $54,904.43.00 

(amount spent to 

date)  

 

 

32. How many FTEs are dependent on grant funding? What are the terms of this funding? 

If it is set to expire, what plans, if any, are in place to continue funding the FTEs?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR’s funding from HUD, as indicated in question 31, is a pay-for-service work share 

agreement where OHR gets reimbursed for each housing case OHR investigates. For budget 

purposes, this funding has been categorized as “grants” There is .85 FTE in the HUD Grant. 

The Grant will not expire if we continue to process and resolve housing discrimination cases, 

and we are reimbursed for the cases by HUD.  
 

Likewise, OHR’s funding from EEOC, as indicated in question 31, is a pay-for-service work 

share agreement where OHR gets reimbursed for each employment case OHR investigates. 

For budget purposes, this funding has been categorized as “grants” There is 1.5 FTE in the 

EEOC Grant. The Grant will not expire if we continue to process and resolve employment 

discrimination cases, and we are reimbursed for the cases by EEOC.  
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33. Please list each contract, procurement, and lease entered into or extended by your 

agency during FY20 and FY21, to date. For each contract, please provide the following 

information where applicable:  

 

a. The name of the contracting party; 

 

b. The nature of the contract, including the end product or service; 

 

c. The dollar amount of the contract, including amount budgeted and amount 

actually spent; 

 

d. The term of the contract; 

 

e. Whether the contract was competitively bid; 

 

f. The name of the agency’s contract monitor and the results of any monitoring 

activity; and 

 

g. The funding source. 

 

RESPONSE: 

Please see Attachment L. 

 

34. What is your agency’s current adjusted expendable budget for CBE compliance 

purposes?  How much has been spent with SBEs or CBEs? What percent of the 

agency’s current adjusted expendable budget has been spent with SBEs or CBEs?  

 

RESPONSE: 

The adjusted expendable budget with SBEs or CBEs is not yet finalized by the Department 

of Small and Local Business Development (DSLBD). This information will be provided 

when it becomes available.  

 

35. Please list all pending lawsuits that name the agency as a party. Identify which cases on 

the list are lawsuits that potentially expose the District to financial liability or will result 

in a change in agency practices and describe the current status of the litigation. Please 

provide the extent of each claim, regardless of its likelihood of success.   

 

RESPONSE: 

There are currently no pending lawsuits that name OHR as a party, other than petitions for 

review or appeals of OHR’s administrative decisions.   

 

36. Please list all settlements entered into by the agency or by the District on behalf of the 

agency in FY20 or FY21, to date, and provide the parties’ names, the amount of the 

settlement, and if related to litigation, the case name and a brief description of the case. 

If unrelated to litigation, please describe the underlying issue or reason for the 

settlement (e.g., administrative complaint, etc.).   
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RESPONSE: 

OHR has not entered into any settlements in FY20 or FY21. 

 

37. Please list the administrative complaints or grievances that the agency received in FY20 

and FY21, to date, broken down by source. Please describe the process utilized to 

respond to any complaints and grievances received and any changes to the agency 

policies or procedures that have resulted from complaints or grievances that were 

resolved in FY20 or FY21, to date.   

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR received no administrative complaints or grievances against the agency in FY20 or 

FY21, to date.  Generally, administrative complaints and grievances are responded to by the 

agency’s General Counsel in consultation with the Director, Human Resources Manager and 

other senior leadership staff. 

 

38. Please describe the agency’s procedures for investigating allegations of sexual 

harassment or misconduct committed by or against its employees. List and describe any 

sexual harassment allegations received by the agency in FY20 and FY21, to date, and 

whether or not those allegations have been resolved.   

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR follows the Mayor’s Policy on Sexual Harassment. Please see Attachment M for 

Mayor’s Order 2017-313.  OHR has not received any allegations of sexual harassment in 

FY20 or FY21, to date.   

 

39. Please list and describe any spending pressures the agency experienced in FY20 and 

any anticipated spending pressures for the remainder of FY21. Include a description of 

the pressure and the estimated amount. If the spending pressure was in FY20, describe 

how it was resolved, and if the spending pressure is in FY21, describe any proposed 

solutions.  

 

RESPONSE: 

There are currently no spending pressures and none to report for FY20.  

 

40. Please provide the number of FOIA requests for FY20, and FY21, to date, that were 

submitted to your agency. Include the number granted, partially granted, denied and 

pending. In addition, please provide the average response time, the estimate number of 

FTEs required to process requests, the estimated number of hours spend responding to 

these requests, and the cost of compliance.  

 

RESPONSE: 

See tables below. 

 
Total FOIA 

Requests 

Received  
Granted  

Partially 

Granted  
Denied  Pending  Other 
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FY20  

81  0  52  19  6  4  

FY21 to date  

33  0  2  5  16  10  

 

 
Average Response Time   FY20 = 57 calendar days  

FY21 = 70 calendar days  

Estimate number of FTEs required to process 

request   
2  

Estimated number of hours spent (per year)  312  

Cost of Compliance   Est. $28,121 per year 

 

 

41. Please identify all electronic databases maintained by your agency, including the 

following:  

 

a. A detailed description of the information tracked within each system; 

 

b. The age of the system and any substantial upgrades that were made in FY20 or 

FY21, to date, or that are planned for the system; 

 

c. Whether the public is currently granted access to all or part of each system; and 

 

d. Whether the public could be granted access to all or part of each system. 

 

 

RESPONSE: 

Quickbase – OHR Case Management (Management and Tracking System (MATS)) & Agency 

Performance Planning  

• Description: This system is used to manage and track case information from the inquiry 

stage through probable cause determination. This system parallels the paper files 

maintained for each complaint. The Quickbase system is also used to track our 

performance plan and key performance indicators. It is used to communicate to the Office 

of the City Administrator to indicate agency progress.  
• Access: The public does not and cannot have access to this system due to the 

confidentiality of complaints investigated by OHR.  

Information Management System (IMS)  

• Description: This system is used to communicate with EEOC on all matters docketed at 

OHR and cross-filed pursuant to Federal law.    
• Access: This system is not accessible to the public, and because it is a federally-owned 

system, OHR has no say in the likelihood or desirability of its future public access.  

Housing Enforcement Management System (HEMS)  

• Description: This system is used to communicate with HUD on all matters docketed at 

OHR and cross-filed pursuant to Federal law.    
• Access: This system is not accessible to the public, and because it is a federally-owned 

system, OHR has no say in the likelihood or desirability of its future public access.  
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42. Please list and describe any ongoing investigations, audits, or reports on the agency or 

any employee of the agency that were completed during FY20 and FY21, to date.   

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR is not aware of any investigations, audits or reports being conducted on the agency or 

any employee of the agency in FY20 or FY21, to date. 

 

43. Please provide a list of all studies, research papers, reports, and analyses that the 

agency prepared or funded during FY20 and FY21, to date. Please submit a hard copy 

to the Committee of any study, research paper, report, or analysis that is complete.  

 

RESPONSE: 

 

FY2020 

  

FY19 Language Access Program Annual Compliance Review  

Author: OHR Staff and Contractor  

Status: Published on December 30, 2020 

Purpose: The Language Access Act of 2004 (4 DCMR § 1214.3) requires the OHR Director 

to prepare an annual Language Access Report and deliver it to the Mayor, the Office of the 

City Administrator, the Language Access Coalition, and the Consultative Agencies on the 

deficiencies found, progress made, and overall compliance with the Act for each covered 

entity. The report highlighted the work of OHR’s Language Access Program 

and provided language access compliance scorecards for 38 agencies with major public 

contact and the progressive implementation for 23 covered entities during FY19.  

   

The State of Street Harassment Prevention in the District   

Author: OHR Staff  

Status: Published on April 23, 2020 

Purpose: The Street Harassment Prevention Act of 2018 (D.C. Code § 7-2421 et seq.) 

requires the Advisory Committee on Street Harassment (ACSH) to submit a report to the 

Mayor and Council that: (1) identifies categories of District employees and District residents 

most at risk of street harassment; (2) proposes model policies and training materials to be 

adopted by District agencies for preventing and responding to street harassment, including 

model policies and training materials for public-facing employees; (3) proposes strategies to 

improve public awareness and understanding of street harassment; (4) discusses the need, if 

any, for a process by which victims and witnesses of street harassment can report instances of 

street harassment to District agencies; and (5) summarizes any actions taken by the ACSH 

after the effective date of the law. OHR produced its first report on the state of street 

harassment in the District in FY20. The report provided survey data that speaks to prevalence 

of incidents and both community-based and government-focused solutions to incidents 

sought from the public.  
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FY2021 to date  

  

Youth Bullying Prevention in the District of Columbia: School Year 2019-2020 Report  

Author: Child Trends  

Status: In Progress  

Purpose: D.C. Code § 2-1535.07 requires the Mayor to review the programs, activities, 

services, and policies established as a result of the Act. OHR and Child 

Trends will release their fourth biennial report on: (1) the progress of the programs, activities, 

services, and policies established under the Act; (2) the current status of youth bullying 

incidents in the District; and (3) recommendations for continued implementation of the Act.    

  

OHR Highlights of Fiscal Year 2019-2020  

Author: OHR Staff  

Status: In Progress  

Purpose: D.C. Code § 2–1403.01(g)(1) requires that this report be delivered annually to the 

Council from the Mayor “as to the progress with regard to the enforcement of this chapter, 

and any other activity related to the field of human rights deemed valuable to the Council in 

the pursuit of its responsibilities.” Due to the public health emergency, OHR did not publish 

a full annual report for FY2019 but instead released an abbreviated infographic with a 

snapshot of the agency’s achievements for the year. In FY2021, OHR’s report will cover 

FY19 and FY20, providing data on the number and types of cases filed, mediation 

settlements, and the programmatic work of the office during FY19 and operational shifts 

made in response to the coronavirus pandemic and public health emergency in FY20. This 

report will also include information regarding the Fair Criminal Records Screening for 

Housing and Employment Acts, Fair Credit in Employment Act, Street Harassment 

Prevention Act and much more.  

 

FY20 Language Access Program Annual Compliance Review  

Author: OHR Staff   

Status: In Progress  

Purpose: The Language Access Act of 2004 (4 DCMR § 1214.3) requires the OHR Director 

to prepare an annual Language Access Report and deliver it to the Mayor, the Office of the 

City Administrator, the Language Access Coalition, and the Consultative Agencies on the 

deficiencies found, progress made, and overall compliance with the Act for each covered 

entity. The report will highlight the work of OHR’s Language Access Program as well as 

providing language access compliance scorecards for 38 agencies with major public contact 

and the progressive implementation for 23 covered entities during FY20.  

  

Qualified and Transgender II (working title)  

Author: OHR Staff and Contractor  

Status: In Progress  

Purpose: OHR will produce a second transgender and nonbinary employment discrimination 

testing project as a follow-up to the 2015 report Qualified and Transgender. The report will 

include: resume testing conducted in 2018 comparing District employers from various 

industries response to applicants with indications they are cisgender or 

transgender/nonbinary; public survey results from 2020 on employment search, hiring and 



 

 

Page 22 of 32 

workplace experiences of transgender and nonbinary individuals in the District; and 

recommendations on how the District can improve and support employers in hiring qualified 

transgender applicants.  

   

Street Harassment Prevention in the District: Year Two Report (working title)  

Author: OHR Staff  

Status: Not Started  

Purpose: The Street Harassment Prevention Act of 2018 (D.C. Code § 7-2421 et seq.) 

requires the Advisory Committee on Street Harassment (ACSH) to submit a report to the 

Mayor and Council that: (1) identifies categories of District employees and District residents 

most at risk of street harassment; (2) proposes model policies and training materials to be 

adopted by District agencies for preventing and responding to street harassment, including 

model policies and training materials for public-facing employees; (3) proposes strategies to 

improve public awareness and understanding of street harassment; (4) discusses the need, if 

any, for a process by which victims and witnesses of street harassment can report instances of 

street harassment to District agencies; and (5) summarizes any actions taken by the ACSH 

after the effective date of the law. OHR produced its first report on the state of street 

harassment in the District in FY20 and plans a second-year report for FY21. The report will 

provide an update on the recommendations from the Year One report and implementation of 

community and internal government training structures and agency model policy adoption.  

 

44. Please list any task forces, committees, advisory boards, or membership organizations 

in which the agency participates.   

 

RESPONSE: 

In FY20, OHR was a participant in the DC Government Racial Equity Cohort, the Advisory 

Committee on Street Harassment, and the Disability Integration Implementation Working 

Group. The costs for the Racial Equity Cohort were paid by the Office of the Deputy Mayor 

for Public Safety and Justice.  None of the other groups have membership dues or other 

associated costs. In FY2021, OHR continues to participate in these task forces, working 

groups, and organizations.  

 

 

Office of Human Rights 
 

45. What are the common barriers that prevent people who have encountered unlawful 

discrimination from enforcement or other vindication of their rights under the 

DCHRA? How can the District government help reduce those barriers?  

 

RESPONSE: 

Common barriers include: knowledge of the statutes that offer protection against 

discrimination in the District; knowledge of the complaint filing process at OHR; time off 

from work in order to participate in an intake interview or mediation; and access to 

technology to facilitate access to OHR services; and in some cases the need for counsel once 

a decision proceeds to the Commission on Human Rights. Under conditions before the public 

health emergency OHR began working more aggressively to educate and support residents in 
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learning about their rights under the statutes the agency enforces and the process for filing a 

complaint with the agency. This work continues to be vital during the public health 

emergency given the impact on businesses and workers and the broader economic impacts of 

the crisis.   

 

46. The District of Columbia Human Rights Act (DCHRA) permits practices with 

discriminatory effects if the practices are not intended to circumvent the law and “can 

be justified by business necessity.” The business necessity defense is not available in 

Fair Housing Act or residential real estate transaction cases. In how many cases in 

FY20 and FY21, to date has the business necessity defense been successfully utilized? 

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR is not aware of a respondent raising this defense in any of the cases filed in FY20 and 

FY21, to date. 

 

47. Please describe any procedures that the Office uses to notify potential claimants of the 

election of remedies under D.C. Code § 2–1403.16(a), at intake, and provide copies of 

any materials routinely used for this purpose.  

 

RESPONSE: 

During outreach events and trainings provided by OHR, information on election of remedies 

is included and discussed.  Where OHR dismisses a complaint without making a 

determination on the merits--typically at the intake stage based on timeliness, jurisdiction, or 

administrative reasons, OHR will include a notice of right to file a private cause of action and 

notice language varies based on type of case, stage of case and type of dismissal.  

 

48. Please outline the Office’s process for conducting Director’s Inquiries pursuant to D.C. 

Code § 2–1403.01(b), including:  

 

a. How the Office comes up with potential topics or targets and evaluates whether 

they merit opening Director’s Inquiries;  

 

b. How the Office organizes any investigations, hearings, and reports that it 

undertakes as part of a Director’s Inquiry; and 

 

c. How the Office tracks the implementation of any recommendations or corrective 

action plans developed through a Director’s Inquiry.  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR’s Director’s Inquiries (“DIs”) can commence in a few different ways.  OHR may look 

into whether to conduct a DI upon a specific request by an individual or an organization if 

there is reason to believe that a series of events over a period of time are harming one or 

more individuals protected under the DCHRA.  OHR may also consider conducting a DI if 

OHR acquires information, from a complaint filing, tip, newspaper article, or other source of 

information, that an organization may be engaged in a discriminatory practice.  Finally, OHR 

conducts DIs in complaints involving gender-neutral bathrooms.  
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Once OHR dockets a DI, OHR provides the respondent an initial opportunity to correct the 

practice, whereupon the Director’s inquiry investigation largely parallels the standard OHR 

investigation, in which OHR issues a request for information to the respondent, conducts 

witnesses interviews, and thereafter, issues a letter of determination as to whether there exists 

probable cause that the respondent engaged in discriminatory conduct.  If probable cause is 

found and conciliation is unsuccessful, the matter would be certified for evidentiary hearing 

before the Commission on Human Rights.  

  

Compliance is tracked by OHR’s enforcement units.  

 

49. Please briefly summarize any Director’s Inquiries that the Office handled during FY20 

or FY21, to date, including:  

 

a. The form of potential discrimination that the Director’s Inquiry sought to 

explore;  

 

b. How the Office became aware of the concern(s) that prompted the Director’s 

Inquiry;  

 

c. A brief summary of the activities the Office undertook in furtherance of the 

Director’s Inquiry;  

 

d. The status of the Director’s Inquiry; and 

 

e. Any recommendations developed or corrective action plans implemented as a 

result of the Director’s Inquiry.  

 

RESPONSE:  

In FY20 and FY21, to date, OHR sought to address the following issues through Director’s 

Inquiries: (1) discriminatory advertisements in rental housing and (2) gender neutral bathroom 

compliance.  OHR received information or a request from community partners or individuals 

which led to the director’s inquiries. OHR’s activities in addressing the reported discriminatory 

conduct include reviewing potentially violative conduct, contacting the respondent, conducting 

site visits where necessary, providing the respondent an opportunity to cure the problem, and 

issuing a decision on the issue.  The status for these cases varies from closed, pending review to 

mediation.  OHR typically closes the case upon receipt of evidence that reported non-

compliance has been cured.  Recommended actions or corrective actions include changing 

bathroom signage to reflect compliance with the law and in real estate cases, correcting 

advertising or writing that violates the law.    

 

50. Have any District agencies or private parties failed to cooperate with Director’s 

Inquiries in FY20 or FY21, to date?   

 

a. How did the Office resolve the issues?   
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b. Does the Office have adequate legal authority and political support to conduct 

effective Director’s Inquiries?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR did not encounter a non-cooperative respondent in OHR’s DI’s in FY20 or FY21 to date.   

OHR has sufficient legal and political support to conduct effective DI’s.  

 

 

51. Regarding the Language Access Program (LAP):  

 

a. The FY20 PAR states that the Office received 12 LAP inquiries and resolved 3 in 

FY20.  Please briefly describe the status of the remaining inquiries.  Please 

estimate the average time from intake to resolution for LAP complaints in FY20.  

 

RESPONSE:  

Three inquiries under the Language Access of 2014 were dismissed because of lack 

of jurisdiction; administrative dismissal letters were sent to complainants between 

October and December 2020.  

Four language access complaints are docketed, they are under investigation with the 

assigned investigator, see below for specifics:  

• 20314 LA was received on 10/30/19, parties were served on 5/19/20  

• 21061 LA was received on 1/8/20, parties were served on 10/22/20  

• 21063 LA was received on 3/12/20, parties were served on 10/22/20  

• 21062 LA (combined 4 language access questionnaires) was received 

12/10/19 to 3/4/20, parties were served on 10/22/20  

 

Estimated time to complete investigation/resolution is determined by investigation 

unit:  

• This varies depending on the complexity of the cases and availability of the 

parties.  

 

Estimated time to review and submit OHR’s decision on the Reconsideration motion 

is determined by OGC:  
 

• This varies depending on the complexity of the cases and availability of the 

parties.  
 

 

b. Please describe any significant trends in the LAP corrective action plans that the 

Office has instituted.  What can the District government do to better address 

those trends?   

 

RESPONSE:  

There are no significant trends in LAP corrective action plans at this time. 
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c. The FY20 PAR describes Language Access Roundtables that the LAP conducted 

in FY20.  Please briefly describe any recommendations that the Roundtables 

produced, including the implementation status of each.  

 

RESPONSE:  

The initial purpose of the roundtable forums  was to allow Language Access 

Coordinators (LACs) to check in on each other to improve adaptation of Language 

Access to the public health crisis:  
 

o Methods of utilizing simultaneous/consecutive interpretation in various virtual 

meeting platforms for public meetings (town halls, PTA meetings, etc.) as well as 

case-specific meetings (health screenings, mediations, etc.)  

o Implementing a broad rollout of the Language Line services application so that 

agency employees can access interpreters from home 

o Working with the agency public information officers to streamline translations of 

public service/health notices  

 

One of the issues identified in the Forums was the need a standardized language 

screening assessment for bilingual candidates. Currently, the MOLA, MOAPIA, and 

MOAA constituency offices, along with OHR, are reviewing existing language 

assessment tools that some agencies have created, as well as exploring mechanisms to 

develop a score scale for the assessment.  

 

 

d. To what extent have Advisory Neighborhood Commissions taken advantage of 

LAP-related funding under the ANC Omnibus Amendment Act of 2016 since the 

Office conducted outreach in September 2020?  Has the Office observed any 

geographic or other significant variations in uptake?   

 

RESPONSE:  

The public health emergency crisis negatively affected the ANC participation in the 

Language Services Reimbursement program training by OHR until later in FY20.  
 

However, at the beginning of the second quarter of FY20, the Language Access 

Program (LAP) participated in two in-person ANC commissioners’ trainings that the 

OANC hosted. The LAP received in FY20 one request for language service 

reimbursement. Also, the LAP and OANC reviewed and updated the Language 

Services reimbursement process/procedure and this updated information was 

distributed to the ANC commissioners by email at the end of FY20 and beginning of 

FY21.  
 

The LAP has been in constant coordination with the OANC to participate in the 

virtual training for new and re-elected ANC commissioners and has conducted two 

trainings during FY21, to date.  
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52. The FY20 PAR indicates that the Office held four youth bullying prevention outreach 

and education activities in FY 19 and two in FY20.  The April 2020 bullying prevention 

email emphasizes the importance of reporting and addressing cyberbullying in 

connection with D.C. schools’ shift to remote learning during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Has the Office observed shifts in cyberbullying levels in FY20 and FY21, to date?  

Please describe any plans to assess and address cyberbullying in FY21.   

 

RESPONSE: 

This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date.  

 

53. The FY20 PAR indicates that the COVID-19 public health emergency largely stymied 

the Office’s efforts to “conduct quarterly Know Your Rights and Human Rights 

Liaison workshops in Wards 7 and 8 focused on returning citizens’ rights in housing 

and employment, street harassment, hate crimes, and source of income discrimination.”  

The Committee anticipates that the public health emergency will continue to complicate 

or prevent in-person workshops through most or all of the remainder FY21.  What 

plans does the Office have for renewing or altering its outreach in Wards 7 and 8 

during the remainder of the emergency?   

 

RESPONSE: 

During FY21, OHR plans to renew outreach and education efforts East of the River through 

partnerships with credible community-based organizations, the continuation of our Human 

Rights Liaison series and spreading information through existing programs run by sister 

agencies. Reconnecting with organizations such as the collaboratives (East River and Far 

Southeast), Congress Heights Community Training and Development Center, United 

Planning Organization and The Dream Center, as well as area ANCs and civic associations 

will be a priority in FY21 to help us reach residents in Wards 7 & 8.  

 

54. Has the Office been asked to support the study of the District’s treatment of its 

transgender and non-binary employees required pursuant to the District Government 

Transgender and Non-Binary Employment Study Act of 2020?  If so, what is the status 

of that work?  

 

RESPONSE: 

Yes. OHR will join the Department of Human Resources, the Mayor’s Office of LGBTQ 

Affairs, and other stakeholders in the establishment of an Advisory Group to plan and 

execute this work. The Advisory Group will convene in early Spring 2021 and will begin 

work by providing guidance on vendor selection and solicitation to conduct the study.  
 

55. Please provide the annual reports on the operation of the Office prepared pursuant to 

D.C. Code § 2–1403.01(g)(1) for 2019 and 2020. When does the Office expect to submit 

its next annual report to the Council?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR did not release its annual performance report in FY19 due to change in leadership and 

other unforeseen operational shifts related to the public health emergency. The brief 
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infographic released in lieu of a FY19 annual report is in Attachment O. The agency aims to 

publish a biannual report that includes both FY19 and FY20 in early Summer 2021.  

 

56. Please describe any special steps the Office has taken in FY20, or FY21 to date, in 

response to the COVID-19 public health emergency.  Has the Office encountered 

evidence that the crisis has made any forms of discrimination more prevalent or more 

harmful?  Does the Office have recommendations on how the District government 

should respond to these issues?  

 

RESPONSE: 

Part 1 COVID-19 Public Health Emergency 

In response to the public health emergency and District-wide situational telework status for 

non-essential workers effective early March of 2020, the OHR team immediately took the 

necessary steps to ensure continuity of operations. Within two weeks, the OHR team ensured 

that all employees on the enforcement teams, mediation team, and Office of General Counsel 

were provided with laptops with secured VPN remote access. Senior leadership within the 

Office also worked quickly to provide internal policies and guidance for staff to transition to 

remote work. Within three weeks of the mandatory situational telework status, the remainder 

of the agency employees were successfully transitioned into full remote work as well.  

 

In addition to internal systems, OHR also made procedural and policy adjustments to 

accommodate the public. For example, in order to provide flexibility during the declared 

health emergency, OHR removed the notarization requirement to file a complaint. OHR also 

adopted an electronic signature option through DocuSign to facilitate the filing process. 

 

Part 2 Evidence of trends  

No reliable evidence or information indicating more prevalent trends or forms of 

discrimination are available at this time.  

Part 3 Recommendations 

This information can be provided to the Committee at a later time.  
 

57. How many complaints of unlawful discrimination were received by the Office in FY20 

and FY21, to date? Please breakdown this number by:  

 

a. The alleged basis of the unlawful discrimination (race, color, religion, etc.); 

 

b. The form of alleged unlawful discrimination (employment, housing, educational 

institutions, etc.); and 

 

c. The legislation under which the claim primarily arose (District of Columbia 

Human Rights Act, District of Columbia Family and Medical Leave Act, District 

of Columbia Language Access, Title VII, etc.).   

 

RESPONSE: 

This information will be provided to the Committee on or before the hearing and will be 

included as Attachment N.  
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58. How many complaints were dismissed due to lack of jurisdiction in FY20 and FY21, to 

date?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR receives complaints on a rolling basis and resolution of complaints may not occur 

within the same fiscal year the complaint was received. Additionally, OHR does not 

organize nor track complaint dismissal cause through its current case management 

system (CMS). However, OHR plans to integrate this tracking in its new CMS set to launch 

later this year. 

 

59. In how many cases was a complaint dismissed or set aside due to lack of jurisdiction 

due to the exclusion of “domestic servants” from the definition of “Employer” at D.C. 

Code § 2–1401.02(10) in FY20 and FY21, to date?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR does not organize nor track complaint dismissal cause through its current case 

management system (CMS).  

 

60. How many cases were closed by conciliation agreement in FY20 and FY21, to date?  

 

RESPONSE: 

The mediation unit closed four cases through conciliation in FY20 for $413,000. For FY21, 

to date, the unit has closed one case for $5000.  

 

 

61. For complaints that were resolved in FY20 and FY21, to date, what was the median and 

mean length of time elapsed since the filing of the complaint?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR does not organize nor track complaint dismissal cause through its current case 

management system (CMS).  

 

62. The Office’s FY20 Performance Accountability Report (PAR) indicates that the 

turnaround time from unsuccessful mediation to determination letter exceeded 160 

days in over 85% of cases due to high case volume, shortage of staff, and personnel 

changes. What steps has the Office taken to reduce determination times in FY21? What 

additional support, if any, does the Office require to improve this stage of its workflow?  

 

RESPONSE: 

      This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date.   
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63. Please list any ongoing awareness campaigns run by the Office and any budget 

specifically assigned to each.  

 

RESPONSE: 

Historically, OHR has used public awareness campaigns to increase understanding of often 

misrepresented communities as well as amplify legal protections afforded to residents, 

workers, employers, and visitors of the District. Prior to FY15, OHR campaign were often 

centered around emerging community issues and were developed and administered from the 

agency’s general budget. However, as OHR’s enforcement authority has grown significantly 

since 2014, the agency has aligned its campaigns to promote new laws and leverages exiting 

resources or the funding designated for that campaign.  

  

Currently, OHR does not have any ongoing awareness campaigns in production.  

 

Questions at the Request of the Comprehensive Homicide Elimination Strategy Task Force 

 
64. Please describe three initiatives, programs, or projects currently underway within your 

agency directed at preventing homicide in the District of Columbia.  (Note:  If you 

currently do not have any initiatives, programs, or projects currently underway 

directed at homicide prevention, please describe three ways in which your agency could 

play a role in reducing homicides in the District of Columbia.)   

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR does not currently have these programs or initiatives in place but seeks to address 

discriminatory behavior in employment, housing, access to public services and public spaces 

and in educational settings.  Possible areas where OHR could have broader impact can be 

provided at a later date.  

 

65. Please describe the resources currently allocated to these initiatives, program, or 

projects, and describe what additional resources you would need to improve the 

efficacy or scale of these efforts.  (Note:  If you currently do not have any initiatives, 

programs, or projects currently underway directed at homicide prevention, please 

describe the resources you would need to implement the ideas detailed in response to 

question 1.) 

 

RESPONSE: 

N/A 

 

66. Please describe how your agency is working collaboratively with other DC agencies 

toward the goal of reducing homicides.  Please also describe how your agency is 

engaging non-governmental organizations and the community at large on the issue of 

homicide prevention.  (Note:  If you currently do not have any initiatives, programs, or 

projects currently underway directed at homicide prevention, please describe with 

whom you would collaborate and how you would engage the community in order to 

implement the ideas detailed in response to question 1.) 
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RESPONSE: 

OHR is part of the Public Safety and Justice Cluster and thus actively seeks opportunities to 

partner with sister agencies such as MPD and MOLA, MOAPIA, MOAA and others to 

address emerging issues. The issue OHR seeks to address include hate crimes targeting 

transgender women of color, islamophobia, racist attacks on Black churches, antisemitism, 

and broader homophobia towards residents who identify as LGBT or non-binary.  

 

67. Please describe how you currently measure (or would measure) the efficacy of the 

aforementioned initiatives, programs, or projects.  Additionally, if three metrics related 

to homicide prevention were added to your Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), what 

should those metrics be?   

 

RESPONSE: 

This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date.  

 

 

Questions on Racial Equity 
 

68. In the context of the Office and its mission, what are three areas, programs, or 

initiatives where the Office sees the most opportunity to address racial inequity? 

 

RESPONSE: 

This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date.  

  

69. Are there any areas/programs where the Office has had some success in building racial 

equity over the past year? Which areas/programs? 

 

RESPONSE: 

This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date. 

 

70. Does the Office collect information on race and geographic areas to evaluate its 

operations or to include as part of its performance plan? If not, why?  

 

RESPONSE: 

OHR does not currently collect this data in a comprehensive form.  

 

71. What legal barriers, if any, does the Office face to advancing racial equity or better 

understanding racial inequity?  

 

RESPONSE: 

Unlike the EEOC and similar human rights agencies in some jurisdictions, OHR’s efforts to 

eradicate discrimination are limited to investigation and pursuing the public interest in merits 

hearings before the Commission on Human Rights in private sector cases.  OHR currently 

does not have the ability to litigate cases in court.  
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72. What are two areas/programs where the Office has significant potential to succeed in 

building racial equity? 

 

RESPONSE: 

This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date. 

 

73. What are three metrics that the Office could use to measure progress toward racial 

equity?  

 

RESPONSE: 

      This information can be provided to the Committee at a later date.  
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-.+/*0. OP�'5%D�(QR*+, OP�'5%K�(QR*+, OP�'5'5�S*+0R.0�% OP�'5'5�S*+0R.0�' OP�'5'5�S*+0R.0�1 OP�'5'5�S*+0R.0�? OP�'5'5

�T���9��:����>��>�U#���;8������H<���;��� ��#;�����J�<�BE����; �V�����;�;>��=H<���J��#B���W��>; ����������;��<�BE�8�X�;>� ;�;#;��8���U#���B��; Y��BE��:��<# ;�B��� ��:�<�Y����� ;����;>�����J��<�B��;Z��!L�G<;�:�;�� $�[)\./R4]+R. _̂.�̀*a+)�b4]_R/�cdQ.0�èbcf�4)�R_.�[)\./R4]+R4g)�h)4R�34,,�0.\4.3�+)�+//4]).i�j_+0].�gk�l4/Q04a4)+R4g)�igQm.R.i�+)i�4)\./R4]+R.�R_.�Q,+4a/�+//.0R.i�4)�R_.�j_+0].n��̂_.�̀bc�34,,4)R.0\4.3�0.,.\+)R�34R).//./�+)i�0.Qgaa.)i�+�o)i4)]�+/�Rg�3_.R_.0�R_.0.�4/�p0gq+q,.�Q+*/.�Rg�q.,4.\.�i4/Q04a4)+R4g)�a+r�_+\.�gQQ*00.in l+4,r�s.0\4Q.[)R+m. _̂.�[)R+m.�cdQ.0�34,,�0.\4.3�4)t*404./�em)g3)�+/�jgap,+4)R�S*./R4g))+40.f�o,.i�34R_�R_.�cdQ.�gk�̀*a+)�b4]_R/�+)i�i.R.0a4).�u*04/i4QR4g)n��[k�R_.�cdQ.�_+/�u*04/i4QR4g)v�R_.�4)t*40r�34,,q.�/Q_.i*,.�kg0�+)�4)R+m.�4)R.0\4.3n��̂_.�[)R+m.�cdQ.0�34,,�0.\4.3�R_.�4)kg0a+R4g)�p0g\4i.i�i*04)]�R_.�4)R.0\4.3�+)i�igQm.R�R_.�4)t*40r�+/�+�j_+0].�gk�l4/Q04a4)+R4g)�g0�i4/a4//�R_.a+RR.0�+/�+pp0gp04+R.n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.-.i4+R4g) c)Q.�+)�4)t*40r�4/�igQm.R.i�+/�+�j_+0].�gk�l4/Q04a4)+R4g)v�R_.�-.i4+R4g)�h)4R�34,,�/Q_.i*,.�+�a+)i+Rg0r�a.i4+R4g)�i+R.n��[k�R_.�a+RR.0�4/�0./g,\.i�+R�a.i4+R4g)v�R_.�Q+/.�34,,�q.�Q,g/.in�[k�R_.�a+RR.0�4/�)gR�0./g,\.iv�-.i4+R4g)�34,,�kg03+0i�R_.�Q+/.�kg0�k*,,�4)\./R4]+R4g)n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.w.]+,�b.\4.3 c)Q.�+�̀*a+)�b4]_R/�cdQ.0�a+m./�+�p0gq+q,.�Q+*/.�i.R.0a4)+R4g)�+/�Rg�3_.R_.0�i4/Q04a4)+R4g)�a+r�_+\.�gQQ*00.iv�R_.�w.]+,�h)4R�34,,�0.\4.3�R_.�i.R.0a4).�kg0�,.]+,�/*dQ4.)Qr�+)ikg03+0i�R_.�a+RR.0�kg0�R_.�l40.QRg0x/�0.\4.3n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.����9��:����>��>�U#���;8������H<���;���y#��<�;�����J�<��;�V���<>���� �V�����;�;>��A�BB�  ��������#B���W��>; ����������;��<�BE�8�X�;>� ;�;#;��8���U#���B��; �����;���BE��:��<# ;�B��� ��:�<�Z��!��G<;�:�;�� $�g̀,i�O4)+,�̀.+04)]/ z_.)�R_.�Q+/.�_+/�Qgap,.R.i�i4/Qg\.0rv�R_.�jgaa4//4g)�34,,�/Q_.i*,.�+)i�_g,i�+�o)+,�_.+04)]�g)�R_.�a.04R/�gk�R_.�Q+/.n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.jg)\.).�+)i�s*ppg0Rjgaa4//4g)-..R4)]/ _̂.�j_4.k�(ia4)4/R0+R4\.�w+3�{*i].�+)i�R_.40�R.+a�g0]+)4|./�R_.�jgaa4//4g)�a..R4)]/v�3_4Q_�gQQ*0�g)�+�q4}ag)R_,r�q+/4/n��̂_.�(ia4)4/R0+R4\.�w+3�{*i]./�34,,�0.Qg0i�a4)*R./�gk�R_.a..R4)]n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.6���9��:����>��>�U#���;8�B���;�������J�����;�<>��<����  � ;��<�����=�W~ �<�BE����<��E�����B Y���<�#���������#����G<<�  Y�7#��8����9��:��;���Y�����CU#���CBE��8B��;�=EE��;#��;8�E���<�� Z��!��G<;�:�;�� $���c�jg*)/.,g0/�+)icdQ.0/�̂0+4)4)] �0g\4i.�Q.0R4oQ+R4g)�+)i�g)]g4)]�R0+4)4)]�+)i�R.Q_)4Q+,�+//4/R+)Q.�Rg���c�jg*)/.,g0/�+)i�cdQ.0/n� l+4,r�s.0\4Q.�*,,r4)]��0.\.)R4g)�g,4Qr�c\.0/4]_R c\.0/..�q*,,r4)]�p0.\.)R4g)�pg,4Qr�i.\.,gpa.)R�+)i�Qgap,4+)Q.�+)i�p0g\4i.�R0+4)4)]�+)i�4)kg0a+,�4)R.0\.)R4g)/n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.jgaa*)4Rr�)]+].a.)R �0g\4i.�g*R0.+Q_�+)i�.i*Q+R4g)�Rg�R_.�p*q,4Q��zg0m�Q,g/.,r�34R_�Qg)/*,R+R4\.�+].)Q4./�+)i�Qgaa*)4Rr�/R+m._g,i.0/n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.�)kg0Q.a.)R (//4/R�34R_�4i.)R4kr4)]�p0.}4)\./R4]+R4g)�4)R.0\.)R4g)�/g,*R4g)��[)\./R4]+R.�igQm.R.i�Q+/./�gk�,+)]*+].�+QQ.//�Qgap,+4)R/��[//*.�304RR.)�o)i4)]/�+�.0�4)\./R4]+R4g)�4/�Qgap,.R.i��(//4/R)g)}Qgap,4+)R�+].)Q4./�34R_�/r/R.a4Q�Qg00.QR4\.�+QR4g)/n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.jgap,4+)Q.-g)4Rg04)]�+)i.̂Q_)4Q+,�(//4/R+)Q. b.\4.3�+)i�ag)4Rg0�.+Q_�a+ug0�p*q,4Q�Qg)R+QR�+].)Qrx/�R3g}r.+0�w(�Qgap,4+)Q.�p,+)���0g\4i.�R.Q_)4Q+,�+//4/R+)Q.�/*Q_�+/�g).}g)}g).�Qg)/*,R+R4g)/v�w+)]*+].�(QQ.//�jgg0i4)+Rg0a..R4)]/v�+)i�4ap,.a.)R4)]�Qg00.QR4\.�+QR4g)/n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.sQ_gg,�j,4a+R.�l+R++)i�Pg*R_��*,,r4)]�0.\.)R4g)��0gu.QR (/�+�0./*,R�gk�+�kg*0}r.+0�]0+)R�k0ga�2+R4g)+,�[)/R4R*R.�gk�{*/R4Q.�e2[{fv�4)�p+0R).0/_4p�34R_�j_4,i�̂0.)i/�+)i�cdQ.�gk�R_.�sR+R.�s*p.04)R.)i.)R�kg0��i*Q+R4g)�ecss�fv�R_.�Pg*R_��*,,r4)]�0.\.)R4g)��0g]0+a�34,,�Qg,,.QR�/Q_gg,�Q,4a+R.�i+R+v�.\+,*+R.�p0.\.)R4g)�/R0+R.]4./�4)�/Q_gg,/v�+)i�/*ppg0R�R_.40�.�g0R/�Rg�4ap,.a.)R�.\4i.)Q.�q+/.i�p0g]0+a/�Rg�p0.\.)R�q*,,r4)]�+)i4ap0g\.�/Q_gg,�/+k.Rrn��̂_.�]0+)R�.)i/�g)�l.Q.aq.0�1%v�'5%Kn �.r��0gu.QRL���9��:����>��>�U#���;8���#<�;���������X�����  �<�BB#��<�;����;��;>��E#���<����������;����<��� ��#���� ;��������J�;>����X ���J��<����8�=�WZ��!��G<;�:�;�� $��0g\4i..i*Q+R4g)�R0+4)4)]+)i�p.0kg0a�g*R0.+Q_ _̂.�jgaa*)4Q+R4g)/���jgaa*)4Rr��)]+].a.)R�R.+a�/Q_.i*,./�+)i�Qg)i*QR/�R0+4)4)]�kg0�R_.�p*q,4Q�+)i�q*/4).//�Qgaa*)4Rrn��̂g�.)/*0.�+3+0.).//�+)i�Qgap,4+)Q.v�R_.jgaa*)4Q+R4g)/���jgaa*)4Rr��)]+].a.)R�R.+a�Qg)i*QR/�g*R0.+Q_�0.]+0i4)]�).3,r�.)+QR.i�,+3/�g0�0.]+0i4)]�,+3/�*)i.0�3_4Q_�R_.�cdQ.�_+/�/..)�+�04/.�4)�Q,+4a/n��c*R0.+Q_�a+rq.�p0g\4i.i�4)�R_.�kg0a�gk�R+0].R.i�R0+4)4)]/v�p+0R4Q4p+R4g)�+R�Qgaa*)4Rr�.\.)R/�+)i�a..R4)]/v�+)i�.i*Q+R4g)+,�Q+ap+4])/n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.[//*.�0.pg0R/�+)ip*q,4Q+R4g)/ _̂.�jgaa*)4Q+R4g)/���jgaa*)4Rr��)]+].a.)R�R.+a�4/�0./pg)/4q,.�kg0�p0.p+04)]�+))*+,�0.pg0R/�+)i�p*q,4Q+R4g)/�0.t*40.i�qr�R_.�\+04g*/�/R+R*R./�R_+R�R_.�cdQ.�.)kg0Q./n l+4,r�s.0\4Q.

cp.0+R4g)/.̀+i.0 cp.0+R4g)/�̂4R,. cp.0+R4g)/�l./Q04pR4g) r̂p.�gkcp.0+R4g)/

�7#��8����9��:��;����9���<8�=:�� ��>;��!T��;��;���<����;��;�:�$��[)�OP'5v�R_.�cdQ.�gk�̀*a+)�b4]_R/�34,,�p+0R).0�34R_�R_.�sR+R.��g+0i�gk�i*Q+R4g)�Rg�Qg)i*QR�R0+4)�R_.�R0+4).0�3g0m/_gp/�4)�/Q_gg,/�+)i�+Rrg*R_}/.0\4)]�+].)Q4./�g)�R_.�_.+,R_r�0.,+R4g)/_4p�/gQ4+,�a.i4+�,.//g)p,+)/�R_+R�3.0.�i.\.,gp.i�+)i�p4,gR.i�4)�OP%Kn jgap,.R. b./pg)/./�Rg�k+Q4,4R+Rg0�.}/*0\.r�3.0.�4)Qg0pg0+R.i�Rg�a+m.�a4)g0�0.\4/4g)/�Rg�Q*004Q*,*a�+)i�R0+4)4)]�a+R.04+,/n��0g+i.0�i4//.a4)+R4g)�gk�R_.�Qgap,.R.�Q*004Q*,*a�4)4R4+R.i�s.pR.aq.0�15v�'5'5n �sR0+R.]4Q[)4R4+R4\.4̂R,. sR0+R.]4Q�[)4R4+R4\.�l./Q04pR4g) jgap,.R4g)Rg�l+R. sR+R*/�hpi+R. ��p,+)+R4g)kg0[)Qgap,.R.[)4R4+R4\.

2*aq.0�gk�O4)+,�̀.+04)]/�̀.,i2*aq.0�gk��0.}̀.+04)]�s.RR,.a.)R�jg)k.0.)Q./�̀.,i2*aq.0�gk�jg\.0.i��)R4R4./�*)i.0�Pg*R_��*,,r4)]��0.\.)R4g)�(QR2*aq.0�gk�Pg*R_��*,,r4)]��0.\.)R4g)�c*R0.+Q_�+)i��i*Q+R4g)�(QR4\4R4./2*aq.0�gk�jgaa*)4Rr��i*Q+R4g)�c*R0.+Q_�(QR4\4R4./2*aq.0�gk�-..R4)]/�34R_�jg)/*,R+R4\.�(].)Q4./2*aq.0�gk�w+)]*+].�(QQ.//�jgg0i4)+Rg0�-..R4)]/�̀.,i2*aq.0�gk�w(�̂0+4)4)]/�Rg�jg\.0.i��)R4R4./2*aq.0�gk�jg\.0.i��)R4R4./�*)i.0�R_.�w+)]*+].�(QQ.//�(QR2*aq.0�gk�+QR4\.�Q.0R4o.i���c�jg*)/.,g0/�+)i�cdQ.0/�4)�R_.�l4/R04QR2*aq.0�gk���c�̂0+4)4)]/�̀.,i2*aq.0�gk�(d0a+R4\.�(QR4g)�b.\4.3�b.t*./R/2*aq.0�gk�w(�[)t*404./�b.Q.4\.i2*aq.0�gk�w+)]*+].�(QQ.//�Q+/./�0./g,\.i2*aq.0�gk��*/4).//�̂0+4)4)]�s.04./2*aq.0�gk�̀*a+)�b4]_R/�w4+4/g)/�̂0+4).i2*aq.0�gk�c\.0+,,�c*R0.+Q_�(QR4\4R4./2*aq.0�gk�O+40�̀g*/4)]�c*R0.+Q_�(QR4\4R4./2*aq.0�gk�Ojbs(�Ojbs̀(�c*R0.+Q_�(QR4\4R4./
[2��ŝ[�(̂[c2s[2̂(��-�l[(̂[c2w��(w�s�b�[j�sh̀-(2�b[�̀ ŝjc--[ss[c2h̀-(2�b[�̀ ŝjc--[ss[c2b�s�(bj̀ �(2ljc-�w[(2j��hwwP[2��b���2̂[c2c��bs[�̀ ^w(2�h(��(jj�ssc��bs[�̀ ^w(2�h(��(jj�ssc��bs[�̀ ^w(2�h(��(jj�ssc��bs[�̀ ^�hwwP[2��b���2̂[c2c��bs[�̀ ^�h�w[j�lhj(̂[c2�h�w[j�lhj(̂[c2
sgQ4+,�-.i4+w.//g)0̂+4)4)]
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����������	
����
�����
�
���
�����������	����
��������������
��
���������������������� ��!"�!���"#!$��%&�� ��!'�( �$!#�)�"$���*+�$'"��,�'�-�"��!&��.�'!$�%!/'�"+�$�!����'!�!#'0�!"���%$��'�+#,)�%��1�$���''�"2�!&������%3���-�!&��'�$ �%�'��!�+$" �-�'4�!�$��!�-�!"�$�'�-��!'���-�%"55#��!3*,�'�-"$����6�!�"�'����1�$-'�7���-�89 :;*<:*=:=>?!$�!���%�@��!��!� �A�!)� ?!$�!���%�@��!��!� ��.�'%$�+!�"� B$"+"'�-C"5+)�!�"�.�!�D#!$��%&���-C"55#��!3�������5��!���E�$-�7���-�8



Office of Human Rights 
FY20-21 Performance Oversight Questions 

Committee on Government Operations 
Councilmember Robert C. White, Jr. (At-Large), Chair 

ATTACHMENT C 
Response to Question #11 - 7 pages



Director
1 FTE

Operations
2 FTE

Communications & 
Community 
Engagement

6 FTE
3 vacant

Special Equity 
Programs

Bullying Prevention 
Program

1 FTE
1 vacant

Fair Criminal Record 
Screening Act

1 FTE

Language Access

3 FTE

Tipped Wage 
Workers Fairness Act

4 FTE 
4 vacant

Enforcement

Intake/investigation
27 FTE

5  vacant

Mediation
6 FTE

1 vacant

Universal Paid Leave
9 FTE

9 vacant

Legal/Office of the 
General Counsel

7 FTE
2 vacant

Commission on Human 
Rights
3 FTE

1 vacant

Deputy Director
2 FTE

1 vacant



Operations

Administrative Officer
Josephine Ansah-Brew 

Human Resource Manager
Ayanna Lee

Communications & Community 
Engagement

Director
Stephanie Franklin

Community Engagement Specialist
Ajan Brown

Program Analyst
Street Harassment Prevention 

Maya Vizvary

Public Affairs Specialist 
(hate crimes)

Public Affairs Specialist
(Reproductive Health Protection Act)

Training Specialist
REACH

Training Specialist
UPL



Special Equity Programs

Bullying Prevention Program 
Coordinator

vacant

Language Access Program 
Manager

Rosa Carillo

Program Analyst
Priscilla Mendizabel

Program Support Assistant
Alkindi Kadir

FCRSA
Special Assistant
Charles Thornton

Tipped Wage Workers Fairness Act
Program Manager

vacant

Training Coordinator
vacant

Outreach and Compliance Specialist
vacantt

Data Intake Specialist
vacant



Mediation

Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist
Al Santiago

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Stirling Phillips

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Linda Taylor

Equal Opportunity Specialist
vacant

Program Support Assistant
Courtney Hedgpeth

Staff Assistant
Eloisa Rocha



Enforcement
Intake/Investigation

Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist
Akita Evans

Lead EOS
vacant

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Mary Wallace
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
(Intake)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Sandy Gallardo

(Intake)

Staff Assistant
Diedra Precia

Program Support Assistant
Dontee Barringer

Equal Opportunity Specialist
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Speciaist
Meghan Burns
(Investigation)

Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist
Jaime Wojdowski

Lead EOS
vacant

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Stacy Makris

(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
William Seals

(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Jaime Diaz

(Intake)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Camila Doherty

(Intake)

Clerical Assistant
David Aneiva

Supervisory Equal Opportunity Specialist
Arnolda Beaujuin

Lead EOS
vacant

Equal Opportunity Specialist
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist 
Larry Williams
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Jason Pleasants
(Investigation)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Joy Bagwell

(Investigation )

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Melissa Sharpe

(Intake)

Equal Opportunity Specialist
Joy Board
(Intake)

Universal Paid Leave

Supervisory Equal 
Opportunity Specialist
2 - Lead Equal Opportunity 
Specialists 
3 - Equal Opportunity 
Specialists (Grade 12)
2 - Equal Opportunity 
Specialists (Grade 11)



Legal

General Counsel
Hnin Khaing

Attorney Advisor
Charles Abbott

Attorney Advisor
Alexis Applegate

Attorney Advisor
Thomas Deal

Attorney Advisor 
Maria Kachniarz

Attorny Advisor - UPL
vacant

Attorney Advisor
Tipped Wage Workers Fairness Act

vacant



Commission

Cheif Judge
Erika Pierson

Administrative Law Judge
Brandes Ash

Administrative Law Judge
vacant



Office of Human Rights 
FY20-21 Performance Oversight Questions 

Committee on Government Operations 
Councilmember Robert C. White, Jr. (At-Large), Chair 

ATTACHMENT D 
Response to Question #12 - 1 page



1

 Values 

Posn Nbr Title Name Hire Date Reg/Temp/Term Vac Stat Prgm Code Activity  Sum of FTE x Dist %  Sum of Salary  Sum of Fringe 

2569 Chief Administrative Law Judge Pierson,Erika L 12/10/2006 Reg F 3010 3000 1 155,000.00 37,510.00

2569 Total 1 155,000.00 37,510.00

5609 Attorney Advisor Applegate,Alexis 12/15/2014 Reg F 2030 2000 1 101,047.00 24,453.37

5609 Total 1 101,047.00 24,453.37

7504 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2030 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

7504 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

8547 Equal Opportunity Specialist Sharpe,Melissa C 7/24/2000 Reg F 2030 2000 1 95,014.00 22,993.39

8547 Total 1 95,014.00 22,993.39

11483 Director, Ofc of Human Rights Palacio,Monica 1/4/2021 Reg F 1090 1000 1 169,113.00 40,925.35

11483 Total 1 169,113.00 40,925.35

13143 Administrative Law Judge Ash,Brandes S.G. 10/13/2020 Reg F 3010 3000 1 120,257.00 29,102.19

13143 Total 1 120,257.00 29,102.19

15852 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Santiago,Albert 5/6/2013 Reg F 2020 2000 1 112,842.80 27,307.96

15852 Total 1 112,842.80 27,307.96

35280 Staff Assistant Rocha,Eloisa 2/4/2008 Reg F 2020 2000 1 65,814.00 15,926.99

35280 Total 1 65,814.00 15,926.99

36097 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2030 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

36097 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

37354 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Smith-Evans,Akita M 12/18/2000 Reg F 2030 2000 1 125,000.00 30,250.00

37354 Total 1 125,000.00 30,250.00

38622 Administrative Law Judge (blank) (blank) Reg V 3010 3000 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

38622 Total 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

38679 Lead Equal Opportunity Special (blank) (blank) Reg V 2030 2000 0.85 74,547.55 18,040.51

2050 2000 0.15 13,155.45 3,183.62

38679 Total 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

41680 Administrative Support Special Lee,Ayanna E 10/10/2000 Reg F 1090 1000 1 133,537.00 32,315.95

41680 Total 1 133,537.00 32,315.95

41743 SUPERVISORY ATTORNEY ADVISOR Khaing,Hnin 3/23/2015 Reg F 1060 1000 1 141,831.00 34,323.10

41743 Total 1 141,831.00 34,323.10

41751 Attorney Advisor Abbott,Charles L 10/28/2019 Reg F 1060 1000 1 95,431.00 23,094.30

41751 Total 1 95,431.00 23,094.30

43673 Administrative Support Special Ansah Brew,Josephine Adwoa 7/9/2007 Reg F 1090 1000 1 126,897.00 30,709.07

43673 Total 1 126,897.00 30,709.07

44235 Language Access Program Dir Carrillo,Rosa 12/17/2018 Reg F 2030 2000 1 121,025.00 29,288.05

44235 Total 1 121,025.00 29,288.05

45901 Deputy Director (blank) (blank) Reg V 2070 2000 1 141,128.00 34,152.98

45901 Total 1 141,128.00 34,152.98

46756 Staff Assistant Precia,Deidra N 6/15/2004 Reg F 2030 2000 1 69,342.00 16,780.76

46756 Total 1 69,342.00 16,780.76

47151 Lead Equal Opportunity Special (blank) (blank) Reg V 2030 2000 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

47151 Total 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

47458 Program Support Assistant (OA) Hedgpeth,Courtney 6/24/2019 Reg F 2010 2000 1 48,896.00 11,832.83

47458 Total 1 48,896.00 11,832.83

48048 CLERICAL ASSISTANT (OFFICE AUT Aneiva,David 11/30/2015 Reg F 2010 2000 1 53,663.00 12,986.45

48048 Total 1 53,663.00 12,986.45

70176 Equal Opportunity Specialist Taylor,Linda 5/16/2016 Reg F 2020 2000 1 95,014.00 22,993.39

70176 Total 1 95,014.00 22,993.39

73181 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2030 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

73181 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

73312 Public Affairs Specialist Brown,Ajan Ivoire 7/6/2015 Term F 2020 2000 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

73312 Total 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

73693 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SPEC Seals,William T. 1/22/2018 Reg F 2030 2000 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

73693 Total 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

77754 Youth Inclusion Program Coordi (blank) (blank) Reg V 2085 2000 1 103,657.00 25,084.99

77754 Total 1 103,657.00 25,084.99

83296 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SPEC Gallardo,Sandra E 1/30/2012 Reg F 2010 2000 0.85 59,014.65 14,281.55

2030 2000 0.15 10,414.35 2,520.27

83296 Total 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

85349 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SPEC Board,Joy 7/8/2019 Reg F 2030 2000 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

85349 Total 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

85350 PROGRAM ANALYST (BILINGUAL) Mendizabal-Lopez,Beatriz P 4/13/2009 Reg F 2030 2000 1 83,209.00 20,136.58

85350 Total 1 83,209.00 20,136.58

85502 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SPEC Diaz Villarroel,Jaime 12/15/2014 Reg F 2030 2000 1 73,383.00 17,758.69

85502 Total 1 73,383.00 17,758.69

85503 Attorney Advisor Deal,Thomas 10/24/2011 Reg F 1060 1000 1 116,818.00 28,269.96

85503 Total 1 116,818.00 28,269.96

87669 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SPEC Doherty,Camila C 4/27/2020 Term F 2030 2000 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

87669 Total 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

87683 Program Support Assistant (OA) Barringer,Dontee 11/30/2015 Reg F 2020 2000 1 52,074.00 12,601.91

87683 Total 1 52,074.00 12,601.91

91369 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Beaujuin,Marie Arnolda 12/7/2020 Reg F 2070 2000 1 120,000.00 29,040.00

91369 Total 1 120,000.00 29,040.00

91414 Equal Opportunity Specialist Wallace,Mary 10/17/2016 Term F 2030 2000 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

91414 Total 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

94109 Equal Opportunity Specialist Mohamed,Fatima 10/16/2017 Reg F 2010 2000 1 78,487.00 18,993.85

94109 Total 1 78,487.00 18,993.85

94120 EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SPEC Makris,Stacy L. 10/30/2017 Reg F 2010 2000 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

94120 Total 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

94582 Attorney Advisor (blank) (blank) Reg V 2010 2000 1 84,199.00 20,376.16

94582 Total 1 84,199.00 20,376.16

94606 Equal Opportunity Specialist Phillips,Stirling 12/11/2017 Reg F 2020 2000 1 87,931.00 21,279.30

94606 Total 1 87,931.00 21,279.30

95079 Special Assistant Thornton,Charles B 2/7/2011 Reg F 2030 2000 1 109,613.15 26,526.38

95079 Total 1 109,613.15 26,526.38

97338 Program Analyst Vizvary,Maya A 2/4/2019 Term F 2070 2000 1 85,570.00 20,707.94

97338 Total 1 85,570.00 20,707.94

97396 Supervisory Public Affairs Spc Franklin,Stephanie Theresa 8/30/2010 Reg F 2070 2000 1 107,843.06 26,098.02

97396 Total 1 107,843.06 26,098.02

97998 Equal Opportunity Specialist Burns,Meghan 9/3/2019 Reg F 2030 2000 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

97998 Total 1 69,429.00 16,801.82

99719 Program Support Assistant Kadir,Alkindi R. 7/6/2020 Term F 2030 2000 1 45,718.00 11,063.76

99719 Total 1 45,718.00 11,063.76

99902 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Wojdowski,Jaime A 1/18/2011 Reg F 2030 2000 1 117,000.00 28,314.00

99902 Total 1 117,000.00 28,314.00

99913 Equal Opportunity Specialist Bagwell,Joy 3/16/2020 Reg F 2030 2000 1 63,498.00 15,366.52

99913 Total 1 63,498.00 15,366.52

100100 Attorney Advisor (blank) (blank) Reg V 2030 2000 1 84,199.00 20,376.16

100100 Total 1 84,199.00 20,376.16

102808 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2010 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102808 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102809 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2010 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102809 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102810 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2010 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102810 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102878 Equal Opportunity Specialist Williams Jr.,Larry 2/16/2021 Reg F 2010 2000 1 83,209.00 20,136.58

102878 Total 1 83,209.00 20,136.58

102879 Equal Opportunity Specialist Megias,Eileen 2/16/2021 Term F 2010 2000 1 83,209.00 20,136.58

102879 Total 1 83,209.00 20,136.58

102880 Equal Opportunity Specialist Pleasants,Jason 1/25/2016 Term F 2010 2000 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

102880 Total 1 80,848.00 19,565.22

102881 Equal Opportunity Specialist Moody,Catheryn 9/3/2019 Reg F 2010 2000 1 78,487.00 18,993.85

102881 Total 1 78,487.00 18,993.85

102882 Public Affairs Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 2070 2000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102882 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102883 Public Affairs Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1090 1000 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

102883 Total 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

102884 Training Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102884 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102936 Supervisory Equal Opportunity (blank) (blank) Reg V 1090 1000 1 103,657.00 25,084.99

102936 Total 1 103,657.00 25,084.99

102937 Training Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102937 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102938 Lead Equal Opportunity Special (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

102938 Total 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

102939 Lead Equal Opportunity Special (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

102939 Total 1 87,703.00 21,224.13

102940 Attorney Advisor (blank) (blank) Reg V 1090 1000 1 84,199.00 20,376.16

102940 Total 1 84,199.00 20,376.16

102941 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102941 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102942 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102942 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102943 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102943 Total 1 76,126.00 18,422.49

102944 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

102944 Total 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

102945 Equal Opportunity Specialist (blank) (blank) Reg V 1060 1000 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

102945 Total 1 61,521.00 14,888.08

Grand Total 68 6,016,031.01 1,455,879.50

dcmod9_3510759 (1) (2)
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Salary (Multiple Items)

Posn Nbr Title Name
2569 Chief Administrative Law Judge Pierson,Erika L

2569 Total
5609 Attorney Advisor Applegate,Alexis

5609 Total
11483 Director, Ofc of Human Rights Palacio,Monica

11483 Total
13143 Administrative Law Judge Ash,Brandes S.G.

13143 Total
15852 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Santiago,Albert

15852 Total
41680 Administrative Support Special Lee,Ayanna E

41680 Total
41743 SUPERVISORY ATTORNEY ADVISOR Khaing,Hnin

41743 Total
43673 Administrative Support Special Ansah Brew,Josephine Adwoa

43673 Total
44235 Language Access Program Dir Carrillo,Rosa

44235 Total
45901 Deputy Director (blank)

45901 Total
77754 Youth Inclusion Program Coordi (blank)

77754 Total
85503 Attorney Advisor Deal,Thomas

85503 Total
91369 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Beaujuin,Marie Arnolda

91369 Total
95079 Special Assistant Thornton,Charles B

95079 Total
97396 Supervisory Public Affairs Spc Franklin,Stephanie Theresa

97396 Total
99902 Supervisory Equal Opportunity Wojdowski,Jaime A

99902 Total
Grand Total



Hire Date Reg/Temp/Term Vac Stat Prgm Code Activity
12/10/06 Reg F 3010 3000

12/15/14 Reg F 2030 2000

1/4/21 Reg F 1090 1000

10/13/20 Reg F 3010 3000

5/6/13 Reg F 2020 2000

10/10/00 Reg F 1090 1000

3/23/15 Reg F 1060 1000

7/9/07 Reg F 1090 1000

12/17/18 Reg F 2030 2000

(blank) Reg V 2070 2000

(blank) Reg V 2085 2000

10/24/11 Reg F 1060 1000

12/7/20 Reg F 2070 2000

2/7/11 Reg F 2030 2000

8/30/10 Reg F 2070 2000

1/18/11 Reg F 2030 2000



Values
Sum of FTE x Dist % Sum of Salary Sum of Fringe 

1.00                                       155,000.00         37,510.00            
1.00                                       155,000.00         37,510.00            
1.00                                       101,047.00         24,453.37            
1.00                                       101,047.00         24,453.37            
1.00                                       169,113.00         40,925.35            
1.00                                       169,113.00         40,925.35            
1.00                                       120,257.00         29,102.19            
1.00                                       120,257.00         29,102.19            
1.00                                       112,842.80         27,307.96            
1.00                                       112,842.80         27,307.96            
1.00                                       133,537.00         32,315.95            
1.00                                       133,537.00         32,315.95            
1.00                                       141,831.00         34,323.10            
1.00                                       141,831.00         34,323.10            
1.00                                       126,897.00         30,709.07            
1.00                                       126,897.00         30,709.07            
1.00                                       121,025.00         29,288.05            
1.00                                       121,025.00         29,288.05            
1.00                                       141,128.00         34,152.98            
1.00                                       141,128.00         34,152.98            
1.00                                       103,657.00         25,084.99            
1.00                                       103,657.00         25,084.99            
1.00                                       116,818.00         28,269.96            
1.00                                       116,818.00         28,269.96            
1.00                                       120,000.00         29,040.00            
1.00                                       120,000.00         29,040.00            
1.00                                       109,613.15         26,526.38            
1.00                                       109,613.15         26,526.38            
1.00                                       107,843.06         26,098.02            
1.00                                       107,843.06         26,098.02            
1.00                                       117,000.00         28,314.00            
1.00                                       117,000.00         28,314.00            

16.00                                    1,997,609.01    483,421.38         
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Response to Question #23 - 4 pages



Qu. 23 Intra District Transfers _FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY20 OHR Seller

1 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Seller Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU

OHR UNPDLE 20 Universal Paid Leave Department of Employment Services 12,776
Complaint processing per section 108 of the Universal 
Paid Leave Act. 

Total 12,776



Qu. 23 Intra District Transfers _FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY20 OHR Buyer

2 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Seller Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU
OHR K309HM 01 FY 20 655 15th St Department of General Services 190,000        Buildout of office space for OHR
OHR IDCASL 20 SLI Office of Disability Rights 4,540            Sign Language Interpretation
OHR 9FMHM0 20 Fleet Services Department of Public Services 1,511            Fleet

OHR 0DCRTP 02
DCRT Data Migration Project - 
2010 Office of the Chief Technology Officer 69,977          OHR Case Management System

OHR 0DCRTP 03
DCRT Data Migration Project - 
2013 Office of the Chief Technology Officer 12,748          OHR Case Management System 

OHR 0DETHM 10 FY20-DC NET RTS Office of the Chief Technology Officer 808               OCTO Assessment
Total 279,585



Qu. 23 Intra District Transfers _FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY21 OHR Seller

3 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Buyer Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU

OHR UNPDLE 21 Universal Paid Leave Department of Employment Services 1,858,227
Complaint processing per section 108 of the Universal 
Paid Leave Act. 

Total 1,858,227



Qu. 23 Intra District Transfers _FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY21 OHR Buyer

4 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Seller Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU

OHR L21HM0 03 NON-DCNET SERVICES
Office of Finance and Resource 
Management 2,000 NON-DCNET SERVICES

OHR 9FMHM0 21 Fleet Services Department of Public Works 2,118 Fleet 
OHR DTHM21 10 DCNET SERVICES Office of the Chief Technology Officer 2,245 OCTO Assessment 

Total 6,363
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FY2020 OHR Purchase Card Expenditures – Stephanie Franklin (Purchaser) 

NOTE: In Q2 of FY2020 at the onset of the public health emergency due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, District agencies 
were required to select a single agency purchase card holder to manage expenditures under the emergency status. Though prior to 
this, OHR had two purchase card holders (Albert Santiago and Stephanie Franklin), the agency Interim Director (as of March 2020) 
selected Stephanie Franklin as the sole purchase card holder for the duration of the public health emergency 

  

Purchase 
Date Amount Vendor Name Purpose of Expenditure Purchaser 

10/3/2019 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat software trial for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

10/04/2019 120.00 PAYPAL Rented space at IN3 to conduct focus group for Street 
Harassment Prevention Program. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

10/10/2019 149.00 REV.COM Transcription services from focus groups conducted for 
the Street Harassment Prevention Program. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

10/14/2019 99.00 DC BAR Employment Law 2019 Trends course at DC Bar for 
staff member, Stirling Phillips. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/04/2019 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat subscription for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/21/2019 19.00 CREATIVEMARKET.C
OM 

Design assets for agency publications including 
infographics. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/26/2019 91.16 STICKER MULE Stickers printed for Human Rights Month event. Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/26/2019 4.00 REV.COM Transcription services for closed captioning of video. Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/26/2019 85.84 PUREBUTTONS COM 
LLC 

Buttons printed for Human Rights Month event. Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/27/2019 47.60 2COCOM*MOVAVI.CO
M 

Video editing software for OHR promotional material. Stephanie Franklin 
 

11/27/2019 (6.00) PUREBUTTONS COM 
LLC 

Credit applied to order of buttons printed for Human 
Rights Month event. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

12/02/2019 496.87 JESMAR GRAPHICS Tote bags Human Rights Month event. 50% deposit. Stephanie Franklin 



Initial invoice.  
12/02/2019 275.60 CHAMPION AWARDS Trophies for Human Rights Month event. Stephanie Franklin 

 
12/03/2019 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat software for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 

 
12/09/2019 496.88 JESMAR GRAPHICS Tote bag event giveaways from Human Rights Month 

event in December 2019. Remaining balance payment. 
Stephanie Franklin 
 

12/09/2019 14.00 METRO 025-UNION 
STN N 

Metro cards for employee travel to meetings, trainings 
and other work-related activities/events. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

12/09/2019 10.00 METRO 025-UNION 
STN N 

Metro cards for employee travel to meetings, trainings 
and other work-related activities/events. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

12/09/2019 24.00 METRO 025-UNION 
STN N 

Metro cards for employee travel to meetings, trainings 
and other work-related activities/events. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

12/09/2019 21.00 METRO 025-UNION 
STN N 

Metro cards for employee travel to meetings, trainings 
and other work-related activities/events. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

12/11/2019 20.00 NEXTSPARK  - 
FLEXIQUIZ 

Survey tool for EEO Training Series. Stephanie Franklin 
 

01/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat Pro subscription for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

01/13/2020 20.00 NEXTSPARK  - 
FLEXIQUIZ 

Quiz software for EEO Counseling Program. Stephanie Franklin 
 

02/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat program for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

02/03/2020 959.88 ADOBE CREATIVE 
CLOUD 

Adobe Creative Suite annual subscription for agency 
material production. Used by the Communications & 
Community Engagement Unit. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

02/13/2020 2.00 REV.COM Transcription services for closed captioning on agency 
video production. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

02/25/2020 95.00 IDEALIST.ORG 2752794 Job posting for recruitment of additional OHR staff on 
web platform. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

02/26/2020 1.00 REV.COM Transcription services for closed captioning on agency 
video production. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

02/26/2020 25.87 INDEED Job posting for recruitment of additional OHR staff on Stephanie Franklin 



web platform.  
03/02/2020 54.13 INDEED Job posting for recruitment of additional OHR staff on 

web platform. 
Stephanie Franklin 
 

03/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat Pro subscription for Agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

03/05/2020 995.00 NATIONAL 
EMPLOYMENT LA 

Training registration for Mediation Manager. Stephanie Franklin 
 

03/18/2020 949.97 LOGMEIN GoToMeeting videoconference web platform annual 
subscription for OHR Mediation Team and general use 
during modified telework posture due to the public 
health emergency. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

03/18/2020 543.78 EIG Constant Contact email marketing platform for agency 
community email blasts and other use by OHR 
Communications and Community Engagement Team. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

04/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat subscription for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

05/01/2020 13.90 DOCUSIGN COVID-19 related purchase for secure electronic 
document management trial. This service is used to 
securely deliver and receive digitally signed and 
authorized agreements on OHR cases. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

05/04/2020 2,544.00 DOCUSIGN COVID-19 related purchase for secure electronic 
document management annual subscription for 5 users. 
This service is used to securely deliver and receive 
digitally signed and authorized agreements on OHR 
cases. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

05/04/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Pro subscription charged monthly for agency 
Director's use. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

05/21/2020 180.00 CHARGE.PREZI.COM Annual presentation digital software subscription used 
on a weekly basis by OHR Communications & 
Community Engagement Unit. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

05/27/2020 1,271.37 SHRED-IT USA LLC Quarterly shredding service for disposal of confidential 
materials at OHR. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Pro subscription charged monthly for agency Stephanie Franklin 



Director's use.  
06/15/2020 190.67 ACROBAT PRO SUBS Annual Adobe Pro subscription for agency OHR HR 

Manager's use. 
Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/16/2020 550.00 DC BAR DC Bar course registration for two employees in OHR 
Enforcement Unit in June 2020. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/16/2020 825.00 DC BAR DC Bar course registration for three employees in OHR 
Legal Unit in July 2020. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/16/2020 1,650.00 DC BAR DC Bar course registration for six employees in OHR 
Enforcement Unit in June 2020. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/30/2020 401.00 DC BAR DC Bar License Renewal for agency General Counsel. Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/30/2020 401.00 DC BAR DC Bar License Renewal for agency Attorney Advisor. Stephanie Franklin 
 

06/30/2020 401.00 DC BAR DC Bar License Renewal for agency Attorney Advisor. Stephanie Franklin 
 

07/02/2020 19.00 EB THE SCIENCE AMP 
PR 

The Science & Practice of Trauma Informed 
Leadership Training registration for agency Mediation 
Manager. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

07/02/2020 19.00 EB THE SCIENCE AMP 
PR 

The Science & Practice of Trauma Informed 
Leadership Training registration for agency 
Administrative Officer. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

07/02/2020 19.00 EB THE SCIENCE AMP 
PR 

The Science & Practice of Trauma Informed 
Leadership Training registration for Enforcement Unit 
Manager. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

07/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat subscription for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

07/03/2020 44.60 STANDARD OFFICE 
SUPPLY 

Notary equipment and supplies for OHR staff. Stephanie Franklin 
 

07/08/2020 72.85 STANDARD OFFICE 
SUPPLY 

Notary equipment and supplies for OHR staff. Stephanie Franklin 
 

08/03/2020 15.89 ADOBE  *800-833-6687 Adobe Acrobat subscription for agency Director. Stephanie Franklin 
 

08/04/2020 1,980.00 EEOC TRAINING INST EEOC Training Institute Registration for a virtual Stephanie Franklin 



conference for OHR Mediation Team staff members.  
08/17/2020 2.66 INTERNATIONAL 

TRANSACTION 
International transaction fee for QR Code Generator 
platform. Invoice is charged in Euros instead of USD. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

08/17/2020 177.55 QR-CODE-
GENERATOR.COM 

QR code generator web platform subscription for 
campaign QR codes used for the transgender survey. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

09/02/2020 357.00 INDEED Job posting web platform for OHR employment 
vacancy advertisement. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

09/17/2020 165.93 SHRED-IT Document shredding services. Stephanie Franklin 
 

09/18/2020 543.78 EIG Constant Contact annual subscription for email 
marketing. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

09/21/2020 5,160.00 CLEAR CHANNEL 
OUTDOOR 

Advertising and production costs with Clear Channel 
Outdoors for Transgender and Nonbinary Employment 
Survey. This includes five bus shelter ads. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 

09/22/2020 1,375.00 DC BAR Course registration for five OHR Staff members to 
participate in a two-day virtual training series hosted by 
DC Bar. 

Stephanie Franklin 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



FY2020 OHR Purchase Card Expenditures – Albert Santiago (Purchaser) 

Purchase 
Date Amount Vendor Name Purpose of Expenditure Purchaser 

10/16/2019 129.00  DC BAR Legal Training for  Linda Taylor –Mediator  Albert Santiago 
10/31/2019 99.00  DC BAR Legal Training for Stirling Phillips –

Mediator  
Albert Santiago 

10/31/2019 129.00  DC BAR Legal Training for  Linda Taylor –Mediator Albert Santiago 
11/08/2019 1,200.00  MSI*IDPLLC Fair Housing Training for Ajan Brown- 

Community Engagement Specialist  
Albert Santiago 

11/12/2019 117.45  STANDARD OFFICE 
SUPPLY 

Public Notary Supplies for Bianca Bell 
previous EEO Specialist 

Albert Santiago 

11/13/2019 168.00  SUPERIOR COURIERS LLC Cost for official courier services for 
November  

Albert Santiago 

12/02/2019 112.00  SUPERIOR COURIERS LLC Cost for official courier services in the 
month of  December  

Albert Santiago 

12/18/2019 176.00  SPECTRUM 
MANAGEMENT LL 

Provided 2 copies of office keys - 
Locksmith 

Albert Santiago 

12/18/2019 117.45  STANDARD OFFICE 
SUPPLY 

Public Notary Supplies for Sandy Gallardo –
Intake Officer – Enforcement Team 

Albert Santiago 

01/06/2020 56.00  SUPERIOR COURIERS LLC Cost for official courier services in the 
month of January 

Albert Santiago 

01/09/2020 77.95  INT*IN *CAPITOL 
MARKIN 

Self-ink date stamp for the Commission on 
Human Rights  

Albert Santiago 

01/14/2020 23.67  FEDEX Fedex Ground Delivery of Confidential 
documents  

Albert Santiago 

01/14/2020 10.16  INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSACTION 

International Transaction fee- Japan Albert Santiago 

01/14/2020 677.11  JTB ITNET SETTLEMENT Hotel Reservation for the attendee of the 
14th United Nations Congress on Crime 
Prevention & Criminal Justice in Japan( 

Albert Santiago 



Kyoto Congress)- Charles Thornton 

01/16/2020 170.21  SHRED-IT Quarterly shredding service for disposal of 
confidential materials at OHR. 

Albert Santiago 

01/18/2020 27.23  INTERNATIONAL 
TRANSACTION 

International Transaction fee  Albert Santiago 

01/18/2020 1,815.28  JTB ITNET SETTLEMENT Travel expenses associated with the 14th 
United Nations Congress on Crime 
Prevention & Criminal Justice in Japan( 
Kyoto Congress)- Charles Thornton  

Albert Santiago 

01/31/2020 209.99  SUCCESSORIES Recognition  Award Plaque Albert Santiago 

02/04/2020 2,380.56  LEXIS NEXIS  Lexis Nexis Annual Subscription fees Albert Santiago 

02/04/2020 28.00  SUPERIOR COURIERS LLC Cost for official courier services in the 
month of February 2020 

Albert Santiago 

02/26/2020 2,795.00  EB STRATEGIC 
GOVERNME 

The Advanced Learning Institute training on  
Strategic Government Communications: 
Engaging Your Audiences and Advancing 
Agency Missions- Stephanie Franklin  

Albert Santiago 

03/06/2020 26.00  SUPERIOR COURIERS LLC Cost for official courier services in the 
month of March 2020 

Albert Santiago 

03/11/2020 117.45  STANDARD OFFICE 
SUPPLY 

Public Notary Supplies for Alexis Applegate 
–Attorney Advisor  

Albert Santiago 

03/17/2020 158.22  IN *CAPITOL MARKING 
PR 

Signature Stamp for previous Agency 
Director- Michelle Garcia  

Albert Santiago 

04/02/2020 150.00  NEW YORK STATE BAR 
ASS 

Legal Training fees  Albert Santiago 

 

 



FY2021 to date, OHR Purchase Card Expenditures – Stephanie Franklin (Purchaser) 

 

Purchase 
Date Amount Vendor Name Purpose of Expenditure Purchaser 

10/06/2020 500.00  NATIONAL FAIR HOUSING National Fair Housing Alliance 2-day 
training registration for OHR 
Enforcement Staff Members, Mary 
Wallace and Meghan Burns. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 

10/12/2020 154.00  MURPHY CAP AND GOWN Vendor for purchase of robe for newly 
onboarded Administrative Law Judge, 
Judge Brandes Ash to tthe Commission 
on Human Rights.  

Stephanie Franklin 

 

11/05/2020 1,986.25  NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT 
LA 

National Employment Law Institute 
virtual conference registration for OHR 
Legal team (4 employees) in December 
2020: Hnin Khaing, Thomas Deal, 
Charles Abbott and Alexis Applegate  

Stephanie Franklin 

 

11/09/2020 118.54  SHRED-IT Document shredding service (Shred-It) 
monthly payment for October 2020. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 
11/11/2020 402.15  SHRED-IT Document shredding service (Shred-It) 

payment for overdue balance carrying 
over from August and September 2020. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 
12/14/2020 2,060.00  PLANET DEPOS Deposition services for OHR Office of 

General Counsel. Services used by 
Attorney Advisor, Charles Abbott on 
12/10/2020. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 

12/31/2020 8.50  FEDEX Legal case material same-day FedEx 
delivery requested by OHR Attorney 
Advisor, Charles Abbott. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 
01/06/2021 (370.80) PLANET DEPOS Partial deposit return/refund for 

deposition services rendered. Request 
Stephanie Franklin 

 



made by OHR Attorney Advisor, 
Charles Abbott. 

02/02/2021 959.88  ADOBE CREATIVE CLOUD Annual subscription for Adobe Creative 
Suite used by Communications 
Director, Stephanie Franklin, to design, 
brand and layout agency publications, 
campaign ads and enforcement 
materials. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 

02/12/2021 120.82  SHRED-IT Document shredding service (Shred-It) 
monthly payment for January 2021. 

Stephanie Franklin 

 
02/15/2021 240.00  FLEXIQUIZ - NEXTSPARK  Survey tool for EEO Training Series. Stephanie Franklin 
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AMENDED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEEN 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 

AND 

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is between the District of Columbia 

Department of Employment Services (DOES) and the Office of Human Rights (OHR), 

referred to individually as “Party” and collectively as “Parties”. 

 

DOES connects District residents, job seekers, and employers to opportunities and 

resources that empower fair, safe, effective working communities.  DOES, a proud 

partner of the American Job Center, is an equal opportunity employer/service provider.  

Translation and interpretation services are available upon request to persons with limited 

or no English proficiency.  Auxiliary aids and services are available upon request to 

persons with disabilities. DOES through its Office of Paid Family Leave (OPFL) 

administers and enforces the District of Columbia’s paid family leave program, which 

provides medical, family, and parental leave benefits to covered employees in the District 

of Columbia. 

 

OHR was established to eradicate discrimination, increase equal opportunity, and protect 

human rights for persons who live in or visit the District of Columbia. OHR proactively 

enforces local and federal human rights laws, including the DC Human Rights Act, 

through complaints filed at the OHR or through Director’s Inquiries, which allow OHR to 

identify and investigate practices and policies that may be discriminatory.   

 

II. PURPOSE AND INTENT  

 

D.C. Code § 32-541.08(e) states: 

 

“For complaints, other than a claim determination, that arise under this act, the 

administrative enforcement procedure and relief shall be the same as that in D.C. 

FMLA.” 

 

OHR currently enforces the D.C. FMLA.  As such, OHR will process complaints other 

than a claim determination under Section 108 of the Universal Paid Leave Act.  On 

August 31, 2020, the Council enacted the Local Budget Emergency Act of 2020 (Bill 23-

0766), which requires that DOES effectuate an intra-District transfer of $1,858,227 to the 

Office of Human Rights for implementation of the Universal Paid Leave Implementation 

Fund Act of 2016.  The intent of this MOU is to establish a collaborative relationship 

between the Parties for the efficient and effective resolution of paid family leave 

complaints, other than claims determinations, as required pursuant to D.C. Code § 32-

541.08(e) and for execution of the requisite intra-District fund transfer. 
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III. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PARTIES 

 

Pursuant to the applicable authorities and in the furtherance of the shared goals of the 

Parties to carry out the purposes of this MOU expeditiously and economically, the Parties 

do hereby agree: 

 

 A. RESPONSIBILITIES OF DOES 

   

  DOES shall: 

 

1. Transfer $1,858,227.00 to OHR via Intra-District advance, in accordance 

with Section VI.B. of this MOU. 

  

2. Provide all PFL directives, policy statements, requirements, or 

communications that pertain, in whole or in part, to the paid family leave 

complaints process or protocols, within 48 hours of finalization or receipt. 

 

3. Cooperate with OHR to ensure the proper expenditure of local 

administrative grant funds consistent with all applicable District of 

Columbia and federal laws, regulations, directives, policy statements, and 

requirements. 

 

4. Provide claimants’ claims files, when requested by OHR, within ten (10) 

calendar days of receipt of the request. 

 

5. Work collaboratively to create a secure transmission mechanism for 

claimants’ claims files. 

 

6. Communicate with OHR in a timely manner by responding to all 

correspondence within twenty-four (24) hours, or the next business day.   

 

B. RESPONSIBILITIES OF OHR 

   

  OHR shall: 

   

1. Receive, review, investigate, and resolve all complaints on paid family 

leave claims, other than claims determinations. 

 

2. Consistent with D.C. Code § 32-541.06(j), develop and deliver 

educational program for the public through awareness campaign about 

claims processed by OHR. 

 

3. Receive complaints directly from claimants. 

 

4. Request claimant’s claim file from DOES, if needed.  
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5. Work collaboratively to create a secure transmission mechanism for 

claimants’ claims files. 

 

6. OHR shall utilize any and all funds provided it pursuant to this MOU 

solely to educate the public and to investigate and adjudicate PFL 

complaints filed during the fiscal within which the funds were either 

appropriated or certified for the named expenditure or obligation.  

 

IV. DURATION OF MOU   

 

A. The period of this MOU shall be from October 1, 2020 through September 30, 

2021, unless otherwise dictated by applicable law(s).  

 

 

V. AUTHORITY FOR MOU 

 

D.C. Official Code § 1-301.01(k) and any other authority under the Parties’ programs. 

 

VI. FUNDING PROVISIONS 

 

A.   Payment Amount 

 

1. Total payment under this MOU shall not exceed $1,858,227.00 for FY 

2021.  

 

B.  Payment Terms 

 

1. DOES shall make the intra-District fund transfer to OHR no later than                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

October 2, 2020.                                                                                                                                                                                          

2. OHR will return any excess advance to DOES by September 30, 2021. 

 

3. The Parties' Directors or designees shall resolve all adjustments and 

disputes arising from services performed under this MOU. In the event 

that the Parties are unable to resolve a financial issue, the matter shall be 

referred to the D.C. Office of Financial Operations and Systems. 

 

1.  Anti-Deficiency Considerations 

 

The Parties acknowledge and agree that their respective obligations to fulfill 

financial obligations of any kind pursuant to any and all provisions of this MOU, 

or any subsequent agreement entered into by the Parties pursuant to this MOU, 

are and shall remain subject to the provisions of (i) the federal Anti-Deficiency 

Act, 31 U.S.C. §§1341, 1342, 1349, 1351, (ii) the District to Columbia Anti-
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Deficiency Act, D.C. Official Code §§47-355.01-355.08, (iii) D.C. Official Code 

§47-105 (2001), and (iv) D.C. Official Code §1-204.46, as the foregoing statues 

may be amended from time to time, regardless of whether a particular obligation 

has been expressly so conditioned. 

 

VII. RECORDS AND REPORTS 

 

OHR shall maintain records and receipts for the expenditure of all funds provided for a 

minimum of three (3) years from the date of expiration or termination of the MOU and 

upon the District of Columbia’s request make these documents available for inspection 

by duly authorized representatives of DOES and other officials as may be specified by 

the District of Columbia at its sole discretion. 

 

OHR shall provide, upon DOES' reasonable request or at regular intervals agreed to by 

the Parties, copies of accounting statements, budget plans, etc., as may be required by 

DOES pursuant to the paid family leave administrative grant and applicable federal and 

local laws, regulations, and directives.  

 

VIII. CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 

 

All case information exchanged between the Parties shall be treated with confidentiality 

provision established under D.C. Code § 32-541.06(h).  The Parties to this MOU shall 

use, restrict, safeguard, and dispose of all information related to services provided 

pursuant to this MOU, in accordance with all relevant federal and local statues, 

regulations, and policies.   

 

IX. TERMINATION 

 

This Agreement shall terminate on September 30, 2021, unless otherwise required by 

law.  

 

X. NOTICE 

 

 The following individuals are the contact point for each Party under this MOU: 

 

Jeffrey J. Reddig 

Attorney Advisor, Office of Paid Family Leave 

Department of Employment Services 

4058 Minnesota Avenue, NE 

Suite 4500 

Washington, DC 20019 

Phone: (202) 664-5754 

Email: jeffrey.reddig@dc.gov= 

Hnin Khaing 

General Counsel 

D.C. Office of Human Rights 

mailto:jeffrey.reddig@dc.gov
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Marion S. Barry, Jr. Building 

441 4th Street, NW Suite 570N 

Washington, DC 20001  

Phone: (202) 741-5865 

               Email: hnin.khaing@dc.gov  

XI. MODIFICATIONS 

The terms and conditions of this MOU may be modified only upon prior written 

agreement by the Parties, prior to its expiration or termination.   

 

XII. MISCELLANEOUS 

 

A. The Parties shall comply with all applicable laws, rules and regulations whether 

now in force or hereafter enacted or promulgated. 

 

B. DOES-OHR PROGRAM MEETINGS 

 

1. OHR and DOES shall meet from time to time upon the reasonable request of 

either Party to discuss issues of mutual concern and interest. OHR and DOES 

shall cooperate in setting the agendas for these meetings and shall alternate 

chairing the meetings. OHR and DOES shall work cooperatively and in good 

faith to promptly address issues of concern raised during the meetings.  

 

2. The OHR Director and DOES Director each have designated these staff 

members to address issues that arise under this MOU. The address and phone 

numbers to members are as shown below. 

  

  OHR MEMBERS 

 

Interim Director – Michelle Garcia - (202) 492-5557 

General Counsel – Hnin Khaing – (202) 679-5797 

 

Office of Human Rights 

441 4th Street, NW 

Suite 570N 

Washington, DC 20001 

(202) 727-4559 

 

DOES MEMBERS 

 

Director – Dr. Unique Morris-Hughes 

Deputy Director – Monnikka Madison – (202) 698 -3702 

Attorney for Paid Family Leave Program – Jeffrey Reddig – (202) 664-5754 

 

Department of Employment Services 

Office of Paid Family Leave 

mailto:hnin.khaing@dc.gov
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               4058 Minnesota Ave, NE  

         Suite 4500 

       Washington, DC 20019  

 

3. This list may be updated as needed by the OHR Director and by the DOES 

Director. Amendments or substitutions to the list may be made at any time by 

written notification from the OHR Director or the DOES Director.  

 

C. PROCUREMENT PRACTICES ACT 

 

If a District of Columbia agency or instrumentality plans to utilize the goods or 

services of an agent or third party (e.g., contractor, consultant) to provide any of 

the goods or services specified under this MOU, then the agency or 

instrumentality shall abide by the provisions of the District of Columbia 

Procurement Practices Reform Act of 2010 (D.C. Official Code §2-351.01 et seq.) 

to procure the goods or services of the agent or third party. 

 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Amended MOU as follows: 

 

DOES        

 

 

______________________________  Date:  _______________ 

Dr. Unique Morris-Hughes 

Director   

 

 

OHR 

 

 

______________________________  Date: _______________ 

Michelle M. Garcia 

Interim Director 

11/19/2020

umorris-hughes
Typewritten Text
11-24-20



Q26 MOUs for FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY20 OHR Seller

1 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Seller Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU

OHR UNPDLE 20 Universal Paid Leave Department of Employment Services 12,776
Complaint processing per section 108 of the Universal 
Paid Leave Act. 

Total 12,776



Q26 MOUs for FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY20 OHR Buyer

2 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Seller Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU
OHR K309HM 01 FY 20 655 15th St Department of General Services 190,000        Buildout of office space for OHR
OHR IDCASL 20 SLI Office of Disability Rights 4,540            Sign Language Interpretation
OHR 9FMHM0 20 Fleet Services Department of Public Services 1,511            Fleet

OHR 0DCRTP 02
DCRT Data Migration Project - 
2010 Office of the Chief Technology Officer 69,977          OHR Case Management System

OHR 0DCRTP 03
DCRT Data Migration Project - 
2013 Office of the Chief Technology Officer 12,748          OHR Case Management System 

OHR 0DETHM 10 FY20-DC NET RTS Office of the Chief Technology Officer 808               OCTO Assessment
Total 279,585



Q26 MOUs for FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY21 OHR Seller

3 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Buyer Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU

OHR UNPDLE 21 Universal Paid Leave Department of Employment Services 1,858,227
Complaint processing per section 108 of the Universal 
Paid Leave Act. 

Total 1,858,227



Q26 MOUs for FY20 and FY21 to date.xlsx
FY21 OHR Buyer

4 of 4

Program Project Ph Title Seller Agency Grand Total Purpose of MOU

OHR L21HM0 03 NON-DCNET SERVICES
Office of Finance and Risk 
Management 2,000

To cover the costs associated with Requests for Telephone 
Services (RTS)

OHR 9FMHM0 21 Fleet Services Department of Public Works 2,118 Fleet

OHR DTHM21 10 DCNET Services
Office of the Chief Technology 
Officer 2,245 OCTO Assessment
Total 6,363
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Approp  
Fund

GAAP 
Category 

Title

Comp Source Group Comp Object FY 2020 
BUDGET

FY 2020 
EXPENDITURE

FY 2020 
VARIANCE

Variance Explanations FY 2021 
BUDGET

FY 2021 
EXPENDITUR

E

0011 - REGULAR 
PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

0111 - CONTINUING FULL TIME 2,641,736.95 3,062,724.42 -420,987.47 4,799,097.52 652,528.64

2,641,736.95 3,062,724.42 -420,987.47 4,799,097.52 652,528.64
0121 - TEMPORARY FULL-TIME 0 0 0 231,442.86 0

0125 - TERM FULL-TIME 769,026.5 199,566.76 569,459.74 248,139.1 60,536.44

769,026.5 199,566.76 569,459.74 479,581.96 60,536.44
0132 - ADMINISTRATIVE 
PREMIUM

0 8,834.46 -8,834.46 0 0

0134 - TERMINAL LEAVE 0 24,642.03 -24,642.03 0 0

0138 - BONUS PAY 0 3,078.27 -3,078.27 0 0

0 36,554.76 -36,554.76 0 0
0141 - GROUP LIFE 
INSURANCE

0 1,853.54 -1,853.54 0 373.67

0142 - HEALTH BENEFITS 0 415,465.09 -415,465.09 0 90,905.73

0147 - MISC FRINGE BENEFITS 869,714.18 -27,979.09 897,693.27 1,327,577.86 0

0148 - RETIREMENT 
CONTRIBUTION - FICA

0 194,839.42 -194,839.42 0 41,160.19

0154 - OPTICAL PLAN 0 2,657.92 -2,657.92 0 573.2

0155 - DENTAL PLAN 0 8,031.11 -8,031.11 0 1,717.5

0157 - PREPAID LEGAL 0 1,141.54 -1,141.54 0 277.02

0158 - MEDICARE 
CONTRIBUTION

0 46,176.55 -46,176.55 0 9,775.48

0159 - RETIREMENT 0 143,745.11 -143,745.11 0 31,931.39

0160 - DC METRO BENEFITS 0 168.75 -168.75 0 0

0161 - DC HEALTH BENEFIT 
FEES

0 18,314.07 -18,314.07 0 3,867.34

869,714.18 804,414.01 65,300.17 1,327,577.86 180,581.52
0015 - OVERTIME 
PAY

0133 - OVERTIME PAY 0 935.71 -935.71 0 400.05

0 935.71 -935.71 0 400.05
4,280,477.63 4,104,195.66 176,281.97 6,606,257.34 894,046.65

0201 - OFFICE SUPPLIES 0 0 0 18,450 0

0210 - GENERAL 11,747.58 617.66 11,129.92 11,621.6 11,621

11,747.58 617.66 11,129.92 30,071.6 11,621
0031 - 
TELECOMMUNICA
TIONS

0308 - 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

0 808.36 -808.36 0 4,245

0 808.36 -808.36 0 4,245
0032 - RENTALS - 
LAND AND 
STRUCTURES

0309 - RENTALS - LAND AND 
STRUCTURES

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0404 - MAINTENANCE AND 
REPAIRS - AUTO

2,000 1,511.05 488.95 2,117.9 0

0408 - PROF SERVICE FEES 
AND CONTR

20,070.36 50,278.16 -30,207.8 606,577.03 1,175

0410 - OFFICE SUPPORT 9,045.9 896.27 8,149.63 16,245.9 12,245.9

0411 - PRINTING, 
DUPLICATING, ETC

10,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000

0416 - POSTAGE 0 0 0 1,000 0

41,116.26 52,685.48 -11,569.22 635,940.83 23,420.9
0041 - 
CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - 
OTHER

0409 - CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - OTHER

584,522.04 614,589.7 -30,067.66 662,110.67 42,151.54

584,522.04 614,589.7 -30,067.66 662,110.67 42,151.54
0070 - EQUIPMENT 
& EQUIPMENT 
RENTAL

0702 - PURCHASES - 
EQUIPMENT AND MACHINERY

0 0 0 7,276.57 0

0 0 0 7,276.57 0
637,385.88 668,701.2 -31,315.32 1,335,399.67 81,438.44

4,917,863.51 4,772,896.86 144,966.65 Variance is primarily a result of vacancy 
savings. 

7,941,657.01 975,485.09

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - OTHER - Total

0070 - EQUIPMENT & EQUIPMENT RENTAL - Total
NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0100 - Total

0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS - Total

0031 - TELECOMMUNICATIONS - Total

0032 - RENTALS - LAND AND STRUCTURES - Total
0040 - OTHER 
SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND CHARGES - Total

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

FUND LEVEL

0100 PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL TIME - Total
0012 - REGULAR 
PAY - OTHER

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER - Total
0013 - ADDITIONAL 
GROSS PAY

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY - Total
0014 - FRINGE 
BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR PERSONNEL - Total

0015 - OVERTIME PAY - Total
PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-
PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0020 - SUPPLIES 
AND MATERIALS
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Approp  
Fund

GAAP 
Category 

Title

Comp Source Group Comp Object FY 2020 
BUDGET

FY 2020 
EXPENDITURE

FY 2020 
VARIANCE

Variance Explanations FY 2021 
BUDGET

FY 2021 
EXPENDITUR

E

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

FUND LEVEL

0100 PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0011 - REGULAR 
PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

0111 - CONTINUING FULL TIME 30 26,029.17 -25,999.17 86,494.3 14,193.17

30 26,029.17 -25,999.17 86,494.3 14,193.17
0012 - REGULAR 
PAY - OTHER

0125 - TERM FULL-TIME 0 0 0 87,931 0

0 0 0 87,931 0
0132 - ADMINISTRATIVE 
PREMIUM

0 -6,818.46 6,818.46 0 0

0134 - TERMINAL LEAVE 0 6,818.46 -6,818.46 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0141 - GROUP LIFE 
INSURANCE

0 54.23 -54.23 0 8.24

0142 - HEALTH BENEFITS 0 3,533.01 -3,533.01 0 2,241.04

0147 - MISC FRINGE BENEFITS 4,014.31 -10,597.46 14,611.77 42,385.34 0

0148 - RETIREMENT 
CONTRIBUTION - FICA

0 6,060.6 -6,060.6 0 812.76

0154 - OPTICAL PLAN 0 64.69 -64.69 0 10.67

0155 - DENTAL PLAN 0 207.65 -207.65 0 35.2

0158 - MEDICARE 
CONTRIBUTION

0 1,417.47 -1,417.47 0 190.15

0159 - RETIREMENT 0 3,003.57 3,003.57 0 709.63

0161 - DC HEALTH BENEFIT 
FEES

0 270.55 -270.55 0 101.06

4,014.31 4,014.31 0. 42,385.34 4,108.75
4,044.31 30,043.48 -25,999.17 216,810.64 18,301.92

0031 - 
TELECOMMUNICA
TIONS

0308 - 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0402 - TRAVEL - OUT OF CITY 12,000 12,000 0 12,000 20,955.86

0408 - PROF SERVICE FEES 
AND CONTR

25,461.69 6,066.57 19,395.12 82,859.47 14,480.91

0410 - OFFICE SUPPORT 0 0 0 0 -1,732.34

0411 - PRINTING, 
DUPLICATING, ETC

0 0 0 9,082.05 0

0419 - TUITION FOR 
EMPLOYEE TRAINING

10,721.96 10,721.96 0 8,254.14 4,140.34

48,183.65 28,788.53 19,395.12 112,195.66 37,844.77
0041 - 
CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - 
OTHER

0409 - CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - OTHER

6,604.05 0 6,604.05 9,771.76 0

6,604.05 0 6,604.05 9,771.76 0
54,787.7 28,788.53 25,999.17 121,967.42 37,844.77

58,832.01 58,832.01 0. N/A 338,778.06 56,146.69
0041 - 
CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - 
OTHER

0409 - CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - OTHER

89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 0 0

89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 0 0
89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 0 0
89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 Variance due to contractor underspending. 0 0

0011 - REGULAR 
PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

0111 - CONTINUING FULL TIME 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0012 - REGULAR 
PAY - OTHER

0125 - TERM FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0014 - FRINGE 
BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0147 - MISC FRINGE BENEFITS 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 N/A 0 00450 - Total

0400 - Total

0450 PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL TIME - Total

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER - Total

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR PERSONNEL - Total
PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND CHARGES - Total

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - OTHER - Total
NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0200 - Total
0400 NON-

PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - OTHER - Total
NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0200 PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL TIME - Total

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER - Total
0013 - ADDITIONAL 
GROSS PAY

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY - Total
0014 - FRINGE 
BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR PERSONNEL - Total
PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-
PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0031 - TELECOMMUNICATIONS - Total
0040 - OTHER 
SERVICES AND 
CHARGES
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Approp  
Fund

GAAP 
Category 

Title

Comp Source Group Comp Object FY 2020 
BUDGET

FY 2020 
EXPENDITURE

FY 2020 
VARIANCE

Variance Explanations FY 2021 
BUDGET

FY 2021 
EXPENDITUR

E

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

FUND LEVEL

0100 PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0011 - REGULAR 
PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

0111 - CONTINUING FULL TIME 288,744 10,670.48 278,073.52 930,373 5,505.14

288,744 10,670.48 278,073.52 930,373 5,505.14
0141 - GROUP LIFE 
INSURANCE

0 3.05 -3.05 0 3.17

0142 - HEALTH BENEFITS 0 357.17 -357.17 0 488.61

0147 - MISC FRINGE BENEFITS 0 1,068.82 -1,068.82 217,854 0

0148 - RETIREMENT 
CONTRIBUTION - FICA

0 313.57 -313.57 0 322.99

0154 - OPTICAL PLAN 0 3.32 -3.32 0 2.83

0155 - DENTAL PLAN 0 9.65 -9.65 0 7.99

0158 - MEDICARE 
CONTRIBUTION

0 73.31 -73.31 0 75.54

0159 - RETIREMENT 0 263.74 -263.74 0 275.23

0161 - DC HEALTH BENEFIT 
FEES

0 12.46 -12.46 0 23

0 2,105.09 -2,105.09 217,854 1,199.36
288,744 12,775.57 275,968.43 1,148,227 6,704.5

0201 - OFFICE SUPPLIES 7,500 0 7,500 175,000 0

0210 - GENERAL 0 0 0 0 30,000

7,500 0 7,500 175,000 30,000
0035 - 
OCCUPANCY 
FIXED COSTS

0310 - OCCUPANCY FIXED 
COSTS

0 0 0 230,000 0

0 0 0 230,000 0
0408 - PROF SERVICE FEES 
AND CONTR

22,500 0 22,500 0 0

0410 - OFFICE SUPPORT 0 0 0 200,000 0

0411 - PRINTING, 
DUPLICATING, ETC

5,000 0 5,000 0 0

27,500 0 27,500 200,000 0
0041 - 
CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - 
OTHER

0409 - CONTRACTUAL 
SERVICES - OTHER

4,559.72 3,119.72 1,440 0 0

4,559.72 3,119.72 1,440 0 0
0050 - SUBSIDIES 
AND TRANSFERS

0507 - SUBSIDIES 0 0 0 100,000 0

0 0 0 100,000 0
39,559.72 3,119.72 36,440 705,000 30,000

328,303.72 15,895.29 312,408.43 NPS and PS variances are both a result of 
low complaint case processing for the 
Universal Paid Leave Act.

1,853,227          36,704.50700 - Total

0700 PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL TIME - Total
0014 - FRINGE 
BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR PERSONNEL - Total
PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-
PERSONNE
L SERVICES

0020 - SUPPLIES 
AND MATERIALS

0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS - Total

0035 - OCCUPANCY FIXED COSTS - Total
0040 - OTHER 
SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND CHARGES - Total

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - OTHER - Total

0050 - SUBSIDIES AND TRANSFERS - Total
NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
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Approp  
Fund

Activity GAAP Category Title Comp Source Group FY 2020 
BUDGET

FY 2020 
EXPENDITU

RE

FY 2020 
VARIANCE

Variance Explaintaion FY 2021 
BUDGET

FY 2021 
EXPENDITUR

E

0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 0 0 0 0 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0032 - RENTALS - LAND AND 
STRUCTURES

0 0 0 0 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

2,000 1,511.05 488.95 2,117.9 0

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

190,000 190,000 0 0 0

192,000 191,511.05 488.95 2,117.9 0
192,000 191,511.05 488.95 2,117.9 0

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

143,840.07 141,263.67 2,576.4 0 0

143,840.07 141,263.67 2,576.4 0 0
143,840.07 141,263.67 2,576.4 0 0

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

239,339.66 336,907.77 -97,568.11 429,146.53 72,532.47

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 100,353.53 0 100,353.53 0 0

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 1,700.11 -1,700.11 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

82,029.91 73,960.62 8,069.29 102,655.53 16,668.05

421,723.1 412,568.5 9,154.6 531,802.06 89,200.52
0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 1,747.58 601.77 1,145.81 1,621.6 1,621

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0.07 0 0.07 545.46 0

1,747.65 601.77 1,145.88 2,167.06 1,621
423,470.75 413,170.27 10,300.48 533,969.12 90,821.52

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

388,296.81 316,216.86 72,079.95 586,136.03 55,909.73

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 9,873.91 -9,873.91 0 0

1060 - LEGAL SERVICES                                     - Total
1090 - 
PERFORMANCE 
MANAGEMENT                            

PERSONNEL SERVICES

1060 - LEGAL 
SERVICES                                    

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

ACTIVITY LEVEL
PROGRAM: 1000 - OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS (CC)                       

0100 1020 - 
CONTRACTING 
AND 
PROCUREMENT                       

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
1020 - CONTRACTING AND PROCUREMENT                        - Total
1030 - PROPERTY 
MANAGEMENT                               

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
1030 - PROPERTY MANAGEMENT                                - Total
1040 - 
INFORMATION 
TECHNOLGY                             NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
1040 - INFORMATION TECHNOLGY                              - Total
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OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

ACTIVITY LEVEL
PROGRAM: 1000 - OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS (CC)                       

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

93,766.93 78,741.3 15,025.63 140,551.06 14,422.14

482,063.74 404,832.07 77,231.67 726,687.09 70,331.87
0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0 40,269.24 -40,269.24 27,000 0

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 9,503.09 -9,503.09 20,000 0

0 49,772.33 -49,772.33 47,000 0
482,063.74 454,604.4 27,459.34 773,687.09 70,331.87

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

0 0 0 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

0 0 0 85,570 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 0 0 20,793.51 0

0 0 0 106,363.51 0
0 0 0 106,363.51 0

PERSONNEL SERVICES 0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

46,192 0 46,192 0 0

46,192 0 46,192 0 0
46,192 0 46,192 0 0

1,287,566.56 1,200,549.39 87,017.17 Variance primarily due to vacancy 
savings. 

1,416,137.62 161,153.39

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

52,258 5,897.46 46,360.54 0 4,798.7

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 1,219.96 -1,219.96 0 981.2

52,258 7,117.42 45,140.58 0 5,779.9
0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 0 0 0 25,000 0

0035 - OCCUPANCY FIXED COSTS 0 0 0 100,000 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

2,500 0 2,500 0 0

2090 - LANGUAGE ACCESS OVERSIGHT                          - Total
0100 - Total

0700 1060 - LEGAL 
SERVICES                                    

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

2070 - PUBLIC 
EDUCATION                                  

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2070 - PUBLIC EDUCATION                                   - Total
2090 - LANGUAGE 
ACCESS 
OVERSIGHT                         PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

1090 - PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT                             - Total
2030 - 
INVESTIGATIONS                                    

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2030 - INVESTIGATIONS                                     - Total

1090 - 
PERFORMANCE 
MANAGEMENT                            

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0100
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OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

ACTIVITY LEVEL
PROGRAM: 1000 - OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS (CC)                       

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

1,440 0 1,440 0 0

3,940 0 3,940 125,000 0
56,198 7,117.42 49,080.58 125,000 5,779.9

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

29,991 1,442.21 28,548.79 0 1,274.83

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 354.81 -354.81 0 313.61

29,991 1,797.02 28,193.98 0 1,588.44
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES
0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0. 0. 0 0 0

0. 0. 0 0 0
29,991. 1,797.02 28,193.98 0 1,588.44

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0035 - OCCUPANCY FIXED COSTS 0 0 0 100,000 0

0 0 0 100,000 0
0 0 0 100,000 0

86,189. 8,914.44 77,274.56 Variance primarily due to vacancy 
savings. 

225,000 7,368.34
2070 - PUBLIC EDUCATION                                   - Total

0700 - Total

0700 1060 - LEGAL 
SERVICES                                    

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
1060 - LEGAL SERVICES                                     - Total
1090 - 
PERFORMANCE 
MANAGEMENT                            

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
1090 - PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT                             - Total
2070 - PUBLIC 
EDUCATION                                  

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
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Approp  
Fund

Activity GAAP Category Title Comp Source Group FY 2020 
BUDGET

FY 2020 
EXPENDITU

RE

FY 2020 
VARIANCE

Variance Explanation FY 2021 
BUDGET

FY 2021 
EXPENDITUR

E

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

81,517.76 374,239.13 -292,721.37 432,936.56 70,010.65

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 300,923.95 0 300,923.95 0 0

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 14,918.4 -14,918.4 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

92,352.85 113,465.8 -21,112.95 105,186.67 23,530.42

0015 - OVERTIME PAY 0 272.93 -272.93 0 0

474,794.56 502,896.26 -28,101.7 538,123.23 93,541.07
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES
0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

-114,926 0 -114,926 0 0

-114,926 0 -114,926 0 0
359,868.56 502,896.26 -143,027.7 538,123.23 93,541.07

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

150,733.42 489,391.09 -338,657.67 409,614.03 109,241.92

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 306,530.39 0 306,530.39 82,238.63 0

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 868 -868 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

110,421.06 111,156.41 -735.35 119,520.19 25,294.25

567,684.87 601,415.5 -33,730.63 611,372.85 134,536.17
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES
0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

15,000 15,000 0 92,353 25,296.41

15,000 15,000 0 92,353 25,296.41
582,684.87 616,415.5 -33,730.63 703,725.85 159,832.58

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

887,280.7 1,161,961.63 -274,680.93 1,626,400.72 259,786.8

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 61,218.63 125,224.71 -64,006.08 203,930.27 40,789.47

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 7,070.46 -7,070.46 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

286,275.69 321,528.07 -35,252.38 493,333.51 77,185.29

0015 - OVERTIME PAY 0 662.78 -662.78 0 400.05

1,234,775.02 1,616,447.65 -381,672.63 2,323,664.5 378,161.61
0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 10,000 15.89 9,984.11 10,000 10,000

0031 - TELECOMMUNICATIONS 0 808.36 -808.36 0 4,245

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

ACTIVITY LEVEL
PROGRAM: 2000 - OHR-EQUAL JUSTICE                                 

0100 2010 - INTAKE                                            PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2010 - INTAKE                                             - Total
2020 - MEDIATION                                         PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2020 - MEDIATION                                          - Total
2030 - 
INVESTIGATIONS                                    
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0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

19,079 10,771.27 8,307.73 30,020.28 13,420.9

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

89,506.22 119,233.91 -29,727.69 193,573.42 1,221.56

0070 - EQUIPMENT & EQUIPMENT 
RENTAL

0 0 0 7,276.57 0

118,585.22 130,829.43 -12,244.21 240,870.27 28,887.46
1,353,360.24 1,747,277.08 -393,916.84 2,564,534.77 407,049.07

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

13,953.02 6,183.56 7,769.46 15,263.7 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

3,369.34 1,269.75 2,099.59 3,709.08 0

17,322.36 7,453.31 9,869.05 18,972.78 0
17,322.36 7,453.31 9,869.05 18,972.78 0

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

10,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000

10,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000
10,000 0 10,000 10,000 10,000

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

382,055.88 193,669.52 188,386.36 741,584.09 28,317.24

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 0 74,342.05 -74,342.05 193,413.06 19,746.97

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 1,700.07 -1,700.07 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

92,259.65 56,678.84 35,580.81 227,204.31 11,042.02

474,315.53 326,390.48 147,925.05 1,162,201.46 59,106.23
0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 0 0 0 18,450 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0 0 0 370,000 0

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

135,099.75 135,049.28 50.47 341,177.25 13,545.57

135,099.75 135,049.28 50.47 729,627.25 13,545.57
609,415.28 461,439.76 147,975.52 1,891,828.71 72,651.8

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

114,926.76 0 114,926.76 114,952 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

27,752.71 0 27,752.71 27,753 0

142,679.47 0 142,679.47 142,705 0
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES
0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

37.19 0 37.19 37.19 0

37.19 0 37.19 37.19 0
142,716.66 0 142,716.66 142,742.19 02085 - BULLYING PREVENTION OVERSIGHT                      - Total

2070 - PUBLIC EDUCATION                                   - Total
2085 - BULLYING 
PREVENTION 
OVERSIGHT                     

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

2060 - RESEARCH AND COMPLIANCE                            - Total
2070 - PUBLIC 
EDUCATION                                  

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

2050 - FAIR 
HOUSING 
PROGRAM                              

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2050 - FAIR HOUSING PROGRAM                               - Total
2060 - RESEARCH 
AND COMPLIANCE                           

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2030 - INVESTIGATIONS                                     - Total

0100

2030 - 
INVESTIGATIONS                                    
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NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

124,926 133.92 124,792.08 196,220 0

124,926 133.92 124,792.08 196,220 0
124,926 133.92 124,792.08 196,220 0

3,200,293.97 3,335,615.83 -135,321.86 Variance is primarily a result of PS 
expenses , offset by Human Rights 
Comission.

6,066,147.53 743,074.52

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

30 26,029.17 -25,999.17 86,494.3 14,193.17

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 0 0 0 87,931 0

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 0 0 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

4,014.31 4,091.88 -77.57 42,385.34 4,108.75

4,044.31 30,121.05 -26,076.74 216,810.64 18,301.92
0031 - TELECOMMUNICATIONS 0 0 0 0 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

36,279.65 16,884.53 19,395.12 68,108.3 35,104.43

36,279.65 16,884.53 19,395.12 68,108.3 35,104.43
40,323.96 47,005.58 -6,681.62 284,918.94 53,406.35

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

6,000 6,000 0 29,087.36 0

6,000 6,000 0 29,087.36 0
6,000 6,000 0 29,087.36 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

5,904 5,904 0 15,000 2,740.34

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

6,604.05 0 6,604.05 9,771.76 0

12,508.05 5,904 6,604.05 24,771.76 2,740.34
12,508.05 5,904 6,604.05 24,771.76 2,740.34
58,832.01 58,909.58 -77.57 N/A 338,778.06 56,146.69

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 0 0

89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 0 0
89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 0 0
89,158.89 73,358.89 15,800 Variance due to contractor 

underspending. 
0 0

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

21,271 0 21,271 0 12.96

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 0 0 0 2.61

21,271 0 21,271 0 15.57

0400 - Total

0700 2010 - INTAKE                                            PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0200 - Total
0400 2085 - BULLYING 

PREVENTION 
OVERSIGHT                     NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2085 - BULLYING PREVENTION OVERSIGHT                      - Total

0200 2030 - 
INVESTIGATIONS                                    

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2030 - INVESTIGATIONS                                     - Total
2085 - BULLYING 
PREVENTION 
OVERSIGHT                     NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2085 - BULLYING PREVENTION OVERSIGHT                      - Total
2090 - LANGUAGE 
ACCESS 
OVERSIGHT                         

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2090 - LANGUAGE ACCESS OVERSIGHT                          - Total

2090 - LANGUAGE 
ACCESS 
OVERSIGHT                         NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2090 - LANGUAGE ACCESS OVERSIGHT                          - Total

0100 - Total

0100
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0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

10,000 0 10,000 0 0

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 0 0 0 0

10,000 0 10,000 0 0
31,271 0 31,271 0 15.57

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

50,038 2,498.71 47,539.29 0 -555.25

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 404.36 -404.36 0 -89.84

50,038 2,903.07 47,134.93 0 -645.09
0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0 0 0 0 0

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
50,038 2,903.07 47,134.93 0 -645.09

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

102,556 456.21 102,099.79 930,373 -26.1

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 49.45 -49.45 217,854 -8.22

102,556 505.66 102,050.34 1,148,227 -34.32
0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 7,500 0 7,500 100,000 20,000

0035 - OCCUPANCY FIXED COSTS 0 0 0 30,000 0

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

0 0 0 100,000 0

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 0 0 0 0

7,500 0 7,500 230,000 20,000
110,056 505.66 109,550.34 1,378,227 19,965.68

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT FULL 
TIME

12,979 375.89 12,603.11 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 76.51 -76.51 0 0

12,979 452.4 12,526.6 0 0
0020 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 0 0 0 50,000 10,000

0040 - OTHER SERVICES AND 
CHARGES

15,000 0 15,000 100,000 0

2060 - RESEARCH AND COMPLIANCE                            - Total
2070 - PUBLIC 
EDUCATION                                  

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2030 - INVESTIGATIONS                                     - Total
2060 - RESEARCH 
AND COMPLIANCE                           

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0700 2010 - INTAKE                                            

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2010 - INTAKE                                             - Total
2020 - MEDIATION                                         PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
2020 - MEDIATION                                          - Total
2030 - 
INVESTIGATIONS                                    

PERSONNEL SERVICES
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0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 0 0 0 0

0050 - SUBSIDIES AND TRANSFERS 0 0 0 100,000 0

15,000 0 15,000 250,000 10,000
27,979 452.4 27,526.6 250,000 10,000

219,344 3,861.13 215,482.87 Varianes in PS and NPS are due to 
low case processing for the 
Universal Paid Leave Act. 

1,628,227 29,336.16
2070 - PUBLIC EDUCATION                                   - Total

0700 - Total

2070 - PUBLIC 
EDUCATION                                  

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

0700
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Approp  
Fund

Activity GAAP Category Title Comp Source Group FY 2020 
BUDGET

FY 2020 
EXPENDITUR

E

FY 2020 
VARIANCE

Variance Explanation FY 2021 BUDGET FY 2021 EXPENDITURE

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT 
FULL TIME

337,440.94 184,154.86 153,286.08 357,493.86 56,729.83

0013 - ADDITIONAL GROSS PAY 0 423.81 -423.81 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

81,486.04 47,613.22 33,872.82 86,871 12,439.35

418,926.98 232,191.89 186,735.09 444,364.86 69,169.18
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES
0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

11,076 4,539.75 6,536.25 15,007 2,088

11,076 4,539.75 6,536.25 15,007 2,088
430,002.98 236,731.64 193,271.34 459,371.86 71,257.18
430,002.98 236,731.64 193,271.34 Variance primarily due to vacany 

savings. 
459,371.86 71,257.18

0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT 
FULL TIME

0 0 0 0 0

0012 - REGULAR PAY - OTHER 0 0 0 0 0

0014 - FRINGE BENEFITS - CURR 
PERSONNEL

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 N/A 0 0

PERSONNEL SERVICES 0011 - REGULAR PAY - CONT 
FULL TIME

19,651 0 19,651 0 0

19,651 0 19,651 0 0
NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES
0041 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES - 
OTHER

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
19,651 0 19,651 0 0
19,651 0 19,651 Variance due to vacancy savings. 0 0

5,394,158.13 4,921,060.62 473,097.51 10,133,662.07 1,068,336.28
0700 - Total
Overall - Total

0450 - Total
0700 3010 - HUMAN 

RIGHTS 
COMMISSION                           PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
3010 - HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION                            - Total

0100 - Total

0450 3010 - HUMAN 
RIGHTS 
COMMISSION                           

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
3010 - HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION                            - Total

OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS
FY20 - FY21 BUDGET

ACTIVITY LEVEL
PROGRAM: 3000 - OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS (CC)                       

0100 3010 - HUMAN 
RIGHTS 
COMMISSION                           

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total

NON-PERSONNEL SERVICES - Total
3010 - HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION                            - Total
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Qu.30 Reprogramming in FY20_none in FY21.xlsx

Date Agy Fund Admin Grant No Grant No Title

7/8/20 0100 OHR N/A Local Funding 

10/9/20 0705 OHR N/A Universal Paid Leave Intra-District 

FY20 Reprogrammings



Qu.30 Reprogramming in FY20_none in FY21.xlsx

Reprogramming 
Amount

 $    279,696.00 

 $    293,744.00 
 $    573,440.00 

FY20 Reprogrammings



Qu.30 Reprogramming in FY20_none in FY21.xlsx

Description of Reprogramming

This request is necessary to provide funding for additional office space, data migration to 
implmement the new case mamagement system, extend the contract for executing the trans 
employment survey and report, and hire contractors to assist with investigations to reduce the 
case backlog. 
This request is necessary to provide funding for personal services in order to meet the MOU 
requirements in FY20. 

FY20 Reprogrammings
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Contract Monitor: Josephine 
Ansah-Brew

Contracting Party Nature of Contract /Service Provided Contract budgeted 
amount 

Adela Ferman Administrative & Intake Support services  $                      9,370.00 

Alease Parson Intake and Investigations Support and Consulting 
Services 

 $                    17,550.00 

Alexis Hawkins Summer Law Clerk Support for the Office of 
General Counsel 

 $                      6,000.00 

Allison Carlon Summer Law Clerk Support for the Investigations   $                      6,000.00 

Angele Nsenga Legal Support Services for Office of General 
Counsel

 $                    10,500.00 

Bhaavya Sinha Summer Law Clerk for Investigations Unit  $                      7,000.00 

Christin Vivona Summer Law Clerk for Investigations Unit  $                      1,010.50 

David Kaib Consultant for Transgender Employment Survey & 
Analysis 

 $                      5,000.00 

Qu 33: List of contract, procurement, and lease entered into or extended by your agency during FY 20 and FY 21, to date



Dupont Computers IT Supplies and Laptops for Situational Telework 
Status  

 $                    24,999.50 

Dupont Computers IT Supplies and Laptops for Situational Telework 
Status  

 $                    24,999.50 

Ethiopian Community 
Center 

 Language Access Education & Outreach on 
Human Rights for Amharic Speakers 

 $                      5,000.00 

Elizabeth Maloney Summer Law Clerk to support Office of the 
General Council

 $                      6,000.00 

Iris Jacob Youth Bullying Prevention Program Consultant for 
the Task Force 

 $                    18,300.00 

Justin Silvey Legal Analysis & Letter of Determination Writer 
for Investigations Unit

 $                      8,100.00 

Joy Bagwell LOD Writer  $                    22,600.00 

Khelli Bryant Fair Housing Investigation Program Support  $                    10,000.00 



Lacy O'neal Contract Mediator  $                      2,500.00 

Latoya Douglas Investigations Contractor  $                      4,375.00 

Metro Office Products General Office Supples  $                    20,000.00 

Metro Office Products Equipment Maintenace Agreement & Toners  $                    24,999.90 

Multicultural Community 
Services 

Language Translation & Interpretation Services  $                    24,999.50 

Marco Murillo Renovation & improvement services for the DC 
Commission on Human Rights

 $                      9,800.00 

 MAS TV/El Planeta LLC Language Access News Paper AD for "Census 
2020"

 $                      5,000.00 

National Coalition 
Building Institute 

Affiliation Fees  $                      1,200.00 

Neal Gross Company Court Reporting Services for Hearing and 
Deposition 

 $                      4,000.00 



Nora Elmubarak Summer Law Clerk for the Commission on Human 
Rights 

 $                      5,000.00 

North Capitol Partners Storage, moving, and furniture installation 
Services for the 655 15th St. annex office 
Location

 $                    10,000.00 

Peter Goldberg Contract Mediator  $                    10,000.00 

Robert Davis Contract Mediator  $                      5,000.00 

Sonia Adjroud Transgender Employment Research Fellow  $                    20,900.00 

Sonia Adjroud  Reviewing and analyzing match-pair testing data 
on the experiences of the transgender and gender 
non-binary communities regarding employment. 
Purchase and coordinate Survey Participant 
Incentives (SPI) 

 $                    15,000.00 

Sylvia Moreno Language Access Compliance Report Consultant  $                      6,400.00 

Synergy International 
Systems 

Modifications to the Case Management System 
for the Commission on Human Rights 

 $                      8,088.00 

Synergy International 
Systems 

Migration of Data from Synergy's Server to 
OCTO's dedicated server 

 $                      5,250.00 



T. Miller Films Statehood Event Videographer  $                      3,000.00 

The Aquiline Group Event Planning, Marketing, Print & Design  $                    24,999.50 

Equal Rights Center Fair Housing Training  $                      2,625.00 

Washington Hispanic 
Newspaper 

Public Education AD on Language Access  $                      5,500.00 

West Publishing 
Corporation 

Online Legal Research Services -West Law  $                      9,840.00 

West Publishing 
Corporation 

CLEAR Investigative Data on-line Subscription  $                      4,704.00 



Actual Amount 
Spent 

Term of Contract 
Competatively Bid?

 $             9,370.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 

 $           14,550.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             6,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             6,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $           10,352.50 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             7,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             1,010.50 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             3,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

Qu 33: List of contract, procurement, and lease entered into or extended by your agency during FY 20 and FY 21, to date



 $           24,013.94 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 DC Supply Schedule

 $           24,684.24 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

DC Supply Schedule

 $             5,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             6,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $           18,300.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

N/A

 $             8,100.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $           22,600.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             7,630.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 



 $             2,500.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             2,100.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 

 19, 997.18 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 DC Supply Schedule

 $           24,999.50 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

DC Supply Schedule

 $           24,999.50 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Yes 

 $             9,800.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             5,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             1,200.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

N/A

 $             3,924.75 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 



 $             5,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             9,725.05 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $           10,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 

 $             5,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 

 $           20,900.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 N/A… Fellow was selected as a 

good candidate for the research 

 $           15,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

N/A… Fellow was selected as a 
good candidate for the research 

 $             6,400.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             8,088.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             5,250.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 



 $             3,000.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $           24,999.50 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             2,625.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             5,500.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020

Single Quote Procurement 

 $             9,840.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 

 $             4,704.00 October 1, 2019 to September 30, 
2020 Single Quote Procurement 



Contract Monitoring Results /Outcome 
Funding Source 

The Contractor delivered Administrative & Intake 
Support services and met the requirements of the 
contract 

Local: $9,730.00 
Federal:$2,270 

The Contractor provided Intake and Investigations 
Support Consulting Services and met the 
requirements of the contract 

Federal

The Law Clerk provided the required legal and 
administrative support for the Office of General 
Counsel (OGC) and met the expectations 

Local: $3,000 Federal:$3000

The Law Clerk provided the required legal and 
administrative support for the Invetigations Unit and 
met the expectations 

Local

The Legal Contractor provided the required legal 
review and writing services for the Office of General 
Counsel (OGC) and met the contract requirements  

Local

The Law Clerk provided the required legal and 
administrative support for the Investigations unit 
and met the expectations 

Local:$6,000 Federal:$1,000

The Law Clerk provided the required legal and 
administrative support for the Investigations unit 
and met the expectations 

Local

The Contractor provided consulting services in 
regards to transgender employment survey & 
analysis and delivered a comprhensive report, 
according to the requirements of the contract 

Local



The contractor provided IT Supplies and Dell Laptops 
in accordance to the contract requirements 

Local

The contractor provided the second set of IT Supplies 
and Dell Laptops for OHR to continue to support 
employees with the equipment and supplies that 
they need to work effectively remotely

Local

The Ethiopian Community Center provided Language 
Access Education & Outreach on Human Rights for 
Amharic Speakers 

Federal

The Law Clerk provided the required legal and 
administrative support for the Office of General 
Counsel (OGC) and met the expectations 

Local: $3,000              
Federal:$3,000

The Contractor provided Youth Bullying Prevention & 
Consulting Services by leading and providing the 
necessary resources at the Task Force meeting and 
focus group discussons in accordance to the DC 
Youth Bullying Prevention Act of 2012  

Federal

The Contractor provided routine maintenance and 
repairs of OHR fax machines, Printers, and copiers

Local

The Contractor provided court reporting services for 
public hearings that were scheduled with the 
Commission on Human Rights and met all the 
requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor provided mediation services and met 
all the requirements of the contract 

Local



The Contractor provided support for Public 
Education, Outreach and Event Planning Services, 
including design and print and met all the 
requirements of the contract 

Federal

The Contractor provided Investigation support 
services and met the requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor provided general office Supplies and 
toners and met the requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor provided equipment maintenance 
services including  supplies like toners and drums, 
and met requirements of the contract 

Local: $10,000        Federal: 
$14,999.90

The Contractor provided foreign language 
interpretation and translation services in accordance 
with the Language Access Act of 2004 and met the 
requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor provided renovation & improvement 
services for the DC Commission on Human Rights' 
office suite in accordance to the contractual 
requirement

Local

El-Tiempo Newspaper placed public education AD in 
Spanish, on the "Census 2020" and met the terms of 
the agreement  

Local

Annual affiliation fees 

Local

The Contractor provided court reporting services for 
public hearings that were scheduled with the 
Commission on Human Rights and met all the 
requirements of the contract 

Local



The Law Clerk provided the required legal and 
administrative support for the Commission on 
Human Rights and met the expectations 

Federal

The Contractor provided storage, moving, and 
furniture installation services for the 655 15th St. 
annex office Location in accordance to the contract

Federal

The Contractor provided mediation services and met 
all the requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor provided mediation services and met 
all the requirements of the contract 

Local

The Fellow conducted transgender employment 
research to find out more about employment 
discrimination against the transgender population 

Local

The Fellow conducted transgender employment 
research to find out more about employment 
discrimination against the transgender population 

Local

The Contractor drafted the Language Access 
Compliance Report in collaboration with the 
Language Access Program Director and submitted all 
the deliverables  

Local

The Contractor provided the necessary modifications 
to the Case Management System(CMS) for the 
Commission on Human Rights but did not meet the 
timeline for delivery and launching of the CMS due 
to  security issues that are currently being resolved 

Local

The Contractor came across some security glitches 
during the data migration to OCTO's server and are 
currently working with OCTO's security team to 
resolve the issues 

Federal



The Contractor was professional during the 
Statehood Event as the Videographer and provided 
the completed work to our Communications Director 

Local

The Contractor has a good track record and provided 
Event Planning, Marketing, Print & Design services 
according to the contract

Local

The Contractor provided Fair Housing Training for 
OHR employees who work on Fair Housing 
Discrimination Cases and met the expectations of 
the training

Federal

The Contractor met the requirements in placing a 
Public Education AD in Spanish on the issue of 
language access and met the requirements of the 
AD

Local

Contractor met the contract requirements and 
provided access to West law for OHR employees 

Local

Contractor met the contract requirements and 
provided access to CLEAR investigative data 

Federal



Contract Monitor: Josephine 
Ansah-Brew

Contracting Party Nature of Contract /Service Provided Contract budgeted 
amount 

Andean Consulting 
Solutions

Language Translation & Interpretation 
Services- ACSI Translations

$10,000.00 

Angele Nsenga Office of General Counsel Legal Support 
Contractor - Angele Nsenga

$13,120.00 

Aysia Woods Human Rights Annual Award - Virtual Event 
Planning & Consulting Services

$4,750.00 

Carahsoft Technology 
Corp.

DocuSign Subscriptions for Investigation, 
Intake, Mediation & Legal Units- Carahsoft

$19,556.63 

CDW Government Inc. Office 365 Licences for new employees   $5,351.10 

Child Trends Bullying Prevention Services Workshare 
Agreement 

$25,000.00 

Dupont Computers Computers, Printers, & IT Related Supplies $24,999.90 

Ethiopian Community 
Center Inc.

 Language Access Education & Outreach on 
Human Rights for Amharic Speakers

$1,000.00 

Justin Silvey Professional Legal Services for Investigations 
Team - LOD Writer

$10,000.00 

Qu 33: List of contract, procurement, and lease entered into or extended by your agency during FY 20 and FY 21, to date



Khelli Bryant Investigation Unit Program Support Specialist 
Contractor

$8,800.00 

Metropolitan Office 
Products

Equipment Maintenance & Toners $9,999.90 

Neal R Gross & Co. Inc. Court Reporting Services $9,999.90 

Sonia Adjroud Transgender Research & Analysis $25,000.00 

Synergy International Sys, 
Inc

 Commission CMS Annual License Fees $2,088.00 

The Equal Rights Center Language Access Testing Workshare 
Agreement 

$24,945.30 

West Publishing 
Corporation 

CLEAR Investigative Data on-line Subscription $4,939.20 

West Publishing 
Corporation 

Online Legal Reesearch Services -West Law $4,939.20 



Actual Amount 
Spent 

Term of Contract 
Competatively Bid?

October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Yes

$13,119.90 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 

$2,375.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 

$19,556.63 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

N/A

  $5,351.10 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021 Single Quote Procurement 

$3,387.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Workshare Agreement

$19,564.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

DC Supply Schedule

$0.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 

$5,950.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 

Qu 33: List of contract, procurement, and lease entered into or extended by your agency during FY 20 and FY 21, to date



$360.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 

$4,109.78 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

DC Supply Schedule

$4,109.78 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 

$11,700.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021 N/A… Fellow was selected as 

a good candidate for the 
research 

$2,088.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021 Single Quote Procurement 

$18,000.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Workshare Agreement

$0.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021 Single Quote Procurement 

$0.00 October 1, 2020 to September 30, 
2021

Single Quote Procurement 



Contract Monitoring Results /Outcome 
Funding Source 

ACSI continues to provide Language Translation 
& Interpretation services through the city-wide 
contract and is currently meeting the 
requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor is currently providing Legal 
review and writing services to support the 
Office of General Counsel and is curretly 
meeting the requirements of the contract  

Local

The Contractor has completed the planning and 
marketing stages, and is curretly working on 
launching OHR's first ever virtual Human Rights 
Annual Award event 

Local

The Contractor has provided DocuSign 
Subscriptions for our Investigation, Intake, 
Mediation & Legal Units and has met the 
requirements of the contract 

Local

The Contractor has issued 20 additional 
licenses to OHR according the Contract

Local

The Contractor is adhering to the project 
timelines and deliverables accordingly 

Local

The Contractor continues to meet the 
requirements of the contract by providing 
Laptops and IT Related Supplies as we onboard 
new staff members 

Local

 The ECC will provide Language Access 
Education & Outreach on Human Rights for 
Amharic Speakers, and plans to meet the 
requirements of the contract 

Local

The contractor continues to meet the 
requirements and expectations of te contract 
as a professional legal writer 

Local: $5,000            Federal: 
$5,000

Qu 33: List of contract, procurement, and lease entered into or extended by your agency during FY 20 and FY 21, to date



The contractor drafts rebuttals in support of the 
investigations team, and is currently meeting 
the requirements of the contract

Local

Contractor with years of experience continues 
to meet the cutomer service requirement, also 
responds to service calls within 24 hours 

Local

Contractor has been providing Court Reporting 
Services and copies of the electronic transcript 
for the Office of General Council and the 
Commission on Human Rights 

Local

The Fellow conducts transgender employment 
research to assist OHR to better address the 
common issues through Public awareness 
programs  

Local: $23,868.75    Federal: 
$1,131.25 

 The contractor has issued the required licenses 
for the Commission CMS users 

Local

ERC is working with our Language Access 
Director to conduct testing to identify flaws 
that hinders non-English speaking constituents 
from accessing  government or public services 

Federal

The Contractor has provided the CLEAR 
Investigative Data on-line subscriptions to the 
designated OHR employees

Local

The Contractor has enrolled employees in West 
Law and provided each of the enrollees with 
credentials to access online legal research 
resources in accordance with the contract 

Local



Office of Human Rights 
FY20-21 Performance Oversight Questions 

Committee on Government Operations 
Councilmember Robert C. White, Jr. (At-Large), Chair 

ATTACHMENT M 
Response to Question #38 - 12 pages



























Office of Human Rights 
FY20-21 Performance Oversight Questions 

Committee on Government Operations 
Councilmember Robert C. White, Jr. (At-Large), Chair 

ATTACHMENT N 
Response to Question #57 - 3 pages



 

 

 
FY2020 Docketed Cases by Protected Trait x Enforcement Area 
*Protected by Federal law or cross-filed, with HUD or EEOC, where applicable. 
 

Protected Trait Employment Housing Public 
Accommodations Educational Institutions 

Age*     
Color*     
Credit Information     
Disability*     
Familial Status     
Family Responsibilities     
Gender Identity & Expression*     
Genetic Information     
Marital Status     
Matriculation     
National Origin*     
Personal Appearance     
Place of Residence or Business     
Political Affiliation     
Race*     
Religion*     
Sex*     
Sexual Orientation*     
Source of Income     
Status as a Victim of an Intrafamily Offense     
Status as a Victim of Domestic Violence, 
Sexual Offense or Stalking 

    

Retaliation* (not a protected trait)     
 

 



 

 

 

 
FY2021 to date, Docketed Cases by Protected Trait x Enforcement Area 
*Protected by Federal law or cross-filed, with HUD or EEOC, where applicable. 
 

Protected Trait Employment Housing Public 
Accommodations 

Educational 
Institutions 

Age*     
Color*     
Credit Information     
Disability*     
Familial Status     
Family Responsibilities     
Gender Identity & Expression*     
Genetic Information     
Marital Status     
Matriculation     
National Origin*     
Personal Appearance     
Place of Residence or Business     
Political Affiliation     
Race*     
Religion*     
Sex*     
Sexual Orientation*     
Source of Income     
Status as a Victim of an Intrafamily Offense     
Status as a Victim of Domestic Violence, 
Sexual Offense or Stalking 

    

Retaliation* (not a protected trait)     
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
FY2020-2021 Docketed Cases by Statute 
The tables below represent a breakdown of Docketed Complaints from FY2020 and FY2021 (through February 19, 2021). 
 
*Initial inquiries are the completed complaint questionnaires received by OHR from a member of the public. 

Statute FY20 
FY2021 
(through  

February 19, 2021) 
The DC Human Rights Act of 1977 224  
The DC Language Access Act of 2004 4  
The Fair Criminal Record Screening Amendment Act of 2014  27  
The DC Family and Medical Leave Act of 1990 25  
The Protecting Pregnant Workers Fairness Act of 2014 13  
The Unemployed Anti-Discrimination Act of 2012 0  
The Youth Bullying Prevention Act of 2012   
The Fair Credit in Employment Amendment Act of 2016 0  
The Fair Criminal Record Screening for Housing Act of 2016 0  
The Employment Protections for Victims of Domestic Violence, Sexual 
Offenses, and Stalking Amendment Act of 2018 

0  

Inquiries* (non-docketed) 841  
TOTAL 1135  
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ohr.dc.gov      phone: (202) 727-4559     fax: (202) 727-9589      441 4th Street NW, Suite 570N, Washington, DC 20001       

Initial Inquiries in FY19

Initial inquiries are the 
completed complaint 

questionnaires received 
by OHR from a member 

of the public.

Cases accepted for 
investigation in FY19

These cases must meet 
legal requirements and be 

covered by a District or 
federal civil rights law.

Of cases (246/477)
settled through 

mediation in FY19 

Remains the most 
prominent area in 
which individuals 

allege to have 
experienced 

discrimination in the 
District in FY19

Of cases (9/35) 
closed at the 
Commission 
on Human 

Rights in FY19

Were the most 
commonly cited 
protected traits 
in discrimination 

complaints 
filed in FY19

New civil rights laws 
enforced by OHR since 2014

Fair Criminal Record Screening 
Act of 2014, Protecting Pregnant 

Workers Fairness Act of 2015, 
Fair Criminal Record Screening 

for Housing Act of 2016, 
Fair Credit Information 
Amendment Act of 2016 

Street Harassment 
Prevention Act of 2018.

in settlements 
during successful 

mediations in FY19

SEX & 
DISABILITY

WORKPLACE 
DISCRIMINATION

OHR ENFORCEMENT 
AT-A-GLANCE

BY THE 
NUMBERS
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FOREWORD

The passage of the Street Harassment Prevention Act (SHPA) was a historic moment for the District of Columbia. 
SHPA was groundbreaking by creating the first legal definition of street harassment in the United States and 
by uniquely focusing on prevention through education instead of criminalization. The District’s approach to 
understanding and preventing street harassment is quickly becoming a model for the country.

While the passage and implementation of SHPA is unique to DC and makes the city a leader in this area, street 
harassment is not a problem that is unique to the District. In a 2019 national study, the UCSD Center on Gender 
Equity and Health and Stop Street Harassment found that 71 percent of women reported experiencing street 
harassment in their lifetime. In this report, you will find similar local statistics. In a 2019 District-wide study, the Office 
of Human Rights and the Advisory Committee on Street Harassment found that 69 percent of individuals surveyed 
have experienced unwanted verbal street harassment in DC in the six months prior to receiving the survey.

In Washington, DC, we value diversity and inclusivity and want all of our residents and visitors to feel safe. No 
matter one’s race, faith, sexual orientation, gender identity, or background – you should be able to live, work, 
and play in Washington, DC without fear of harassment or violence. Recognizing that verbal street harassment 
can escalate into physical violence, addressing street harassment, which is at the lower end of the spectrum of 
aggression, is important for preventing crime in our city and keeping our public spaces safe. 

District residents start to experience street harassment at a young age and street harassment occurs regularly - this 
combination normalizes harassing behavior, behavior that is not aligned with our DC Values. Almost half of the 
survey respondents were first victimized before the age of 18. Among those individuals who have experienced verbal 
street harassment in the last six months, 22 percent experience it daily and 37 percent experienced it weekly. 

Street harassment, like all forms of abuse and harassment, is about power and control and most frequently 
targets those who are marginalized, such as members of the disability, LGBTQ+, and immigrant communities. 
I’m hopeful that that data we’ve collected on street harassment will help inform future training, reporting, and 
policies, which will eventually help decrease street harassment and make the District a safer place for everyone. 

Sincerely, 
 

Michelle M. Garcia
OHR Interim Director 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Street Harassment Prevention Act (SHPA) became effective on October 1, 2018. SHPA  is a first-of-its-
kind legal measure in the United States that: (1) creates a legal definition of street harassment; (2) establishes a 
community-based Advisory Committee to study street harassment and develop model policies and trainings; and 
(3) requires a public information campaign on street harassment.  It was designed to focus uniquely on prevention 
through education instead of criminalization.

The Advisory Committee on Street Harassment (ACSH) has 16 official members and many others who also 
participated in the work of the Committee. ACSH meets regularly and has four subcommittees: survey, 
public awareness, trainings, and reporting. The subcommittees, along with the Office of Human Rights, helped 
accomplish the tasks required by law, the results of which are outlined below and detailed in the full report.   

One of the first accomplishments of implementing SHPA was collecting data on street harassment prevalence 
and experiences in the District. Survey responses were collected from 1,621 District residents; their responses 
painted a clear picture of street harassment:

1 |	 Street Harassment  is common in the District.
	� Most individuals (69%) surveyed had experienced verbal street harassment in DC in the prior six months; 40 

percent reported that they had experienced physical street harassment.

2 |	 District residents are experiencing street harassment frequently.
	� Among those individuals who had experienced verbal street harassment in the previous six months, 22 

percent experienced it daily and 37 percent experienced it weekly. For those who experienced physical street 
harassment in the previous six months, 25 percent experienced it daily and 30 percent experienced it weekly. 

3 | �	�Street harassment most often occurs in public places and is perpetrated by strangers.  
	� Street harassment most frequently occurs on the street or sidewalk, on public transportation, and at nightlife 

venues. And the people most often doing the harassing are other pedestrians, other passengers, and 
neighborhood people or people hanging around.

4 | 	Street harassment experiences start young. 
	� Fifty-two percent of respondents first experienced street harassment before they turned 18 years old.

5 |  �Street harassment affects the behavior and emotional state of victims. 
	� Fifty-four percent of respondents were so affected by their experiences with street harassment that they 

changed their route or regular routine as a result; 34 percent reported feeling anxiety or depression; and 29 
percent of respondents stopped going to a restaurant, bar, or club.

6 |	� Vulnerable communities experience higher rates of street harassment. 
	� The respondents that identified with the LGBTQ+, disability, and/or immigrant communities consistently 

reported higher rates of street harassment throughout the survey. 

	� During fall 2019, ten two-hour focus groups were conducted with various vulnerable populations: people 
experiencing homelessness, transgender and gender nonconforming1 individuals, immigrant communities, 

1  �Some gender non-conforming/non-binary individuals use the pronouns they/them/theirs. The singular they is used throughout the report to reflect the proper 
pronouns of focus group participants/survey respondents/etc and to also help ensure anonymity of focus group participants.
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religious minorities, college students, and sexual violence victims/survivors. The goal of conducting focus 
groups was to hear the experiences of people within populations the Advisory Committee believed to 
experience greater levels of street harassment, whose experiences could be difficult to capture in the survey. 
The focus group discussion covered topics such as participants’ experiences with street harassment, the 
impact of harassment on them and their lives, the times at which and places in which they most commonly 
experienced harassment, their experiences with bystander intervention, what would make participants 
feel safer and more supported, and more. The participants’ responses added rich qualitative data to 
supplemented the quantitative data collected in the survey.  

	� In August 2019, OHR launched a public awareness campaign which included five versions of an informative 
ad on street harassment and a website with further information and resources. The ads were placed inside 
250 buses, on five Capital Bikeshare docks, and at 20 bus shelters for at least four weeks. The ads had four 
components: (1) the words “I don’t need your comments on my…” and  three items that correspond with the 
featured identity (sex, religious minority, homelessness, race, and LGBTQ); (2) various high-risk areas for street 
harassment, as outlined in SHPA; (3) clarification that “if it’s unwanted, it’s street harassment”; and (4) an 
invitation to learn more at our website and our hashtag #NoStreetHarassmentDC. 

	� SHPA requires recommendations on the following areas: trainings, reporting, and policies. Below are 
summaries of our recommendations that are detailed in the full report.

	 1. Trainings
	� We recommend two types of training - in-person Bystander Intervention & Self-Assertion (BISA) training and 

online Street Harassment Prevention for DC Government employees training; those deemed public-facing 
employees would be required to take the in-person training.  We recommend experts in the field provide 
train-the-trainer trainings to selected government employees, who would then conduct BISA workshops for 
the required employees. We recommend the field experts also conduct BISA workshops for government 
contractors who work heavily with the public and for City Council staff who interact regularly with 
constituents, create content for the online training, and conduct 16 public BISA workshops (two per ward).

	 2. Reporting
	� We recommend a reporting portal to which victims and witnesses of street harassment could report 

incidences of street harassment for data collection. This reporting mechanism should be done through a 
nonprofit-government relationship, with the nonprofit responsible for receiving the reports, responding to the 
reports, and securely maintaining the data collected, and the government agency responsible for marketing 
the reporting mechanism, collaborating on crafting any responses, funding the nonprofit (through a grant), and 
publishing aggregate data on an annual basis. 

	 3. Policies
	� We recommend District agencies use model policies to help address the challenges of street harassment. 

We recommend the model policies have the following seven components: code of conduct; defining street 
harassment; statement of confidentiality; reporting street harassment; responding to street harassment; 
resources; and training and awareness. Street harassment could be perpetrated by community members 
towards District employees, by employees towards community members, by employees towards other 
employees, or in any other direction; additionally, SHPA lists high-risk areas for street harassment, many of 
which include places of work for District employees. Therefore, many District employees may experience or 
witness street harassment while working, so it’s important that policies and protocols are in place.
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THE ISSUE OF STREET HARASSMENT

Street harassment is often misunderstood; and because such harassing behavior in public spaces has become normalized 
and even expected, it’s often dismissed. As Dr. Bianca Fileborn delineates, we know street harassment is harmful: 

	� Yet, even in the face of this persistent trivialization, the harms of 
this behavior have been well documented (Logan, 2015), ranging from 
objectification (Bowman, 1993), restricted movement through public space 
(Dhillon & Bakaya, 2014; Johnson & Bennett, 2015; Laniya, 2005), fear 
and reduced sense of safety (Lenton et al., 1999; Macmillan, Nierobisz, & 
Welsh, 2000), and emotional and affective harm (Kissling, 1991; Lenton et 
al., 1999; Tuerkheimer, 1997). (Fileborn, 2018, p. 2) 

Further, street harassment can quickly escalate into more severe forms of violence. This escalation is the reason 
preventing street harassment - which often lies on the lower end of the spectrum of aggression - is important to 
preventing violence at the higher end on that spectrum. 

Street harassment, like all forms of abuse and harassment, is about power and control and most frequently 
targets those who are marginalized. People who hold marginalized identities experience street harassment 
differently – often more frequently and with greater severity - and they usually have less access to support. 
Because we seek to amplify the voices and experiences of DC’s marginalized residents, our work sought to use an 
intersectional lens that acknowledges the varied ways communities experience street harassment.  
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STREET HARASSMENT 
PREVENTION ACT

After several years of advocacy and public testimony, the DC Council passed the Street Harassment Prevention 
Act (SHPA; B22-0129) in June 2018, becoming effective on October 1, 2018. SHPA  is a first-of-its-kind legal 
measure in the United States that: (1) creates a legal definition of street harassment; (2) establishes a community-
based Advisory Committee to study street harassment and develop model policies and trainings; and (3) requires 
a public information campaign on street harassment.  It was designed to focus uniquely on prevention through 
education instead of criminalization. 

The District of Columbia is the first U.S. city tackling street harassment through prevention legislation; not 
because we have the worst street harassment problem but because we want to be a pioneer in addressing the 
problem. There is currently no nationally agreed-upon definition or prevalence measure of street harassment; we 
hope to provide blueprints for other cities and jurisdictions. 

In SHPA, street harassment is defined as:

	� “Disrespectful, offensive, or threatening statements, gestures, or other 
conduct directed at an individual in a high-risk area without the individual’s 
consent and based on the individual’s actual or perceived ethnicity or housing 
status, or a protected trait identified in the Human Rights Act of 1977.”

GRAPHIC 1
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The law delineates high-risk areas mentioned in the definition of street harassment. A high-risk area includes all 
public spaces and entities outside of a private residence. These areas include, but are not limited to, the following:

	 •	� Enclosed area within any Metrorail car, Metrobus, MetroAccess vehicle, DC Circulator bus, DC Streetcar 
or any other commercial vehicle capable of carrying more than six passengers;

	 • 	� Food service entity;
	 • 	� Any school, library or other building primarily used for instruction of students;
	 • 	� Any bank, health care facility, laundromat, retail store, shopping mall, sports arena, music venue and theater;
	 • 	� All publicly-owned property, including any roadway, sidewalk or parking lot; and
	 •	� All buildings or land owned, leased or occupied by District government.

The Street Harassment Prevention Act outlines six main objectives:

	 1.	� Forming an Advisory Committee composed of government and community members.
	 2.	�Collecting data to understand the prevalence and experiences of street harassment in the District.
	 3.	�Conducting public information campaign(s) about street harassment and resources in DC available to 

victims. 
	 4.	�Researching and recommending model policies on preventing and responding to street harassment, to be 

adopted by District agencies. 
	 5.	�Researching and proposing trainings for preventing and responding to street harassment. 
	 6.	�Discussing the need, if any, for a reporting process that victims and witnesses of street harassment can use 

to report instances of street harassment. 

The full SHPA legislation can be found in Appendix A. 

This report details the work accomplished and knowledge gained on the aforementioned six objectives in Fiscal Year 2019. 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE OF 
STREET HARASSMENT

The Advisory Committee on Street Harassment (ACSH) has 16 official members and several unofficial members. 
SHPA requires the Committee to meet at least quarterly and follow the Open Meetings Act. ACSH generally 
meets every six weeks and has four Subcommittees: Survey, Public Awareness, Trainings, and Reporting. Below 
are the required DC Government Agencies and Communities and their mayoral-appointed representatives. 

Eight representatives from the following DC 
Government Agencies:

1.	 Office of Human Rights 
	� Maya Vizvary, Street Harassment Prevention 

Program Analyst

2.	 Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants 
	 Michelle M. Garcia, Director 
     	Office of Human Rights 
	 Michelle M. Garcia, Interim Director2

3. 	 Mayor’s Office of LGBTQ Affairs 
	 Thomas Yabroff, Community Outreach Specialist 

4. 	 District Department of Transportation 
	 Naomi Klein, Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff

5.	 Metropolitan Police Department 
	 Vendette Parker, Inspector 

6. 	� City Council 
	� Councilmember Brianne K. Nadeau and designee 

Michelle Loggins, Deputy Committee Director for 
Councilmember K. Nadeau

7. 	� Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
	� Kevin Gaddis, Deputy Chief of the Patrol 

Operations Bureau at Metro Transit Police 

8. 	� Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration 
Sarah Fashbaugh, Community Resource Officer 

	

Nine community representatives that engage in policy, 
advocacy, or direct service within DC related to:

9.	 Street harassment 
	� Noor Mir, Board Co-Chair for the Collective Action 

for Safe Spaces

10.	Gender-based violence 
	� Indira Henard, Executive Director of the DC Rape 

Crisis Center 

11.	 Gender equity 
	 Dee Curry, the DC Anti-Violence Project 

12. LGBTQ rights
	� Genise Chamber Woods, Volunteer Coordinator 

for Black Pride 

13.	Racial equity 
	� Ana Flores, Senior Manager of Inclusion, Education 

& Engagement at Human Rights Campaign 

14.	Religious tolerance 
	� Darakshan Raja, Co-Director of Justice for Muslims 

Collective 

15.	Poverty or homelessness 
	 Esther Ford, Case Manager at Miriam’s Kitchen 

16.	Immigrant rights 
	� Amy Nelson, Director of Legal Services for 

Whitman-Walker Health

Please note, as of February 2020, we still had one vacancy in the community representatives. 

2  Mónica Palacio served as the OHR Director from November 2013 until February 2020.
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DATA COLLECTION/
METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of our data collection was two-fold:
Determine the prevalence of Street Harassment (SH) in the District of Columbia
Understand the SH experiences of the groups that are named in the Street Harassment Prevention Act of 2017. 

Methodology:
We used mixed methods to collect data, combining quantitative and qualitative approaches:
800 panelists who represent the larger DC population + 800 panelists from specific, vulnerable subpopulations 
+ 10 focus groups with populations we suspect are highly affected by street harassment (based on groups 
specifically named in the bill).

This approach was a responsible and rigorous way to understand the prevalence of street harassment and have 
our data enriched by the experiences of particularly vulnerable groups. 

We used the research company Qualtrics for the quantitative data collection: our survey lived on its platform, the 
company recruited and incentivized panelists who met our quotas, and the research team provided supplemental 
services like data scrubbing and language translation. Panelists were generally people who had signed up to 
receive surveys on various topics; although respondents from some of the specific, vulnerable subpopulations 
had to be recruited and were not already part of a Qualtrics panel.  Qualtrics (2020) explains that “research 
panels have gained in popularity over the past decade because they provide an organization with a pre-qualified 
and willing group of respondents to participate in surveys on an as needed basis. A well-managed research 
panel allows the organization to quickly and easily get answers to key questions at a fraction of the cost of other 
research methods.” The Lab @ DC won a Bloomberg Grant to be used for a Qualtrics license - the license 
allowed us to use the Qualtrics platform to administer our survey and receive responses.

Quantitative Data: Survey
Participants/Respondents: 
Stratified, Representative Sample3 of DC Residents (n = 800, 100 from each ward and 53% cis-woman and 
47% cis-men) and Targeted Populations (n > 800, with at least 100 respondents from each of the following 
populations). 

1.   Race (not white) 5.   Age (55 years or older)

2.   Lower Income (< $50k yearly household income) 6.   East of the River Residents (Wards 74 & 8)

3.   Physical Disability 7.   Immigrant Community

4.   Religion (not Christian) 8.   LGBTQ+ Community

Goal: 
Determine the prevalence [“the proportion of a population affected by the condition of interest” (Webb & Bain, 
2003)] of street harassment in the District. 

3	� Stratification is the process of dividing members of the population into homogeneous subgroups before sampling; in this case, there are eight strata of 100 residents 
from each of the eight wards.  A representative sample is a subset of a population that seeks to accurately reflect the characteristics of the larger group.

4	� Please note that there are currently Ward 7 residents in the Kingman Park area that do not live “East of the River” 
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Survey Limitations:

	 1.	� While weighting was not used, the general population sample did fairly closely match the population of 
DC residents on key characteristics.

	 2.	� As with any sampling method, there is potential bias in using panelists to answer our survey. Panelists are 
people willing to participate in surveys and research. 

	 3. 	� The survey asked respondents about their experiences with street harassment in the previous six months; 
therefore, the results are limited to experiences from approximately April 2019 - September 2019. 
Respondents were asked to think about the prior six months to minimize recall bias. 

	 4.	� Due to research ethics and the challenge of gaining parental consent for this topic, the sample was limited 
to those aged 18 and older. 

Qualitative Data: Focus Groups 
Participants/Respondents:
Those who experience street harassment the most frequently and severely:

1.   �People experiencing homelessness (two specifically 
for women)

5.   Sexual violence survivors

2.   �Trans & gender nonconforming people (one 
specifically for black trans women)

6.    �College students (one at a Historically Black 
College/University (HBCU) and one at a 
Predominantly White Institution (PWI))

3.    �Immigrant communities (one specifically for 
religious minorities)

Goal: 
Help inform the next steps of SHPA - including the public awareness campaign, trainings, and policies - with rich, 
qualitative data from individuals who will not be extensively reached in the survey.

The limitations of our focus group approach are described in the “Background” section of “Focus Group Findings.” 
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SURVEY RESULTS

Survey respondents were asked about their experiences with street harassment in the previous six months 
(survey distributed between September to October 2019). To simplify the language in the Street Harassment 
Prevention Act, respondents were provided with the following definition for street harassment: 

	� Street harassment is any unwanted statement, gesture, or conduct that is 
disrespectful, offensive, or threatening and happens in a public space, a 
place of business or any location that is not a private residence in DC.

In order to take the survey, respondents had to be DC residents and over 18 years of age. Qualtrics scrubbed the 
data of any incomplete or faulty responses. 

Respondent Demographics
Survey respondents were asked ten questions about their identity at the end of the survey. These responses 
were used to verify and reach the quotas for the target populations and general population. Below are their 
responses, in the order the questions were asked. The percentage provided corresponds with the target 
population for that demographic (if there was one). 

GRAPH 1 | Ward
18% of respondents (or 283 of the 1,621)  live “East of 
the River” (Ward 7 or 8). 

GRAPH 2 | Age
11% of respondents (or 174 of the 1,621) are over the age of 55. 

WARD 1 11%

WARD 2 19%

WARD 3 13%

WARD 4 11%

WARD 5 13%

WARD 6 15%

WARD 7 8%

WARD 8 10%

18 - 24 17%

24 - 34 38%

35 - 44 24%

45 - 54 10%

55 - 64 6%

65+ 5%
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GRAPH 3 | Sexual Orientation
20% of respondents (or 322 of the 1,621) are part of the 
LGBQ+ community

GRAPH 4 | Yearly Household Income
37% of respondents (or 610 of the 1,621) have a yearly 
household income below $50,000. 

Alaska Native 1%

American Indian 2%

Asian/Asian American 5%

Biracial/Multiracial 4%

Black/African 
American 24%

Latino/a/x or 
Hispanic 6%

Sub-Saharan African 1%

Middle Eastern/
North African 1%

Native Hawaiian/
Pacific Islander 0%

White/European 
American 54%

A racial/ethnic 
identity not listed 
above (please 
specify)

2%

Prefer not to answer 1%

TABLE 1 | Race/Ethnicity
44% (or 720 of the 1,621) of respondents identify as not “White/European American”.

Heterosexual/
Straight 78%

Lesbian 2%

Bisexual 8%

Pansexual 2%

Gay 4%

Queer 0%

Asexual 3%

Same-Gender Loving 0%

Prefer not to answer 2%

A sexual orientation 
not listed above

1%

Under $25,000 15%

$25,000 - $49,000 22%

$50,000 - $99,999 36%

$100,000 - $199,999 21%

Above $200,000 6%
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House/apartment/
condo 91%

Campus/university 
housing 4%

Nursing home, adult 
care facility, or hospital 1%

Homeless shelter, 
domestic violence 
shelter, transitional/
halfway house, or in 
a hotel or motel with 
an emergency shelter 
voucher 

2%

On the street, in a 
car, in an abandoned 
building, in a park, or 
a place that is NOT 
a house, apartment, 
shelter, or other 
housing

1%

A living arrangement 
not listed above 1%

TABLE 2 | Current Living Arrangements

Visible Physical Disability or Mobility Issue
12% of respondents (or 188 of the 1,621) reported having a visible physical disability or mobility issue. 

Identity as an Immigrant
11% of respondents (or 171 of the 1,621) identify as an immigrant. 

Atheist/Agnostic 15%
Christian 59%
Hindu 1%
Jewish 5%

Muslim 3%
Sikh 0%
Other 6%
Prefer not to answer 11%

TABLE 3 | Religion
24% of respondents (or 396 of 1,621) identify as not Christian. 

GRAPH 5 | Gender Identity 

Cisgender Woman 
(gender identity matches assigned-at-birth gender) 51%

Transgender Woman 
(gender identity differs from assigned-at-birth gender) 0%

Cisgender Man 
(gender identity matches assigned-at-birth gender) 47%

Non-Binary/Gender Non-Conforming/Genderqueer 0%

Transgender Man 
(gender identity differs from assigned-at-birth gender) 0%

Other Identity (please specify) 1%

Prefer Not to Answer 1%
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Verbal Street Harassment
Respondents were asked if they experienced verbal street harassment in the previous six months (survey distributed 
between September to October 2019). Verbal street harassment was clarified to include, but not limited to:

	� receiving unwanted comments, noises, or signals such as whistling, 
honking, explicit or rude comments, name calling, insults, slurs, gestures, 
or commands.  These could be related to anything about you including, 
but not limited to, your gender identity or expression, sexual orientation, 
homelessness, race or skin color, religious affiliation, disability or mobility, 
immigration status, physical appearance, mental health or state of mind, 
class or income level, language, etc. 

Most individuals surveyed had experienced unwanted verbal street harassment in DC (69%).

Below is a breakdown of responses to this first question. “All Responses” include the 1,621 DC residents that 
took the survey. “General Population” includes 100 residents per ward and a gender breakdown of 53% 
cisgender women and 47% cisgender men (the most recent gender breakdown of DC population, provided by 
the U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates) and is used as our representative 
sample. The remaining columns correspond with each of the eight targeted populations: non-white; low income 
(household income less than $55,000/year); non-Christian; LGBTQ+ community members; residents that live 
East of the River (Wards 7 and 8); individuals with a physical disability or mobility issue that is visible to others; 
individuals over the age of 55; and community members that identify as immigrants. The bottom row, “Total,” 
indicates the number of respondents that are part of that population. 

TABLE 4
In the past 6 months, have you experienced any unwanted verbal street harassment in DC?

All 
Responses

General 
Population Non-White

Income 
< $55k

Non-
Christian LGBTQ+

East of the 
River Disability Age 55+ Immigrant

Yes 69% 68% 68% 63% 67% 72% 61% 78% 37% 78%

No 28% 28% 29% 33% 29% 25% 36% 18% 57% 18%

Unsure 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 4% 6% 4%

Total 1621 800 720 610 396 322 283 188 174 171

As highlighted in the table above, the target populations that experienced higher rates than the 
General Population and All Responses, were the LGBTQ+ (72%), disability (78%), and immigrant 
(78%) communities.

While they were not one of the target populations, 70% of cisgender women experienced unwanted verbal street 
harassment in DC in the previous six months. 
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Among those individuals who had experienced verbal street harassment in the previous six months, 
over half experienced it daily (22%) or weekly (37%).

Respondents who indicated they experienced verbal street harassment in the previous six months, were asked 
about the frequency of it in the following high-risk locations: 

	 1. 	 While on the street or sidewalk, such as walking, standing, or waiting for a bus
	 2. 	 On public transportation (on a bus, on metro, or in a metro station)
	 3. 	 Riding a bicycle, scooter, or skateboard
	 4. 	 In a car, taxi, or for-hire vehicle like Uber or Lyft (as the driver or as a passenger)
	 5. 	 Inside of a bar, club, or other nightlife venue
	 6. 	 Inside of a restaurant, coffee shop, or other food service entity
	 7. 	 Inside of a bank, healthcare facility, laundromat, retail store, shopping mall, or theater
	 8. 	 Inside of a school or library
	 9. 	 While working out (outside, in a gym or at park/rec center, etc.)

Verbal street harassment most frequently occurred on the street or sidewalk, on public 
transportation, and at nightlife venues.

	 • 	� Street or sidewalk: 23% reported daily harassment, 34% reported weekly harassment, 15% reported 
monthly harassment

	 • 	� Public transportation: 18% reported daily harassment, 27% reported weekly harassment, 15% reported 
monthly harassment

		  • �	� Among those who had experienced verbal street harassment on public transportation, a follow-up question reveals 
that, more specifically, 25% of respondents indicated that harassment occurred most often at the bus stop/bus 
shelter, 22% reported that harassment occurred on the bus, and 20% reported that it occurred on the metro

	 • 	� Nightlife venue: 14% reported daily harassment, 25% reported weekly harassment, 20% reported 
monthly harassment

Physical Street Harassment
Survey respondents were asked if they had experienced physical street harassment in the previous six months (survey 
distributed between September to October 2019). Physical street harassment was clarified to include, but not limited to: 

	� being followed without your permission, being purposely touched or 
brushed up against in an unwelcome way, someone exposing their genitals, 
and/or someone touching their genitals in front of you.

Most respondents indicated that they had not experienced physical street harassment in DC (57%), 
while 40% report that they had experienced physical street harassment in DC.

TABLE 5
In the past 6 months, have you experienced any unwanted verbal street harassment in DC?

All 
Responses

General 
Population Non-White

Income 
< $55k

Non-
Christian LGBTQ+

East of the 
River Disability Age 55+ Immigrant

Yes 40% 43% 41% 35% 38% 49% 43% 61% 11% 54%

No 57% 56% 56% 62% 60% 50% 55% 37% 86% 43%
Unsure 3% 2% 2% 3% 2% 1% 2% 2% 3% 2%

Total 1621 800 720 610 396 322 283 188 174 171
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As highlighted in the table above, the target populations that experienced higher rates than the 
General Population and All Responses, were the LGBTQ+ (49%), disability (61%), and immigrant 
(54%) communities. East of the River (43%) was the same as the General Population (43%). 

While they were not one of the target populations, 40% of cisgender women experienced unwanted physical 
street harassment in DC in the previous six months. 

Among individuals who had experienced physical street harassment in the previous six months, 
30% experienced physical harassment weekly and 25% experienced it daily.

Respondents who indicated they experienced physical street harassment in the previous six months, were asked 
about the frequency of it in the following high-risk locations: 

	 1.	 While on the street or sidewalk, such as walking, standing, or waiting for a bus
	 2.	 On public transportation (on a bus, on metro, or in a metro station)
	 3.	 Riding a bicycle, scooter, or skateboard
	 4.	 In a car, taxi, or for-hire vehicle like Uber or Lyft (as the driver or as a passenger)
	 5.	 Inside of a bar, club, or other nightlife venue
	 6.	 Inside of a restaurant, coffee shop, or other food service entity
	 7.	 Inside of a bank, healthcare facility, laundromat, retail store, shopping mall, or theater
	 8.	 Inside of a school or library
	 9.	� While working out (outside, in a gym or at park/rec center, etc.)

Just like verbal street harassment, physical street harassment was most commonly experienced in the street, on 
public transportation, and in nightlife venues.

	 •	� Street or sidewalk: 23% reported daily harassment, 28% reported weekly harassment, 17% reported 
monthly harassment

	 • 	� Public transportation: 21% reported daily harassment, 25% reported weekly harassment, 17% reported 
monthly harassment

		  • 	� Among those who have experienced physical street harassment on public transportation, a follow up 
question revealed that, more specifically, 26% of respondents indicated that harassment occurred 
most often at the bus stop/bus shelter, 22% reported that harassment occurred on the bus, and 22% 
reported that it occurred on the metro

	 •	� Nightlife venues: 17% reported daily harassment, 24% reported weekly harassment, 20% reported 
monthly harassment 

Please note: With the exception of the two main questions above (“In the past 6 months, have you experienced 
any unwanted verbal street harassment in DC?” and “In the past 6 months, have you experienced any unwanted 
physical street harassment in DC?”), the survey statistics provided are responses only from the respondents who 
had experienced verbal street harassment and/or physical street harassment in the six months prior to the survey. 
For example, if the respondent answered “no” to both questions, they were taken to the last section of the survey, 
which asked about demographics and they did not answer specific questions about their street harassment 
experiences. Additionally, unless noted, the survey statistics are pulled from the larger “All Responses” (n=1621) and 
not the “General Population” (n=800). Tables with the responses for all questions, separated by population like Table 
4 and Table 5, can be found in Appendix C.
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Where Street Harassment is Happening in DC
Respondents who had experienced street harassment in the previous six months were asked to click up to three 
places on a map of DC to indicate where they experienced street harassment the most frequently:

GRAPHIC 2

*Note: The original map can be found as question 5 in Appendix B, which is the full survey instrument. 

More clicks turn the areas from blue to green to yellow to orange to red; therefore, the red areas received the most 
clicks. The map clearly shows that street harassment most frequently occurred in the center of the city, where the 
streets are densely populated during business hours and nightlife. Some of the reddest neighborhoods include: 
Columbia Heights, Adams Morgan, Dupont Circle, U Street Corridor, Shaw, Capitol Hill, and Historic Anacostia.
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Age at First Incident

52% of respondents first experienced street harassment before they turned 18 years old. 

	 • 	 14% of respondents were age 0-12 when they first experienced harassment, and 38% were age 13 – 17.
	 • 	 58% of respondents indicated that their first experience with street harassment occurred in DC

Harassment Due to Real or Perceived Identity
Respondents were asked if they believed they had been harassed in DC due to their real or perceived identity. If 
they answered yes, they were able to select all that apply. 

Respondents most commonly indicated that they believed they were harassed because of their sex 
(45%), physical appearance (40%), and/or skin color (39%).

GRAPH 6

Sex 45%

Housing Status/Homelessness 5%

Physical Appearance (includes body type, hair style, 
clothing or outfit, etc.)

40%

Mental Health/State of Mind 5%

Race, Ethnicity, or Skin Color 39%

Language (including ASL) 4%

Age 21%

Disability or Mobility 3%

Gender Identity or Expression 20%

Immigration Status 2%

Sexual Orientation 19%

Other 1%

Class or Income Level 13%

None of the Above 3%

Religious Affiliation 8%
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Perpetrators of Street Harassment 

Because harassment occurred most often on the street/sidewalk or on public transportation, 
unsurprisingly, the types of people most frequently doing the harassing were other pedestrians 
(52%), other passengers (48%), or neighborhood people or people hanging around (40%).  

GRAPH 7

Another pedestrian, passerby, or person in a public space 52%

Patrons or customers (if you work in the retail or service 
industries)

10%

Another passenger (on bus, metro, car-share, etc.) 48%

Employee at a retail, food service, or nightlight venue 9%

Neighborhood people or people hanging around 40%

Employee at a bank, healthcare facility, laundromat, 
retail store, shopping mall, or theater

5%

Someone driving in a car that you are not in 28%

Other 2%

Police officer or other legal authority 17%

Public transportation employee (including bus drivers 
and metro station managers)

16%

Fellow patrons or customers 16%

Taxi or car-share driver 13%
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Effects of Street Harassment 
Respondents were asked if they had done any of the listed behaviors as a result of street harassment in DC; they 
were able to select all that apply. 

54% of respondents were so affected by their experiences with street harassment that they 
changed their route or regular routine as a result.

	 •	� Alarmingly, 34% of respondents reported feeling anxiety or depression after experiencing street 
harassment.

	 • 	� An interesting note for local businesses: 29% of respondents stopped going to a particular restaurant or 
club; this was the third most common behavior/effect. 

GRAPH 8

Change your route or regular routine 54%

Sought medical help, including mental health counselling 8%

Felt anxiety or depression 34%

Other 2%

Stopped going to a restaurant, bar or club 29%

None of the above 12%

Stopped a hobby or activity or stopped participating in a 
community or religious group

21%

Changed schools and/or universities or dropped out of 
school or university, or dropped a course

13%

Filed an official complaint with the police 12%

Moved from a dorm, apartment, house or other form 
of residence 10%

Reported the incident somewhere, including WMATA’s 
online reporting system

9%
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Victims’ Desired Actions 
Respondents were asked, “When you have experienced street harassment, what would you want to happen?” and 
they could select all that apply. 

The top three responses:

	 1. 	� 50% of respondents indicated that they preferred for someone to intervene while harassment was 
occurring.

	 2. 	� 32% of respondents saw value in a way to easily report it to the government for data collection (no 
enforcement)

	 3. 	 31% would like environmental changes, like more street lamps or larger sidewalks
	 4. 	� 31% would like to use self-defense or self-assertion skills that they learned/improved through a free, 

accessible training

GRAPH 9

Someone to intervene or help if they witness me 
being harassed 50%

None of these would be helpful 8%

A way to easily report it to the government 32%

Environmental changes, like more street lamps 
or larger sidewalks 31%

To use self-defense or self-assertion skills that I 
learned/improved through a free, accessible training 31%

Police intervention 30%

Non-police intervention by community 27%

A way to process or express the effects of street 
harassment, like interactive public art or a speak-out 20%

Something else, please specify (short paragraph) 1%

The full survey instrument can be found in Appendix B.
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FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS 

Background 

The goal of conducting focus groups was to hear the experiences of people within populations believed to 
experience greater levels of street harassment, whose experiences would be difficult to capture in the survey.  
Reaching some of these populations was predictably challenging. Additionally, such a design could not fully 
capture the experiences of any population; for example, the views, thoughts, and opinions from thirteen 
DC residents that identify as immigrants can in no way represent the views, thoughts, and opinions of all 
DC residents that identify as immigrants. Rather, the design was structured to record the views of some key 
populations that might otherwise be missed.

A primary and secondary facilitator conducted each group; facilitators were selected through an informal 
application process and all were either part of the focus group population or had extensive experience working 
with that population. The facilitators were trained by David Kaib, PhD, the Assistant Director of Institutional 
Research and Assessment at American University who provided consultation on our data collection and 
methodology. In addition, a staff member from the DC Office of Human Rights was present at each focus 
group, dealing with set up, answering questions about the SHPA, and coordinating the process. A mental health 
counselor (trauma therapist from the DC Rape Crisis Center) was also present at each group, to be available in 
case anyone needed emotional support due to the nature of the topic. Focus group participants were provided 
with food and a token of appreciation for participating. 

The mean size of the seven focus group sessions was 8.4 people, ranging from five to thirteen participants. Three 
additional sessions had three or fewer participants, meaning they were essentially group interviews, or, in one 
case, a single person interview, rather than a focus group. In order to differentiate those interviews from the focus 
groups, and to protect the confidentiality of those participants, quotes from the interviews will be cited as “I.” 
For the focus groups, quotes will be cited by the number of the group. There were a total of 65 participants. The 
sessions were conducted from August 22 through October 7, 2019. Given the differences in the different study 
populations, the methods used to recruit participants varied. Focus group participants were given questionnaires 
with eight demographic questions; filling out the questionnaire was optional and answers were kept anonymous. 
More information about the groups including logistics/schedules, participant recruitment, and participant 
demographics can be found in Appendix D.

In interpreting the results, it is important to focus on what was said, rather than what was not. That a particular 
issue or concern was not raised could be a product of many things, including how the populations of interest were 
conceptualized, the process of recruitment, the choices made by facilitators, the extent to which participants stayed 
on topic, the chance involved in who chose to participate, the extent to which participants felt comfortable speaking 
about a certain issue, and so on. For example, race and racism, when it was mentioned, tended to come later in the 
sessions, suggesting that it was only after a certain comfort level had been reached that people were willing to open 
up about it. In addition, in one group, participants initially focused more on their experiences when their friends had 
been harassed, but over the course of the session focused more on their own direct experiences.  

To begin the focus group session, the facilitators read through an informed consent script that discussed SHPA 
and the role of the focus groups, the confidentiality of the data and discussion from the focus group, and the 



THE STATE OF STREET HARASSMENT IN DC | A Report on the First Year of Implementing the Street Harassment Prevention Act26

expectations of both the facilitators and focus group participants. The facilitators were given ten questions to use 
to guide the discussion; generally all focus group discussion followed the same order: 

	 1.	 Participants’ experiences with street harassment
	 2. 	 The impact of harassment on them and their lives 
	 3. 	 The times at which and places in which they most commonly experienced harassment
	 4. 	 Their experiences with bystander intervention, both from authorities and from others  
	 5. 	� What would make participants feel safer and more supported, both when they are being harassed and 

afterward, and in places where they have typically experienced harassment
	 6. 	 Whether some form of non-police reporting of street harassment would be desired 
	 7. 	� Whether participants believe that the population of their group is more likely to experience harassment, 

and why
	 8. 	� Participants’ reactions to the first public awareness campaign (detailed in the next section), and what 

they would like both those who experience street harassment and the general public to know or hear 
about the topic

The full questions and informed consent script can be found in Appendix D.

Experiences of Street Harassment 

Question 1: What street harassment experiences do you commonly have?
To begin, participants were provided the definition of street harassment (the same one used in the survey, see 
above), and asked about their experiences with street harassment. The experiences participants detailed ranged 
from the routine, frequent, predictable, and brief, to infrequent, ongoing, and escalating. Often, there was an 
awareness of the possibility of escalation to even more dangerous and harmful behavior. The most commonly 
cited forms of street harassment by participants were gendered. “Catcalling” was the most common form cited. 

Other types of verbal harassment included people on the street, on public transportation, or during a business 
transaction engaging in the following behavior: asking them out, asking for their number, or if they had a 
boyfriend. It also included commenting on people’s looks, which could range from overtly rude talk about 
particular body parts to seemingly polite but still invasive comments on how a particular item of clothing looks 
on someone. Invasive questioning was mentioned often as directed at perceived difference—being disabled, or 
Muslim, or not fitting within the cis-heterosexual gender binary.  Also mentioned were slurs and rude gestures.

	� I can say every day at least once, I’m harassed by men on the street... And I’ve been 
harassed on the Metro bus, the Metro train, people have pulled their private parts 
out, like she said. I’ve reported this to the police and I’ve found that as soon as I reveal 
where I live, like at the shelter, because the police are going to know the address, they 
don’t do anything about it. They ignore it, they kind of laugh at you and walk away, and 
poke fun at you. [FG 9]

While much of the discussion focused on gendered forms of harassment, and on men - particularly men in 
groups - as the harasser, many participants made clear that women also engaged in harassment and that men also 
experienced harassment. And not all of the harassment experiences discussed were gendered.

	� About two months ago to me, it happened in the bus. I was talking on my phone and 
there was a lady that got next to me and she told me to turn off the phone. And asked 
her, “Why? Why did I do to you?” And she told me, “Because I don’t like you. I don’t like 
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you.” I don’t speak a lot of English, but I try to defend myself where I could. And then 
she told me I’m going to take the phone away from you. And I wanted the other people 
in the bus to do something so that they can defend me, but sadly nobody cares. [FG 7]

Participants who had experienced homelessness described wealthier people, businesses, and police as 
disrespecting them, giving them looks, demanding that they move on, and accusing them of trespassing or 
loitering.  In other words, a common form of harassment was people - authorities and non-authorities - trying 
to control where they went. Another source of harassment noted here was the BIDs (Business Improvement 
Districts.) Calling the police as a form of harassment was cited by a number of participants as a problem they 
faced.  This was partly a product of an assumption that homeless people were mentally ill, dangerous, or thieves.

	� For a lot of people our presence strikes fear in people. Again that’s a scary thought that 
just the word homelessness can cause concern. I’ve gone to churches where they sold 
meals and the people in the neighborhood now watch literally because of the amount 
of people, the numbers of homeless people showing up. They will literally call the 
cops. I’ve seen it happen. I’ve witnessed two bicycle police officers ride in a particular 
area where there was a church for homeless people go to get fed literally and this is 
[harassment]. (FG 3)

For homeless participants, harassment was often described as official and institutional. This meant not only police 
responding to complaints but also seeking them out. Either way, it was seen as rooted in stereotypes about the 
homeless and associations between homeless people and other marginalized populations. 

	� Yes, yes. I see them harass people every day, all day long. I’ve even witnessed people 
having an encounter with the Metro Transit Police and they weren’t even doing anything, 
especially a person that’s homeless. [FG 3]

Participants who are trans, gender nonbinary, or gender nonconforming described many of the same sorts of 
experiences as cis women, and noted the similarities of their experiences. But they also noted the ways they 
were targeted beyond that. This included misgendering, slurs, outing, and questions about their sexuality, sexual 
orientation, and sexual activity.  One participant explained, “I feel like misgendering is an act of violence in itself.” 
[FG 2] This sort of disrespectful behavior was understood as increasing the likelihood of further harassment from 
third parties, and as a possible precursor to physical harassment or even violence, which were also mentioned.

	� [Participant 1]: … like your basic, typical “Faggot” or you know, “What is that a boy or a 
girl?” You know what I’m saying?...

	� [Participant 2]: Not to speak on all trans girls but I know most of us, well some of 
us, people feel the need to out us. Like they notice or they see people like us are 
transgender they feel like they have the need to say it out loud to a room. Why? But 
they be like, “Oh, that’s [a] trannie.” Or “That’s a man” or something like that.  (FG 4)

Impact of Street Harassment

Question 2: Has experiencing street harassment affected your behavior?
Participants were asked about the impact of street harassment on themselves and their lives. There were some 
instances in which incidents had larger effects on their behavior—usually when they had major trauma or some 
other challenge (like homelessness). More commonly, participants discussed actions they took routinely to 
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reduce the likelihood of street harassment or its impact. Past experiences with harassment, and awareness of 
the possibility of harassment and what it could lead to, impacted how it was experienced. In short, particular 
instances of street harassment were not necessarily experienced as particular instances, but rather within much 
broader patterns of harassment, intimidation, and in some cases, assault, controlling behavior, and violence.

A fairly common response was a sense that one had to be constantly on alert or vigilant, constantly aware of 
one’s surroundings, scanning one’s environment for potential signs of danger, and so on. Or if not constantly, then 
commonly in certain contexts, such as when one passed certain locations or types of places, at certain times, or 
when dressed in a certain way. And the possibility that harassment could escalate increased the psychological 
toll. Some spoke of physical manifestations, like sweating or hyperventilating. These sorts of impacts were shaped 
by participants’ history with past harassment, trauma, and/or mental illness.

	� It’s a different level, you know when somebody is harassing you, and especially for a 
transgender [person]….Just any form of street harassment can turn into something 
violent. [FG 9]

	� [I]t’s telling me that society or other people feel like because I am my identity, I don’t 
deserve the same rights and treatment as everybody else. [FG 2]

Another common way that harassment impacted participants was in leading them to change their routes or avoid 
certain locations. This could be because they had experienced harassment in those places, because they knew 
it was dark, or because they could find themselves without an escape route. It could be because of a particularly 
traumatizing incident or knowing that harassment was especially likely in that place.

	� [I]t’s like an anxiety that comes with being harassed. Like you get harassed on the train 
one time, and from then on going on the train is always kind of scary. You do stuff, or you 
stop doing stuff you used to do. Like there are places I don’t go that I used to go. [FG 2]

Another was making sure to sit or stand in certain places—for example, sitting close to the conductor or in the 
last seat on the Metro so that no one could get behind them. Several participants said they sometimes chose 
transportation options or even limited travel to avoid harassment, which was not only inconvenient but also 
expensive. This could also limit where participants could go and when. A participant who uses a wheelchair noted 
that concerns about harassment had impacted their transportation choices and made it more difficult to engage in 
adaptive sports. Another way harassment could limit movement and exercise was impacting or reducing running.

	 Yeah, it affects my money, because then I’ve got to start taking an Uber. [FG10]

Experiences with harassment could lead to anger or fatalism - a sense that this was simply how the world worked 
or how human beings (or men) were. Expressions that these experiences are very common were made side by 
side with expressions of feeling alone, as if participants were ‘crazy’ and they did not have people to talk to about 
this experience. One participant suggested that the focus group itself - giving them the space to talk about such 
things and hear others talk about such things was valuable - made them feel less alone. Another participant 
stated that they wondered whether they had brought it on themselves. A black participant noted the irony that 
during the Civil Rights Movement, people fought to not be forced to sit at the back of the bus, but they always 
did, for fear someone might get behind them and do something. 



DC OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 29

Where and When Street Harassment Takes Place

Question 3: Are there times or places when you feel especially likely to experience street harassment?
Participants readily provided examples of places and times where they were especially likely to experience 
street harassment and there were clear patterns in their answers. But a number of participants also made clear 
that it could happen at any time, or in any place, including ones that seemed to make little sense. For example, 
one participant noted with exasperation an instance of street harassment when they were with their child in the 
middle of the day. 

Many participants cited night as the most likely time to experience street harassment.  The reasons people 
offered for why was first, because it was dark. Some suggested the anonymity afforded by darkness increased 
street harassment. Second, night was when potential harassers were drinking, or otherwise incapacitated, 
lowering their inhibitions and increasing their confidence. It made them “bold,” as one participant put it. [FG 10] 
Weekends were cited for the same reason, particularly weekend nights. Third, a college participant suggested 
that night was a time when students would be more likely to have reduced capacity, which made them more 
vulnerable. Potential harassers might further assume that young women were drunk and therefore easier prey.

	� And I felt it’s like a better time to take advantage of someone because we could’ve been 
intoxicated or something, and you’re trying to get back to your dorm, but someone could 
just notice that something’s off about you and take advantage of you. Especially because 
it’s at night, and you’ve probably been out partying, stuff like that. [FG 10]

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the street was the most common place cited as where participants were especially likely 
to experience street harassment.  In particular, participants cited places on the street where men congregated, 
where men drank (like in front of liquor stores), and where many people walked by.

Another location where men congregated and harassed women was near residence halls at Howard University. 
Near Metro stops was commonly cited, as well as within the Metro and on buses. Another location was bus stops 
- that is, places where participants were more likely to be waiting, and therefore giving others the opportunity to 
harass them.  A couple of participants noted that they avoided standing at bus stops and instead tend to wait at 
a distance to avoid harassment. Students mentioned the neighborhood by American University as a place where 
they often experienced harassment, especially the main street between campus and the Metro station. Traversing 
this corridor exposed participants to attention from people walking and in cars. While students at both Howard 
and American stated that their campus was not generally a place where they experienced harassment, one non-
student participant said they experience harassment from students, especially on weekend nights, when students 
were drinking. (One student mentioned that when construction crews worked on campus over the summers, they 
did experience harassment.) In general, catcalling often came from men in cars, either stopped at a light, or more 
often, driving by.

For the participants experiencing homelessness, this meant a great deal of exposure to harassment, not only 
because they had little choice but to be on the street but also because they were often unwelcome in businesses, 
parks, libraries, etc.  Participants who had experienced homelessness pointed to where they received services as 
additional places where they experienced harassment. In shelters, this could be from other clients, particularly 
(but not exclusively) men, and it could also be from staff, who held power over them. The possibility of being 
kicked out - especially from shelters - created an even stronger power imbalance than normal between the 
homeless and others. Another source of harassment, cited by women, was from men hanging around such 
places who tried to exploit homeless women’s deprivation for sex, i.e., offering food or alcohol, or a place to stay 
in exchange.  The same dynamics were cited in places where homeless people ate, in particular, or otherwise 
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received services. This was not an issue at all locations. Some participants pointed to whether staff took the issue 
seriously as the key factor here. It could also be impacted by how things were structured in a particular location.

Experiences with Bystander Intervention

Question 4: Was there ever a time when a bystander/witness (or other person that is not an 
authority figure) intervened when you were being harassed? What happened?

Question 5: Was there ever a time where an authority figure of some sort (like a teacher, police 
officer, manager) intervened when you were being harassed? What happened?

Participants had far more experience with street harassment than with intervention (both positive and negative). 
Harassment was described both with individual stories and discussions of patterns of activity whereas intervention 
was discussed almost entirely around individual stories, often explained as the one time they had experienced it. 

Good interventions came in broadly two forms, which were not necessarily mutually exclusive. First, they ended 
a harassment interaction or provided some level of protection. This tended to be more likely an intervention by 
an authority figure, like a business owner, bus driver, or service staff, telling someone to stop or even ordering 
them to leave. It could be as simple as telling a young woman that she can move away from someone being 
inappropriate to her on a bus. The other form was essentially emotional support, either during a harassment 
interaction or after. This could include telling the harasser that their actions were not appropriate or acting to 
support the person who had been harassed directly. But this was not necessarily the first thing people thought of 
when they were asked about intervention. Just as some had difficulty deciding whether some things counted as 
harassment, some were unclear about what exactly counted as intervention.

	� The check-in is really nice afterward. I feel like having someone, a witness, like hey I just 
saw it happen, are you good, do you need something... not even do you need something, 
like are you good. It’s really nice because it restores hope in humanity in a sense, like 
one good and one evil kind of thing. [I]

	� I step on the [Metro] train, and this kid yells out, “Oh shit, it’s a tranny!” Then I just put 
my headphones on, I’m like, I’m only going one stop. This will be over really soon, so I’m 
not listening to them, but I can see them pointing at me, talking about me and laughing 
at me. Then I just power walk off the train to get to where I’m transferring onto yellow, 
and I go sit down at this bench. I’m sitting down next to this nice lady who was like, “I 
saw what happened. That was so awful. I’m so sorry that happened to you.” I’m like, 
“Oh, it’s okay.” Then these kids, they show up and they followed me off the train over 
to where I was sitting next to this lady, and kept yelling at me and harassing me. I froze 
up, I started crying, I had an anxiety attack, I was freaking out, but this nice woke cis ally 
stood up to these kids, and yelled at them, and told them to leave me alone, and walked 
with me to another part of the train. Then she rode the train with me all the way home. 
It was really nice. [FG 2] 

There were a few participants who expressed general skepticism toward intervention. This was generally not 
because they objected to it, but because they felt people would never do it - because people do not care, 
especially about marginalized people. This sentiment was sometimes paired with the belief that such harassment 
was not something that could be ended, that it was in human nature, or male nature.  Other participants said 
intervention was unlikely because people would fear the harasser might respond violently or the police or other 
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authorities might intervene on behalf of the harasser. And sometimes, the authorities, including police, were 
the ones doing the harassing. In general, participants seemed to think that the same dynamics that made some 
people a target for street harassment also made authorities likely to side against them in any dispute or to not to 
take their concerns seriously. This meant many participants would not look to authorities for help. In other cases, 
participants felt some types of harassment did not merit police attention. In addition, a number of participants 
noted that the nature of harassment often would make it difficult for police to address it: street harassment is 
often in passing, without witnesses, it may be difficult to identify the harasser, etc. Given how ubiquitous it is, it 
would also be unlikely that police could always be there to see it.

	� Law Enforcement, think also the service providers. I know they use to do sensitivity 
training in [inaudible] shelters for it but if you’re a black man in D.C. you’ve been here 
for a number of years, you definitely going to know the verbal abuse that you can 
receive from any person in authority at any given time. That’s like the given but when 
you kind of dealing with folks that’s supposed to be providers of certain services in 
the community and they constantly speaking to you in manners and the gestures. The 
way they come off sometimes, it can add to a lot of folks trauma. I just happen to been 
deal with that and little things they can do just common courtesy. Seems like they just 
be lacking in so many instances and you wonder how these folks get in these positions. 
Especially when you’re trying to deal with community when you have a lot of people 
who dealing with trauma and folks are. [FG 3]

A hybrid situation would be where a non-authority bystander either called the police and stayed to serve as a 
support and a witness or intervened when police arrived to make clear who was the harasser and who needed 
protection. Given the experiences of many participants that police were selective in who they took seriously, and 
what types of harm they took seriously, having another person intervene on their behalf with the police once they 
became involved seemed particularly valuable. 

Overall, according to the participants’ accounts, bystander intervention provided immediate safety and 
improved the psychological impact.

	� ‘Cause it makes you feel like you’re not alone. That person sees what’s going on, you’re 
sharing the same logic senses, you guys have that telepathy, that antenna. But when 
you’re in any type of confrontational situation and you feel like you’re the only one 
fighting and you see so many people around you and nobody’s standing up for you, you 
start to feel like maybe you are the problem. Even though you may not be, you start to 
feel like you’re alone, there’s nobody that’s going to help you, you’re helpless so you 
might as well just surrender now.  [FG 4]

That said, many participants who did not have bystander intervention experiences emphasized how positive it 
would be to have someone intervene on their behalf, or how hurtful it was when people failed to intervene. This 
was not only because the intervention did not happen but also because it made them feel hurt to have people 
not step in to help them.

	� It would feel great. It would feel weird too at the same time because that generally doesn’t 
happen. People sort of turn a blind eye. They feel like that’s what women want, attention. [I]

	� [Facilitator]: Am I also hearing that you would feel safer if you knew that more people 
would be able to speak up on your behalf?
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	 [Participant]: It helps. It really does. You’re not alone. [I]
 

Feeling Safer and More Supported
 
Question 6: When you have experienced an instance of street harassment what would make you 
feel safer? More supported?

Question 7: When you are in a place where you are most likely to experience street harassment, 
what would make you feel safer? More supported?

Participants indicated that one of the most powerful ways for them to feel safer and supported when they 
experience street harassment is when someone, or even better, multiple people, intervene. Education was 
another theme, although this could mean several things. For some, education meant teaching (especially) 
boys that harassment was not appropriate.  For others, it was about addressing ignorance that could lead to 
inadvertent harassment. For example, education could be about gender and pronouns to reduce misgendering, or 
about disability. One participant noted that people grab wheelchairs and move them, not realizing that the chair 
is an extension of the user’s body.  

One thing that people said made them feel safer and supported was being with friends. Being with friends could 
make harassment less likely or could mean a better chance at self-defense if something happened. It could also 
make an instance less impactful because one had emotional support.

	� I don’t know if there’s anything that makes me feel better after [an instance of 
catcalling], other than like again, having my friends with me and just like that extra layer 
of protection. I feel after the fact with catcalling, it’s over and done with. If they drove 
away, you’re not going to do anything about it now. (FG 8)

Another thing that made people feel safer was self-defense. Numerous participants made clear that the law 
against carrying weapons did not deter them; some because they did not think police would enforce it if they were 
assaulted, mostly because people feared being attacked more than the legal punishment. Another suggestion was 
self-defense classes—publicly funded, so that inability to pay would not be a barrier. For homeless participants, one 
strategy was to project an aura of toughness, of willingness to fight back, or “playing crazy” [I and FG9].   

As noted above, darkness was a key feature often mentioned that increased street harassment and apprehension 
about the possibility of street harassment. This was partly because of what happens at night - that is, nightlife, 
drinking, etc. -  but it’s also because darkness increased how aggressive potential harassers were and how 
potential victims could be more vulnerable. More lighting, particularly street lighting, was something suggested by 
a number of participants and it was met with enthusiastic agreement when raised by facilitators. 

For some participants, security or police would make them feel safe, while for others it would make them feel 
less safe. Another solution mentioned by some participants was cameras in public places. A number of students 
pointed to campus police, or even university bus drivers, as someone they could turn to in a dangerous situation 
- if the street harassment was close to campus. Some other participants had something similar: a place or 
type of person where they could sometimes get to that made them feel safe. For one, the Metro bus was that 
place because drivers tended to protect them. Another participant noted that this is one of the problems with 
nighttime: fewer places where one can get away from someone are open.
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Reporting

Question 8: Do you think it would be helpful if there was a way to report when you experience or 
see street harassment (other than calling the police)? Why or why not? What would make it useful?
When the question of alternatives to police as a solution was raised, some clearly had not considered that as a 
possibility. There was often confusion over what it would mean to have reporting that did not go to the police. 
There was also considerable enthusiasm for such a reporting mechanism.

Several PWI students noted that while they could call for help from the police and felt confident that they would 
be taken seriously, they did not think this option was available for many people who had a different relation to 
police and were concerned about the possibility that police might respond too aggressively to their concerns. 
Similar concerns were raised in another session.

	� I would appreciate having non police avenues to deal with this just because I would feel 
incredibly guilty calling the police for a lot of the people that cat call or street harass 
me because a lot of them are, we mentioned earlier, are homeless folks or people who 
are dealing with mental illness or people who are dealing with alcohol issues. And I feel 
like calling the police might lead to them just getting more aggravated and I worry that 
that would lead them to taking it out on the next person. [I]

Some participants expressed that it would be positive to be heard through such reporting: to tell their story would help 
reduce the impact of harassment. Others said it would be frustrating to make a report or to get a response that did not 
lead directly to action. On the question of whether they would like some response to their reporting, there was a range of 
views. It depended on the person, and perhaps on the incident as well. Several participants suggested having this as a choice 
for the reporter. Such a response might document that the report was made and its details or it could provide resources.   

To the extent participants saw such reporting as useful for addressing street harassment, this usually meant 
seeing patterns in where and when it was occurring. This could be made available to the public, so that people 
could see high incidence locations and potentially avoid them. The information could also be made available to 
the government, which could take actions like stationing police in such places or putting more lighting in such 
places. Two participants in two different sessions suggested that the Office of Human Rights should receive the 
information and be tasked with enforcement. This might look like holding government agencies or particular 
businesses accountable both for what their own staff do and perhaps more importantly, what they fail to do in 
terms of protecting people from harassment. 

	� That’s an interesting idea which is that having someone to come and double check so 
you can experience the environment and compare to the brief logs of the incident 
compare it to the treatment that that investigator is receiving at that moment. “Can 
I speak to your manager? I like to tell you about this complaints coming here.” “Screw 
you. I don’t have time for you. Get the hell out. You’re not here to buy anything. Get 
out. Don’t bother me.” Whatever.  So the next thing that the investigator should do is 
bring it up to higher management, so that business owner can be summoned in front 
of a judge to answer questions about his businesses. Is he telling me his employees on, 
what is it? [Cultural competency] or not? And it’s obviously not. This will happen once 
the legislation is passed otherwise it’s a waste of time. (FG 7)

Indeed, reporting was seen as potentially more impactful when participants thought of it not only in terms of 
individual action but also in holding institutions accountable, or even making them aware of a problem. Another 
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reason given for the value of a reporting mechanism was culture change.  People who experience harassment 
might be more willing to speak out.

	� And if we change then more people will do it. Like you said, we don’t get touched, we 
usually don’t call the police and report it to anybody. We usually just tell a friend, but 
that’s not helping. [FG 10]

Population/Identity Experience

Question 9: Do you think [study population] are more likely to experience street harassment than other people? 
The question of whether their population was more likely to experience street harassment vexed some 
participants. Often, they had already addressed ways in which they felt their group was more likely to be targeted 
for it, particularly exposed to it, etc. In part, this was about insisting that other people experienced it too; that 
is, even if participants believed they were more likely to experience it, they often did not want to leave the 
impression that it was unique to them.

The participants in the HBCU college group generally agreed that college students were more likely to experience 
street harassment, especially women, when first arriving. Being new to college and new to the city made them more 
vulnerable and attracted attention from people (especially men) who knew they were vulnerable.

	� I feel like it’s more on college students because... Especially freshmen girls because we... 
This is the first time of being on our own without our parents. It’s a different... A lot of us is 
a different state, a different culture, and sometimes we’re just trying to get adjusted, and 
people can see that and take advantage of it quite easily. So I feel like it’s definitely more 
common on college girls, and especially around big events, like homecoming. [FG 10]

In the PWI college group, members agreed that college women were more likely to experience harassment, but 
not necessarily because they were college students. One noted that they had not yet experienced life after 
college so it was hard to tell. Several participants suggested this was more because they were young women than 
because they were college students - because young women were targeted for such attention from men, and 
because young women in particular felt obligated to dress in certain ways, spend time in clubs, etc. 

Participants who had experienced homelessness agreed that they were more likely to experience harassment, 
and women stated that they were particularly likely to experience it. This was because of the stigma associated 
with homelessness, their exposure to the attention of others, the deprivation they experienced that allowed 
others to attempt to exploit their needs, and their marginalization. 

	� Well, by comparison, between, whether or not your homeless, I was harassed when I had a 
job, I was harassed when I was housed. If you are asking if there’s a difference, I think the 
difference would be the amount of exposure and the context in which you’re exposed. 
Because if you’re asleep at 10 o’clock at night and you’re on some spot in the city and 
someone, there’s not very much, there’s not a lot of people around, might not have a 
phone to call the police. The police might not even respond, based on thinking that it’s 
some homeless people having an argument. So there is a difference, I could respond at 
work at a certain level, but it’s different when you’re homeless. It really is. [FG 9]

In the general trans / gender nonbinary / gender nonconforming group, members pointed to their visibility, and 
how people took their difference from the norm as threatening.
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	� I guess we’re just more visible. That’s the real thing, the visibility. I’ve noticed it too on 
days where the way I present changes, if I wear a certain color, do a certain thing with 
my hair, whatever. The more visible that I am, the more I’m expecting or will receive 
some sort of harassment, and the more bland clothing or whatever then the less I’ll 
expect, but it still might happen. [FG 2]

Some participants in the black trans women group felt that they experienced street harassment similar to 
what cis-gender women experienced. Others stated that being trans also made them a target - because of the 
marginalization of trans women, the stigma trans women face, and the association with sex workers.

Participants in the immigrant group largely agreed that they were more likely to experience harassment but did not 
have time to discuss their reasons. However, it was discussed earlier in the focus group that some members had 
noted being targeted for being Muslim (and the stereotype that connects Muslims with terrorism), for not speaking 
English, or for claims that immigrants had no right to be in the country and “stole” jobs from native born residents.

	�  In my case, this person knew that I didn’t speak any English, so I guess he felt like he 
can continue harassing me after I told him that I didn’t speak that much English. And 
then when he put his arm around my shoulder to kiss my face and he was going to do 
this on the street.  And I feel like also because we’re immigrants because they think 
that we’re just criminals. Because they tell us go back to your country. You’re not from 
here. You’re worth nothing. And they feel like they have this power to harass and 
when we call the police, they come, and a lot of cases that you’ve heard, they don’t do 
anything. [FG 7]

Another participant recalled a time where a government employee assumed they did not speak English and 
began harassing them; they were able to deescalate the situation in part because they did speak English.

Many women participants felt that men took the way they dressed,  the places they went, or whether they were 
not with a man who was their partner at the current moment, as proof of their sexual availability. Ignoring them, 
saying “I am not interested,” or pointing out a man as their boyfriend often did not dissuade them. A theme was 
a male sense of entitlement to women’s attention and that women who were the subject of their attention were 
obligated to react positively;  failure to do this could lead to an angry response or even violence. 
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PUBLIC AWARENESS CAMPAIGN 

According to the SHPA law, the Office of Human Rights shall:

	� “No later than September 30, 
2019, conduct a public information 
campaign about street harassment 
and resources available in the 
District for victims of street 
harassment.”

In August 2019, OHR launched a public awareness 
campaign which included five ads and a website. The 
ads, seen below (and full-sized in Appendix E), feature:

• 	� The words “I don’t need your comments on 
my…” and then three items that correspond with 
the featured identity (sex, religious minority, 
homelessness, race, and LGBTQ)  

• 	� Various high-risk areas for street harassment, as 
outlined in SHPA

• 	� Clarification that “if it’s unwanted, it’s street 
harassment” 

• 	� An invitation to learn more at our website 
(including a QR code that takes the viewer to the 
website) and our hashtag #NoStreetHarassmentDC 

The ads were placed inside buses, on Capital 
Bikeshare docks, at bus shelters, and also triggered 
as geofenced mobile ads when certain apps were 
opened in specific locations around the city. The 
ads were up for at least four weeks (sometimes they 
remained longer if the space was not purchased by 
another advertiser). The five versions were evenly and 
randomly distributed amongst the locations. 

Bikeshares, Interior Bus Ads, 
Geofence Mobile Ads
Campaign Run: 9/3-9/29
Company Used: Outfront Media
 
250 Interior Bus Ads
• 50:  22”x21” size – behind driver 
• 200: 11” x 42” size – above seats



DC OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 37

5 Bikeshare Locations
• 	� Adams Morgan - NW-Adams Morgan/Columbia Rd 

& Belmont Rd 
• 	 U Street - NW-12th & U St 
• 	� Columbia Heights - W/L 14th Street S/O Girard St. NW 
• 	 Petworth - NW-Georgia & New Hampshire Ave 
•	 Anacostia - S/L Mississippi 19th street SE

20 Bus Shelter Ads
Both static and digital ads
Campaign Run: 8/26-9/22
Company Used: Clear Channel 

20 Shelters in “high-impressions” areas: 

	 Ward 1	 1.	 16th St & Spring Pl NW
		  2.	 Columbia Rd & Biltmore Rd NW
		  3.	 7th St & S St NW

	 Ward 2	 1.	 Connecticut Ave & S St NW
		  2.	 K St & 18th St NW
		  3.	 Pennsylvania Ave & 10th St NW
		  4.	 New York Ave & 14th St NW

	 Ward 3	 1.	 Connecticut Ave & Woodley Rd NW
		  2.	 Wisconsin Ave & Rodman St NW

	 Ward 4	 1.	 Georgia Ave & Upshur St NW
		  2.	 16th St & Main Dr NW
	
	 Ward 5	 1.	 Benning Rd & 19th St NE
		  2.	 Bladensburg Rd & Queens Chapel Rd NE

	 Ward 6	 1.	 Pennsylvania Ave & Potomac Ave SE 
		  2.	 M St & 6th St SW
		  3.	 North Capitol & I St NE

	 Ward 7	 1.	 Benning Rd & 21st St NE
		  2.	 Pennsylvania Ave & 30th St SE 

	 Ward 8	 1.	 Wheeler Rd & Varney St SE 
		  2.	 Alabama Ave & Ainger Pl SE 
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Website

At the same time ads were displayed around the city, our website (nostreetharassment.dc.gov) launched. The top 
portion of the website can be found below:

The website provides an explanation about the public awareness campaign and the SHPA definition of street 
harassment. There is a square graphic that reads “share your story”; if users click this graphic, they are prompted 
to anonymously share an incident of street harassment that they have experienced in the District. The link for 
anonymously sharing incidents of street harassment is still live and OHR continues to capture that data. The 
website then provides thumbnails of the five aforementioned ads and links to download PDFs of each ad. 

Following the ads, the website provides answers to two common questions:

1. Is street harassment considered a crime in DC? 
Though incidents of street harassment such as threatening statements or offensive gestures can often incite fear and 
escalate into violent acts or crime, these activities in themselves may or may not constitute as a criminal act under District 
law. If you believe you may be a victim of assault, stalking or a bias or hate motivated act in the District, contact the DC 
Victim Hotline for support at 1-844-4HELPDC (1-844-443-5732). The DC Victims Hotline service provides around-the-clock 
free, confidential information for victims of ALL crimes in DC. Visit www.dcvictim.org for more information.

2. How do I report street harassment that does not rise to the level of crime? 
Currently there is no central reporting mechanism for street harassment incidents in public spaces in DC. 
However, for ANY incident of harassment or sexual misconduct on public transit, including WMATA Metro 
stations, trains and buses, you can report your experience by visiting, wmata.com/harassment.

The website ends with links to resources, including blogs about street harassment, local resources for victims 
and survivors, and national resources (outlining speciality help like the Trevor Project for victims of LGBTQ+ 
hate/bias and 1in6 for male survivors of sexual violence). And, lastly, a link to the SHPA webpage is provided. The 
SHPA webpage also lives on OHR’s website and provides the definition of street harassment, high-risk areas, 
links to a one-pager on SHPA and the actual legislation, and information about the Advisory Committee on Street 
Harassment (including meeting agendas and minutes). 



DC OFFICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS 39

DATA-INFORMED 
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is important to revisit the victims’ desired responses prior to recommending training, reporting, and policy. This 
is community-based evidence of what DC victims of street harassment, including our more vulnerable community 
members, would like to see happen in prevention of and response to street harassment in DC.    

Survey respondents were asked, “When you have experienced street harassment, what would you want to 
happen?” and they could select all that apply. 
The top three responses were:

	 1.	� 50% of respondents indicated that they prefer for someone to intervene while harassment is occurring. 
(bystander intervention) 

	 2.	� 32% of respondents saw value in a way to easily report it to the government for data collection (no 
enforcement)

	 3.	 31% would like environmental changes, like more street lamps or larger sidewalks
	 4.	� 31% would like to use self-defense or self-assertion skills that they learned/improved through a free, 

accessible training

In addition to general consensus that agreed with the above recommendations, there were some actionable 
suggestions that came from focus group participants:

	 1.	� Canvassers on the street often assume someone is part of the gender binary and will say “Hi ma’am/sir, 
do you have a minute for _____?”. Participants’ whose gender is non-binary suggested canvassers just stop 
saying the “ma’am/sir”. 

	 2.	� Women experiencing homelessness explained that when UPO workers come out to respond to a hotline 
call and loudly declare someone is a woman, that puts them at risk of harassment from men experiencing 
homelessness around them. Many of the women are trying to hide their gender while sleeping outside to 
make themselves less vulnerable. 
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TRAINING RECOMMENDATIONS
According to the SHPA law, this report:

	� “Proposes model policies and training materials to be adopted by District 
agencies for preventing and responding to street harassment, including 
model policies and training materials for public-facing employees;”

We recommend two types of training, and outline audiences, core curriculum elements, and trainers below.

Types of Training

1. Bystander Intervention & Self-Assertion (BISA) Training
Bystander Intervention Training equips trainees with the skills to intervene when they witness harassment and to 
help the victim of harassment. Self-Assertion teaches participants various ways to assert themselves and respond to 
harassment. For the strongest efficacy, we recommend the training be in-person and between one to three hours long.  

Crucial Curriculum Elements 

	 •	 Definition of street harassment, as outlined in SHPA
	 • 	 Stories and statistics from our own data collection (to build empathy)
		  •	 Statistics to include frequency and impacts of street harassment
	 •	� Discussion on the role of power imbalances, systemic oppression, and the reason we focus on behaviors 

and not people
	 • 	 The steps to bystander intervention (i.e., notice what’s happening)   
	 • 	 5 Ds of bystander intervention: direct, distract, delegate, delay, document
	 • 	 Ways to self-assert when participants deal with harassment directed at them 
	 • 	 Role-playing of intervening using some of the 5Ds and self-assertion tactics to develop intervention skills 
	 • 	 Local resources available to victims and ways to report street harassment 

The BISA training should  be required of all public-facing government employees,5 the government contractors 
who work heavily with the public (e.g., violence interrupters, seasonal workers like lifeguards at DPR, etc.), and for 
DC Council staff who interact regularly with constituents. Agency leadership may also choose to add employees 
that interface with the public and are not included in the definitions here. 

Public Trainings
Because Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) Commissioners are volunteers, but heavily involved in 
what happens in public spaces of their respective neighborhoods, they should not be required but rather highly 
encouraged to attend the public BISA workshops provided in their Ward.  

5 � A public-facing government employee is someone who interacts with the public as a regular part of their job at one of the agencies provided in the list below. Some examples of 
public-facing employees are librarians with DCPL, investigators with ABRA, traffic control officers with DDOT, and legal instrument examiners at the DMV.  The full list of Agencies 
designated by the Language Access Act as having major public contact can be found on Appendix F.
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2. Online Street Harassment Prevention for DC Government Employees Training 

Crucial Curriculum Elements 
	
	 • 	 Definition of street harassment, as outlined in SHPA
	 • 	 Brief information about the law 
	 	 • 	 Stories and statistics from our own data collection (to build empathy)
	 • 	 Statistics to include frequency and impacts of street harassment
	 • 	 Local resources available to victims 
	 • 	 Ways to report street harassment as either a witness or a victim 

The online training should be required of all government employees to take on a yearly basis, similar to the 
“Sexual Harassment Prevention for Employees” training. Additionally, we recommend an automatic refresher be 
sent six months after an employee has completed the Online Training on Street Harassment & Reporting. This 
refresher should include the basic and main points of the online training. 

Justification

From our 2019 Survey on Street Harassment in DC:
When asked the question “When you have experienced an instance of street harassment, what would you want 
to happen?” 50% of respondents who have experienced street harassment in the last six months said they would 
like for “someone to intervene or help if they witness me being harassed.” The desire for bystander intervention 
was the most common response.
 
From our 2019 Focus Group Report: 
As previously mentioned, “....many participants who did not have bystander intervention experiences emphasized 
how positive it would be to have someone intervene on their behalf, or how hurtful it was when people failed to 
intervene.” 

From the Evidence Base:
While almost all of the evidence on the efficacy of bystander intervention focuses on college students and/
or sexual assault, it remains to be one of the top interventions in violence prevention as recommended by the 
Centers for Disease Control. Additionally, Fileborn (2017) explains: “Bystander intervention often reduced the 
perceived harm of an incident of street harassment, and can form an important component of street harassment 
victims’ justice needs.” (p. 187) 

How to Deliver Trainings 
We recommend experts in the field provide train-the-trainer trainings (these trainings usually take two to three 
full days) to about 80 selected government employees. These 80 trainers would be responsible for delivering the 
BISA workshops to public-facing government employees. There should be a nomination and application process for 
government employees to go through the Train-the-Trainer. It’s crucial that the government employees selected to be 
trainers have some group facilitation skills and experience in working with sensitive topics like street harassment.

The experts should also conduct BISA workshops for government contractors who work heavily with the public 
(e.g., violence interrupters, seasonal workers like lifeguards at DPR, etc.), and for City Council staff who interact 
regularly with constituents. 
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We also recommend that the experts create content for the online training and refresher that we believe all DC 
government employees should be required to take annually.

Public Trainings
Ideally, the experts would also conduct 16 public BISA workshops (two per ward) to which  ANC Commissioners 
would also be invited and highly encouraged to attend.

Pilot in FY2022 and Scale in FY2023
Our recommendation is to pilot the BISA program in FY2022, using a few of the listed agencies from footnote 
5 as a pool from which to nominate government employees to go through the train-the-trainer program. Those 
trained employees would be responsible for providing workshops to the public-facing employees in their agency. 
The selection process, train-the-trainer, and government employee trainer-led workshops should be evaluated; 
the data from these evaluations should be used to improve the BISA program and scale it government-wide in 
FY2023. Once the BISA workshops have occurred, we recommend assessing participants’ skill usage in FY2024 
- asking BISA participants if they have used the BISA skills they learned and, if they have, asking about their 
experiences using those skills. 

We recommend that the pilot year of FY2022 also be used to create the online content and test the online training 
with a few other agencies (see Appendix F for agency listing). Like the BISA program, the online training should be 
evaluated and the evaluation results should be used to improve the training for scaling government-wide in FY2023. 

We recommend that the field experts conduct training for the public, government contractors that work heavily 
with the public, City Council staff who interact regularly with constituents, and ANC Commissioners during the 
pilot year of FY2022. We recommend using FY2021 to develop the RFA for the field experts and working with 
that organization/group in developing the curricula. 

Since the training curricula must include information about reporting street harassment, it should be noted that 
a reporting mechanism needs to be implemented prior to any of the trainings/workshops being delivered. Our 
recommendations for a reporting mechanism can be found in the next section of the report. 
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REPORTING 
RECOMMENDATIONS

According to the SHPA law, this report shall:

	� “[Discuss] the need, if any, for a process by which victims and witnesses 
of street harassment can report instances of street harassment to District 
agencies;”

Our Recommendation
We believe there is a need for victims and witnesses of street harassment to have the ability to report incidents 
to the District. While victims may report to the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) if they believe the 
harassment constitutes a crime, additional non-law enforcement options should be developed  and implemented. 

To increase accessibility, we recommend multiple ways to report; for example, victims and witnesses should 
be able to report through an online form, by calling a number and leaving a voicemail, by sending a text, or by 
mailing the report through the postal service. Additionally, the reporting forms should also be available in the 
six non-English languages outlined in the Language Access Act. It’s important that the reporting form asks about 
the location, date, and time of the street harassment incident, the type of street harassment, and if there were 
bystanders present (if there were, the reporting form should also ask if the bystanders intervened). It might be 
helpful to collect a few demographics on the victim and perpetrator’s identity as well. All of these questions 
should be voluntary - people reporting can choose to include as much or as little information as they’d like. 

Why 
Reporting is an opportunity for street harassment victims’ voices to be heard and for witnesses to express 
that street harassment is not okay. Reporting and receiving a trauma-informed response is one way to provide 
validation to DC residents who experience street harassment. 

From our 2019 Survey on Street Harassment in DC:
33% of the respondents who have experienced street harassment in the last six months said they would like “a 
way to easily report it to the government for data collection – no enforcement,” which was the second most 
common response to the question “When you have experienced an instance of street harassment, what would 
you want to happen?”

From our 2019 Focus Group Report: 
As previously mentioned, “...there was also considerable enthusiasm for such a reporting mechanism....Some 
participants expressed that it would be positive to be heard through such reporting. To tell their story would help 
reduce the impact of harassment.”

From the Evidence Base: 
Similar to the bystander intervention evidence, much of the research available focuses on disclosing sexual assault 
and not on reporting street harassment. Dr. Bianca Fileborn (2018) writes about the importance of allowing people 
to share their street harassment experiences: “Given the extent to which street harassment is trivialized and under-
recognized as a form of harm, disclosure can function as an important means of challenging and disrupting the myths 
and misperceptions that all too readily fill the silences surrounding street harassment” (p. 22 - 23). 
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Additionally, this reporting mechanism can fill a gap that currently exists with reporting non-crimes to MPD. 
Currently, when someone reports harassment to MPD, it is up to the officer’s discretion whether it constitutes a 
crime and it is up to the officer’s discretion if they make a report for a non-crime. This reporting mechanism gives 
the power back to the victim and ensures they can tell their story. 

If DC were to implement this reporting mechanism, we would be one of the first cities to have a government-
backed way to show that street harassment is an important issue that we take seriously. We could provide a 
blueprint for other city and state governments on how to receive, understand, and potentially use reports of 
street harassment in a trauma-informed, victim-centered way. 

How 
We recommend this reporting mechanism be achieved through a government-nonprofit partnership. The 
nonprofit would be responsible for receiving the reports, responding to the reports, and securely maintaining the 
data collected. The government would  be responsible for marketing the reporting mechanism, collaborating on 
crafting any responses, funding the nonprofit (through a grant), and publishing aggregate data on an annual basis. 

Responses
The responses to the reports should be automatic, trauma-informed, and filled with options. The responses 
should inform the person reporting what will be done with the data, guarantee the confidentiality of the 
information provided, and provide options for what to do next. All reports should receive an automatic response 
thanking the person for reporting, validating their experience, providing local resources for victims, and 
delineating the differences between this report and reporting crimes to the police. Above the reporting form, 
there should be information explaining where the report will go and that specifics around the street harassment 
incident will be kept confidential. 

Privacy
The confidentiality of reports is of utmost importance. We do not want victims to be deterred from reporting 
because they have to share identifying information about themselves; therefore we recommend the reporting 
mechanism limit the questions collecting demographic information. Additionally, the reporting software or 
mechanism must securely maintain the records with strong firewalls to prevent infiltration. 

Data Use 
The nonprofit collecting the data should report aggregate data to OHR quarterly and upon request. OHR would 
publish the data on an annual basis. It must be noted that this is different data collection from our survey of street 
harassment; this data is self-reported and therefore is not necessarily generalizable to the larger population. 

Future Potential Uses of Data:
Eventually, if multiple reports are received of street harassment happening in the same location (e.g., X bar or Y 
neighborhood), OHR could recommend bystander intervention training for staff at X bar and/or a restorative justice 
type of event for Y ANC (open to the affected communities) or suggest infrastructure changes that would make the 
location less intimidating, such as additional streetlights. Trends in data could also be used to justify environmental 
changes, such as establishing more streetlights in heavily reported areas that are also identified as being too dark. 

Funding
The funding would need to cover the costs of a secure software to be used for reporting, advertising the 
reporting option to the public, and the employment costs of someone responsible for responding and maintaining 
the reports at the nonprofit. Depending on staffing and capacity at OHR, funding may be needed to support OHR 
staff receiving the data and writing the annual report. 
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MODEL POLICIES

According to the SHPA law, this report shall:

	� “Proposes model policies and training materials to be adopted by District 
agencies for preventing and responding to street harassment, including 
model policies and training materials for public-facing employees;”

Similar to the “Supporting Victims and Survivors of Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault, and Stalking” Issuance (No. 2018-
24), we recommend District Agencies use and follow this guidance to help address the challenges of street harassment. 
We recommend the model policies have the following seven components, with suggested language provided below: 

1.	 Code of Conduct
2.	 Defining Street Harassment
3.	 Statement of Confidentiality
4.	 Reporting Street Harassment

5.	 Responding to Street Harassment
6.	 Resources
7.	 Training and Awareness

Street harassment could occur by community members towards District employees, by employees towards 
community members, by employees towards other employees, or in any other direction. People of all genders 
and identities can engage in harassing behaviors. The Street Harassment Prevention Act lists high-risk areas for 
street harassment, some of which include: buses, libraries, sidewalks, and any buildings owned by the District 
government. Therefore, many District employees may experience or witness street harassment while working. 

1 |	 Code of Conduct
	� The District Government is committed to cultivating a safe, supportive and respectful environment for staff, 

DC residents, and everyone who interacts with its agencies. Through this policy, the District government 
is providing comprehensive guidance to help its agencies and employees address the challenges faced by 
District employees impacted by street harassment and improve employer response to such violence and its 
effects on employees. Recognizing that harmful actions may still occur in this environment, procedures have 
been implemented to ensure that those who are harmed have a dependable and supportive recourse.

2 |	 Street Harassment Definition
	� For the purposes of these policies and per the Street Harassment Prevention Act (SHPA) of 2017, street 

harassment is defined as “Disrespectful, offensive, or threatening statements, gestures, or other conduct 
directed at an individual in a high-risk area without the individual’s consent and based on the individual’s actual 
or perceived ethnicity or housing status, or a protected trait identified in the Human Rights Act of 1977.” 

	� Verbal street harassment includes, but is not limited to: receiving unwanted comments, noises or signals (such as 
whistling, honking), explicit or rude comments (such as name calling, insults, slurs), gestures, commands, and/or being 
repeatedly asked for a date or one’s phone number when one has said no or ignored the harasser. These could 
be related to anything about an individual including, but not limited to: one’s gender identity or expression, sexual 
orientation, homelessness, race or skin color, religious affiliation, disability or mobility, immigration status, physical 
appearance, mental health or state of mind, class or income level, language, etc.  Physical street harassment includes, 
but is not limited to: being followed without one’s permission, being purposely touched or brushed up against in an 
unwelcome way, someone exposing their genitals, and/or someone touching their genitals in front of someone else.  
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3 |	 Confidentiality 
	� The District Government recognizes and respects the right to privacy and the need for confidentiality for staff and 

for individuals who interact with our organization. The Agency/Office commits to maintain the confidentiality of 
disclosures of street harassment incidences and violence to the extent possible without jeopardizing safety within 
the workplace. When information must be disclosed to protect the safety of individuals within the organizational 
environment, the Agency/Office will limit the breadth and content of such disclosure to information reasonably 
necessary to protect the safety of the disclosing person and others. The Agency/Office will also provide advance 
notice to the person who disclosed information, to the extent possible, if the disclosure must be shared with other 
parties in order to maintain safety in the workplace or a related setting. 

4 |	 Reporting
	� Each agency shall develop a reporting procedure that provides an effective, confidential, and accessible way for employees 

who are victims of street harassment to request work-related assistance or report incidents and concerns. This procedure 
may require the formulation of reporting forms, confidential channels of communication, and whatever else may be 
necessary to effectuate swift and appropriate agency action in support of the victim/survivor. We recommend that each 
agency use a similar reporting procedure and the same point of contact (POC) outlined and determined in “Supporting 
Victims and Survivors of Domestic Violence, Sexual Assault, and Stalking” Issuance (No. 2018-24). 

	� District employees have an additional reporting option that is separate from their workplace. Through a nonprofit-
government partnership, there is a reporting portal to which victims and witnesses of street harassment can 
submit incidences of street harassment. (More information on this reporting portal can be found in the previous 
section “Reporting Recommendations”). Submissions to the reporting portal can be made online, by text, through 
a voicemail, or by mail; the nonprofit collects, holds, and responds to reports. This reporting is done anonymously 
and while there will be trauma-informed responses to reports with various resources available, the purpose of the 
reporting is for data collection - no enforcement or employer-led action is expected. 

5 |	 Responding to Street Harassment  
	� If a District employee tells you, a colleague and/or manager, they’ve experienced street harassment, here are 

helpful ways you can respond: 

	 •	 Believe them about their experience and only ask questions that reinforce your concerns
	 • 	� Listen and let them direct the conversation. Acknowledge their experience is real and validate their feelings.
	 • 	 Connect to the resources outlined below 

	� If the street harassment has escalated to violence and/or has become a regular occurence that is putting 
the government employee in fear for their safety, the agency point-person is encouraged to follow the 
“Workplace Safety and Support Plan” as outlined in the aforementioned Issuance No. 2018-24. 

	� In determining whether a safety and support measure is reasonable, the agency shall consider such factors 
as: the likelihood and type of danger facing the employee; the permanency or length of time of a proposed 
measure; court orders and requirements; the availability of agency resources; the impact on the agency’s 
mission and work; and the impact on the safety and well-being of other employees and customers.

6 |	 Resources 
	� If you believe that a District  employee is the victim of street harassment, there are steps you can take to 

assist. These include making the employee aware of: 

	 Agency Support 
	 • 	� The Agency’s point of contact for domestic violence, sexual harassment, and stalking matters, as 
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described above (and in Issuance No. 2018-24) may be helpful; and 
	 • 	 The option for developing a Workplace Safety Plan as described above may be indicated. 

	 District Support 
	 • 	 The DC Victim Hotline
		  Available 24/7 by phone or text at 1-844-4HELPDC (1-844- 443-5732) and via chat at www.dcvictim.org 
	 • 	 Metropolitan Police Department
		  mpdc.dc.gov/page/domestic-violence-resources
		  mpdc.dc.gov/page/sexual-assault-resources
		  Emergency Phone: 911
		  Information Center: (202) 727-9099
	 • 	 The District’s Employee Assistance Program: Inova Employee Assistance Program
		  dchr.dc.gov/node/698882 or (800) 346-0110. 
	 • 	 Metro Harassment Reporting
		  To report harassment on Metro, please visit this website: www.wmata.com/about/transit-police/harassment.cfm
	 • 	 DC Rape Crisis Center
		  Individual and group counseling for DC survivors 
		  24-hour crisis hotline at 202-333-RAPE

	 National Resources
	 • 	 National Street Harassment Hotline 
		  Call toll-free at (855) 897-5910 or visit www.hotline.rainn.org
	 •	 The National Sexual Assault Hotline
		  Free and confidential
		  Call 1-800-656-4673 or visit www.rainn.org
	 • 	 National Domestic Violence Hotline
		  24/7, anonymous, confidential help in situations of domestic violence
		  Call at 1-800-799-7233 (SAFE) or 1-800-787-3224 (TTY)
	 • 	 Trevor Project
		  24/7 trained counselors to support victims of LGBTQ hate or violence
		  Call at 1-866-488-7386.
	 • 	 1in6
		  For male survivors of sexual violence.
		  Their website www.1in6.org has a 24/7 helpline chat.

7 |	 Training and Awareness 
	� District government managers and employees should be aware of the sources of support that exist in their agencies, 

as well as outside resources. As outlined in the report section “Training Recommendations,” all District employees shall 
take the yearly online course on street harassment that includes information on what street harassment is, how to report 
street harassment, and resources for support. Additionally, all public-facing District employees must take the Bystander 
Intervention & Self-Assertion (BISA) Training that is in-person and builds skills in responding to street harassment. 

	� Supervisors, human resource personnel, agency EEO Counselors and Officers, and other employees are encouraged 
to familiarize themselves with available resources and to seek out training related to the effects of street harassment 
and the best methods for responding. 
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CONCLUSION

In the first year of implementing the Street Harassment Prevention Act (SHPA), the Office of Human Rights 
(OHR) and the Advisory Committee on Street Harassment (ACSH) received and analyzed 1,621 responses on 
a city-wide survey, conducted ten focus groups, launched a public awareness campaign, and came together to 
recommend trainings, a reporting mechanism, and policies for District agencies. As the SHPA implementation 
continues, OHR and ACSH are preparing to implement the second public awareness event. We will continue to 
include diverse voices in our discussions and collaborate with other agencies and community-based organizations. 
As we move forward, we will still learn about street harassment in the District and use data and information to 
help inform future training, reporting, and policies. Protecting the human rights of all persons within the District 
of Columbia is OHR’s highest priority and preventing street harassment in public spaces is ACSH’s main goal. 
We are hopeful that our continued work, creative solutions, and thoughtful collaboration will eventually help 
decrease street harassment and make the District a safer place for everyone. 
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APPENDIX A
SHPA Law
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ENROLLED ORIGINAL 

(2) Discusses District agencies' implementation of model policies developed
pursuant to section 1045(a); and 

(3) Summarizes elements of OHR' s public information campaign, required by
section 1045( c )(2). 

Sec. 1047. Section 2(f) of the Confirmation Act of 1978, effective March 3, 1979 
(D.C. Law 2-142; D.C. Official Code § 1-523 .0 I (f)), is amended by adding a new paragraph 
(64) to read as follows:

"(64) The Advisory Committee on Street Harassment, established by section 
1043 of the Street Harassment Prevention Act of 2018, passed on 2nd reading on June 26, 2018 
(Enrolled version of Bill 22-753).". 

Sec. 1048. Sunset. 
This subtitle shall expire on October 1, 2020. 

 

14 
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APPENDIX B
SHPA Survey Instrument 

In Email
 
This survey is being conducted on behalf of the Advisory Committee on Street Harassment and the DC Office of 
Human Rights.
 
The questions focus on your experiences with street harassment in DC. 

Street harassment is any unwanted statement, gesture, or conduct that is disrespectful, offensive, or threatening 
and happens in a public space, a place of business or any location that is not a private residence in DC.

We are interested in your opinions on the subject whether or not you have experienced street harassment.
 
These issues are often difficult to talk about, so we thank you for sharing your experiences with us. The 
information that we gather will be used to help better understand how to address these issues, and make public 
places safer for everyone. This survey is part of the Street Harassment Prevention Act (SHPA) of 2017; you can 
learn more about SHPA at nostreetharassment.dc.gov.
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary, and you may decline to answer any question. Any information you provide 
is confidential, and we won’t release any identifying information or specific circumstances you mention in any way.
 

ONE. 
In the past 6 months, have you experienced any unwanted verbal street harassment in DC?
This includes, but not limited to: receiving unwanted comments, noises or signals (such as whistling, honking), 
explicit or rude comments (such as name calling, insults, slurs), gestures, commands, and/or being repeatedly 
asked for a date or your phone number when you’ve said no or ignored them. These could be related to anything 
about you including, but not limited to: your gender identity or expression, sexual orientation, homelessness, race 
or skin color, religious affiliation, disability or mobility, immigration status, physical appearance, mental health or 
state of mind, class or income level, language, etc.  
	 a.            Yes
	 b.            No
	 c.             Unsure

	 ANSWER A. POP-UP
        How often would you say you experience verbal street harassment?
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months
 
	 ANSWER C. POP-UP
	 Why are you unsure? Choose the best answer.
	 __ I have experienced verbal street harassment but I am not sure if it was within the last 6 months
	 __ I am not sure what I experienced was verbal street harassment.
	 __ I have experienced street harassment but I am not sure if it was in DC.
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	 IF “I am not sure what I experienced…”:
	 Can you briefly tell us why you chose unsure?
	 (open text, short paragraph)
 
[If respondent answers yes or unsure for Q1, they are asked Q2-8; If respondent answers no for Q1, they skip Q2]
 
TWO.
In DC, do you experience verbal street harassment…

	 a. While on the street or sidewalk, such as walking, standing, or waiting for a bus
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 b.    On public transportation (on a bus, at a bus stop, on metro, or in a metro station)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 c. Riding a bicycle, scooter, or skateboard
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 d. In a car, taxi, or for-hire vehicle like Uber or Lyft (as the driver or as a passenger)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 e. Inside of a bar, club, or other nightlife venue
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 f. Inside of a restaurant, coffee shop, or other food service entity
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 g. Inside of a bank, healthcare facility, laundromat, retail store, shopping mall, or theater
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 h. Inside of a school or library
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 i. While working out (outside, in a gym or at park/rec center, etc.)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 j. �Other public space where verbal street harassment often happens and is not listed above: please specify 

(open text, short paragraph)
 
        ANSWER B. POP-UP [only if answer is “Daily” ; “Weekly” ; “Monthly” ; or  “Once Every Few Months”]
	 Of the public transportation options, where would you say verbal street harassment happens most frequently?
	 a.    On the bus
	 b.    In the bus shelter or at the bus stop
	 c.     On the metro
	 d.    In the metro station
	 e.    Unsure
	 f.      It happens at these places equally

THREE.
In the past 6 months, have you experienced any unwanted physical street harassment in DC?  

This includes, but not limited to: being followed without your permission, being purposely touched or brushed up 
against in an unwelcome way, someone exposing their genitals, and/or someone touching their genitals in front of you.  
	 a.            Yes
	 b.            No 
	 c.             Unsure
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	 ANSWER A. POP-UP
	 How often would you say you experience physical street harassment?
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Monthly
 
	 ANSWER C. POP-UP
	 Why are you unsure? Choose the best answer.
	 __ I have experienced physical street harassment but I am not sure if it was within the last 6 months
	 __ I am not sure what I experienced was street harassment.
	 __ I have experienced street harassment but I am not sure if it was in DC.
 
	 IF “I am not sure what I experienced…”:
        �Can you briefly tell us why you chose unsure?
	 (open text, short paragraph)
 
[If respondent answers yes or unsure for Q3, they are asked Q4-8;  If respondent answers no for Q3 but yes or 
unsure for Q1, they skip Q4; If respondent answers no for Q3 and no for Q1, they skip to Q9]
 
FOUR.
Do you experience physical street harassment...

	 a. While on the street or sidewalk, such as walking, standing, or waiting for a bus
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 b.     On public transportation (on a bus, at a bus stop, on metro, or in a metro station)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 c. Riding a bicycle, scooter, or skateboard
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 d. In a car, taxi, or for-hire vehicle like Uber or Lyft (as the driver or as a passenger)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 e. Inside of a bar, club, or other nightlife venue (as an employee or customer)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 f. Inside of a restaurant, coffee shop, or other food service entity (as an employee or customer)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 g. Inside of a bank, healthcare facility, laundromat, retail store, shopping mall, or theater (as an employee or customer)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 h. Inside of a school or library (as an employee or student/user)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	 i. While working out (outside, in a gym or at park/rec center, etc.)
	 __ Daily __ Weekly __ Monthly __ Once Every Few Months ___ Not in the Last 6 Months ___ N/A (I’m never in this area)
	� j. Other public space where physical street harassment often happens and is not listed above: please specify 

(open text, short paragraph)
 
	 ANSWER B. POP-UP [only if answer is “Daily” ; “Weekly” ; “Monthly” ; or  “Once Every Few Months”]
	� Of the public transportation options, where would you say physical street harassment happens most frequently?
	 g.    On the bus
	 h.    In the bus shelter or at the bus stop
	 i.      On the metro
	 j.      In the metro station
	 k.     Unsure
	 l.      It happens at these places equally
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FIVE.
Are there places in DC where you often experience street harassment? Click up to three places on the map below.

If you prefer, you may write-in neighborhoods (up to three)
____________________
____________________
____________________
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SIX.
[Only one response allowed]
As best you remember, at approximately what age did you first have these experience/s of street harassment? 
	 a.            12 years old and under
	 b.            13 – 17 years old
	 c.             18 – 24 years old
	 d.            25 years old and older
	 e.            Unsure
 
	 SIX B. 
	 [follow-up]
	 Did your first experience with street harassment happen in DC? 
	 a.    Yes
	 b.    No
	 c.     Unsure
 
	 If “No”:
	 Did you live in DC at the time of the first experience with street harassment?
	 ___ Yes ___ No
 
SEVEN.
While in DC, do you believe you’ve been harassed because of your actual or perceived identity? (CHECK ALL 
THAT APPLY) 
	 a. 	 Sex
	 b.	 Gender Identity or Expression
	 c.	 Sexual Orientation
	 d.	 Housing Status/ Homelessness
	 e.	 Race, Ethnicity, or Skin Color
	 f.	 Religious Affiliation
	 g.	 Disability or Mobility
	 h.	 Immigration Status
	 i. 	 Physical Appearance (includes body type, hair style, clothing or outfit, etc.)
	 j.	 Mental Health/State of Mind
	 k.	 Class or Income Level 
	 l.	 Language (including ASL)
	 m.	 Age
	 n.	 Other (open text)
	 o.	 None of the above

EIGHT.
What type of person is frequently harassing you in a public space in DC? (choose up to three)
	 a.	 Police officer or other legal authority
	 b.	 Public transportation employee (including bus drivers and metro station managers)
	 c.	 Another passenger (on bus, metro, car-share, etc.)
	 d.	 Taxi or car-share driver 
	 e.	 Someone driving a car that you are not in
	 f.	 Another pedestrian, passerby, or person in a public space
	 g.	 Employee at a retail, food service, or nightlight venue
	 h.	  Employee at a bank, healthcare facility, laundromat, retail store, shopping mall, or  theater
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	 i.	 Patrons or customers (if you work in the retail or service industries)
	 j.	 Fellow patrons or customers
	 k.	 Neighborhood people or people hanging around
	 l.	 Other
 
NINE.
Because of the street harassment experience/s you’ve had while in DC, have you done any of the following? 
(Please select all that apply.)
	 a.	 Changed your route or regular routine
	 b.	 Stopped a hobby or activity or stopped participating in a community or religious group
	 c.	 Stopped going to a restaurant, bar, or club
	 d.	 Changed schools and/or universities or dropped out of school or university, or dropped a course
	 e.	 Moved from a dorm, apartment, house or other form of residence
	 f.	 Sought medical help, including mental health counselling
	 g.	 Filed an official complaint with the police
	 h.	 Reported the incident somewhere, including WMATA’s online reporting system
	 i. 	 Felt anxiety or depression
	 j.	 Other __________ (open text)
	 k.	 None of the above
  
TEN.
When you have experienced an instance of street harassment, what would you want to happen? (CHECK ALL 
THAT APPLY)
	 a.	 Someone to intervene or help if they witness me being harassed
	 b.	 A way to easily report it to the government for data collection (no enforcement)
	 c. 	 Police intervention
	 d.    Non-police intervention by community members trained to de-escalate and process concerning situations
	 e.	 Environmental changes, like more street lamps or larger sidewalks
	 f.  	 A way to process or express the effects of street harassment, like interactive public art or a speak-out
	 g.	 None of these would be helpful
	 h.	 Something else, please specify (short paragraph)
 

--------------------------------------------------- DEMOGRAPHICS ------------------------------------------
 ELEVEN.
Which DC Ward do you currently live in? 

If you’re unsure, you can check using this website: 
planning.dc.gov/page/neighborhood-planning-01
	 A.	 Ward 1
	 B.	 Ward 2
	 C.	 Ward 3
	 D.	 Ward 4
	 E.	 Ward 5
	 F.	 Ward 6
	 G.	 Ward 7
	 H.	 Ward 8
	 I.	 I don’t live in DC
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TWELVE.
Although the choices listed below may not represent your full identity or use the language you prefer, for this 
survey please select the choice(s) that best describes your racial/ethnic identity. (Mark all that apply.) 
	 A.	 Alaska Native
	 B.	 American Indian 
	 C.	 Asian/Asian American
	 D.	 Biracial/Multiracial [respondents receive follow-up question] 
	 E.	 Black/African American 
	 F.	 Latino/a/x or Hispanic
	 G.	 Middle Eastern/North African 
	 H.	 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
	 I.	 Sub-Saharan African
	 J.	 White/European American 
	 K.	 A racial/ethnic identity not listed above (please specify) 
	 L.	 Prefer not to answer
 
	 ANSWER. D ONLY POP UP
	� You said that you are biracial or multiracial. Please choose the racial/ethnic identities that best describe you. 

(Mark all that apply.)
	 A.	 Alaska Native
	 B.	 American Indian 
	 C.	 Asian/Asian American
	 D.	 Black/African American 
	 E.	 Sub-saharan African
	 F.	 Middle Eastern/North African 
	 G.	 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
	 H.	 White/European American 
	 I.	 A racial/ethnic identity not listed above (please specify) 
  
THIRTEEN
What best describes your current sexual orientation? 
	 A.	 Asexual 
	 B.	 Bisexual 
	 C.	 Gay 
	 D.	 Heterosexual/Straight 
	 E.	 Lesbian 
	 F.	 Pansexual 
	 G.	 Queer 
	 H.	 Same-gender loving
	 I.	 A sexual orientation not listed above (please specify)_______
	 J.	 Prefer Not to Answer
 
FOURTEEN
What is your best estimate of your yearly household income? 
	 a.	 Under $25,000
	 b.	 $25,000 - $49,999
	 c.	 $50,000 - $99,999
	 d.	 $100,000 - $199,999
	 e.	 Above $200,000
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FIFTEEN
What are your current living arrangements?
	 a.	 House/apartment/condo 
	 b.	 Campus/university housing
	 c.	 Nursing home, adult care facility, or hospital
	 d.	� Homeless shelter, domestic violence shelter, transitional/halfway house, or in a hotel or motel with an 

emergency shelter voucher
	 e.	� On the street, in a car, in an abandoned building, in a park, or a place that is NOT a house, apartment, 

shelter, or other housing
	 f.	 A living arrangement not listed above; please specify: ___________________
 
SIXTEEN
Do you have a physical disability or mobility issue that is visible to others?
	 a.	 Yes
	 b.	 No
	 c.	 Prefer not to answer 
 
SEVENTEEN
Do you practice or identify with any of the following religions? (Please choose one)
	 a.	 Aethist/Agnostic
	 b.	 Christian
	 c.	 Hindu
	 d.	 Jewish 
	 e.	 Muslim
	 f.	 Sikh
	 g.	 Other, please specify ______
	 h.	 Prefer not to answer 
 
EIGHTEEN
Do you identify as an immigrant?
	 a.	 Yes
	 b.	 No
	 c.	 Unsure
	 d.	 Prefer not to answer
 
NINETEEN
How do you primarily identify
	 A.	 Cisgender man (gender identity matches assigned-at-birth gender)
	 B.	 Cisgender woman (gender identity matches assigned-at-birth gender)
	 C.	 Transgender man– (gender identity differs from assigned-at-birth gender)
	 D.	 Transgender woman– (gender identity differs from assigned-at-birth gender)
	 E.	 Non-Binary/Gender Non-Conforming/Genderqueer
	 F.	 Other Identity (please specify) ____________
	 G.	 Prefer Not to Answer
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(Submission Page)
Thank you for sharing your experiences with us. We know sharing these types of experiences can be upsetting 
and challenging.

The information you shared will help the furthering of the Street Harassment Prevention Act (SHPA). More 
information about SHPA, as well as the resources below, can be found at www.nostreetharassment.dc.gov.

If you need assistance, support, or advice, please consider the following resources:
 
	 Local Resources
	 ·	� The DC Victim Hotline provides free, confidential information and referrals for victims of all crime in DC: 

1-844-4HELPDC (1-844-443-5732). Their website is www.dcvictim.org
	 ·	� To report harassment on Metro, please visit this website: www.wmata.com/about/transit-police/

harassment.cfm
	 · 	� To report an anti-LGBTQ hate incident with the police (for data collection purposes), you may call the 

MPD LGBTQ Liaison Unit at 202-727-5427.
	 · 	 You may also share your story with the Collective Action For Safe Spaces “My Streets, Too” Blog
 
	 National Resources
	 · 	� If you need assistance in coping with street harassment, call the National Street Harassment hotline toll-

free at (855) 897-5910 or visit the online hotline.
	 · 	 The National Sexual Assault Hotline is free and confidential. Call 1-800-656-4673 or visit www.rainn.org
	 · 	� For anonymous, confidential help in situations of domestic violence, 24/7, please call the National 

Domestic Violence Hotline at 1-800-799-7233 (SAFE) or  1-800-787-3224 (TTY)
	 · 	� Are you a LGBTQ youth in need of support? The Trevor Project’s trained counselors are here to support 

you 24/7. If you are a young person in crisis, feeling suicidal, or in need of a safe and judgment-free place 
to talk, call the TrevorLifeline now at 1-866-488-7386.

	 · 	� A specific resource tailored for men is the organization 1in6. Their website www.1in6.org has a 24/7 
helpline chat.
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APPENDIX D
Focus Group Details 

Focus Group Introduction
We have now turned on the tape recorder. We’ll ask you to wait to say anything until we go over this introduction. 
We will go over what this is all about, and at the end of that, we will give you the opportunity to leave if you do 
not wish to participate. If you stay with us, we will consider that your indication that you consent to participate.

Why we are here
This research is being conducted on behalf of the DC Office of Human Rights in response to a law enacted by the 
DC City Council on street harassment. Street harassment for our purposes is defined as:

	� Street harassment is any unwanted statement, gesture, or conduct that is disrespectful, 
offensive, or threatening and happens in a public space, a place of business or any 
location that is not a private residence in DC.

Your participation here is voluntary, but it is greatly appreciated. Participating will provide you an opportunity to 
make your voice heard about this issue.  The focus group will be audio recorded to ensure our report accurately 
reflects your views, but will be kept confidential. That means we do not connect what has been said here with 
anyone’s name or other individually identifying information. 

We ask that you respect each other’s confidentiality as well—please do not reveal what anyone said during this 
sessions. We do this so that you can feel comfortable speaking frankly about your feelings and experiences.

This is one of 10 focus groups we are conducting. The results of these groups will be reported to an advisory 
committee for the Office of Human Rights and will inform recommendations to the city council about what to do 
about the issue of street harassment.

As a thank you for your time and thoughts, we will provide everyone a $50 Visas gift card at the end of the 
session. The session will be completed by 8:30pm.

[Introduce the facilitators, Maya and the counselor.]

[Orient folks to the space, including where the bathrooms are.]

We know that for some people this topic could be difficult to talk about, or raise strong emotional reactions. If you 
find this is happening to you [the counselor] is here to help you and may step out of the room to talk with you.
 
Introduction about Focus Groups
 
Also before we begin, I want to go over what you can expect and what our expectations are for you.
	 •	� We are interested in what everyone has to say but not in coming to a consensus.  We are interested in 

the range of views, experiences and perspectives in the room.
	 • 	 We want to hear from everyone but everyone doesn’t have to weigh in on every topic or question.
	 • 	 We ask that you focus on what you know and have observed, which is what you know best.
	 • 	 Interaction with other participants is encouraged, but please be respectful and non-judgmental.
	 • 	 You are not here as a stand in for a group or type of people. You are only here to speak on you own behalf.
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	 • 	� We’ll do our best to let your views drive the conversation, but we will direct us to make sure we address 
the questions we need to.

Do you have any questions for us before we begin?  If having heard all this, if you are no longer willing to 
participate, please raise your hand? (If yes, ask them to leave) Ok, let’s begin.

Focus group questions:
Street harassment is any unwanted statement, gesture, or conduct that is disrespectful, offensive, or threatening 
and happens in a public space, a place of business or any location that is not a private residence in DC.
 
	 1.	 What street harassment experiences do you commonly have?
	 2.	 Has experiencing street harassment affected your behavior?
		�  [Ask question 2 first; A-F are probes to be asked as follow ups if participants are needing some ideas and 

not all have to be asked]
            	 Probes:
			   A.	 Has street harassment affected your health and wellbeing, including mental health?
			   B.	� Has anyone ever changed their route or regular routine in response to street harassment (or to 

avoid SH)?
			   C.	� Has anyone ever changed or stopped a hobby or activity in response to street harassment (or to 

avoid SH)?
			   D.	� Has anyone ever left a community or religious group in response to street harassment (or to 

avoid SH)?
			   E.	� Has anyone ever changed their enrollment in a school or class in response to street harassment 

(or to avoid SH)?
			   F.       Where you decide to live/stay/sleep?
	 3. 	� Are there times or places when you feel especially likely to experience street harassment?
		�  Probe – why do you think those times (and/or places) are the ones where you are most likely to 

experience street harassment?
	 4. 	� Was there ever a time when a bystander/witness (or other person that is not an authority figure) that 

intervened when you were being harassed? What happened?
		  • 	 What makes this sort of intervention helpful? Unhelpful?
	 5. 	� Was there ever a time where an authority figure of some sort (like a teacher, police officer, manager) that 

intervened when you were being harassed? What happened? 
		  • 	 What makes this sort of intervention helpful? Unhelpful?
	 6. 	� When you have experienced an instance of street harassment What would make you feel safer? More 

supported? [In the moment? After the fact?]
 	 7. 	� When you are in a place where you are most likely to experience street harassment, what would make 

you feel safer? More supported?
		  • 	 Probe/Clarifier: Think about changes to your environment, like more street lamps.
	 8. 	� Do you think it would be helpful if there was a way to report when you experience or see street 

harassment (other than calling the police)? Why or why not? What would make it useful?
		�  Probe – Would you want there to be a response to your report or would you just like information to be 

collected on the incident (to have a record of it)? 
	 9. 	� Do you think (target population) are more likely to experience street harassment than other people? 
		  [If yes] Why do you think that is? 
	 10.	� (Pass around campaign ads) Here are the current public awareness campaign ads, which focuses on what 

street harassment is, where it happens, and who it happens to most frequently. The next phase of the 
public awareness campaign will come out next year.
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 		�  What do you want people who might experience street harassment to know? What do you want others 
to know about the experience of street harassment?

Interview 1

Date Location Time Population
Thursday, August 22 Shaw Library 11:30 am -1:30 pm Women Experiencing 

Homelessness

Recruitment
	 •	� Maya Vizvary sent flyers to Karen Malvorah & Amber Harding at Washington Legal Clinic for the 

Homeless and Jesse Rabinowitz at Miriam’s Kitchen on Friday, August 16th.
	 • 	 Flyer was placed on the bulletin boards in library.
	 • 	� Maya Vizvary went to N St. Village on 8-21 with flyers and emailed Carolyn Lewis (Bethany Program 

Manager) with information and flyers.
	 • 	 One member was recruited the day-of, in the library

Focus Group 2

Date Location Time Population
Monday, August 26 Whitman Walker Health 6:00 – 8:00 pm Trans, Gender 

Nonconforming, Gender 
Nonbinary People 
(general)

7 participants

Recruitment
	 •	 Flyer and blurb were sent out to folks at Whitman Walker, HIPS, DC Center, Casa Ruby.

Focus Group 3

Date Location Time Population
Wednesday, August 28 Miriam’s Kitchen 11:30 am – 1:30 pm People Experiencing 

Homelessness

7 participants
 
Recruitment
	 • 	 Employees of Miriam’s Kitchen (on the advocacy and case management teams) recruited their clients for participation.
	 • 	 They had conversations with DCRCC on how to recruit in a trauma-informed way.

Focus Group 4

Date Location Time Population
Thursday, August 29 Benning Library 11:30 am - 1:30 pm Black Trans Women

6 participants
 
Recruitment:
	 • 	 Kisha Allure led a group for trans women on Tuesday night and brought the flyer to that group.
	 • 	 Flyer and blurb were sent out to folks at Whitman Walker, HIPS, DC Center, Casa Ruby.
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Interview 5

Date Location Time Population
Wednesday, September 4 Public Welfare 

Foundation
6:00 – 8:00 pm Immigrant Community 

(religious minorities)

Recruitment
	 • 	 Darakshan Raja sent out to south Asian rapid response and Justice for Muslims Collective listservs.
	 • 	 America Indivisible sent out blurb and flyer to their listervs/network.

Interview 6

Date Location Time Population
Friday, September 6 DCRCC 6:30 - 8:30 pm Sexual Violence Survivors

Recruitment
	 • 	 Indira, ED of DCRCC, posted flyer and sent out to clients and therapists
	 • 	 Ruby, Crisis Services Coordinator, sent email to client list
	 • 	 Collective Action for Safe Spaces posted the recruitment information on its social media.

Focus Group 7

Date Location Time Population
Monday, September 9 Public Welfare 

Foundation
6:00 – 8:00 pm Immigrant Community

13 participants
 
Recruitment
	 •	 Darakshan Raja circulated in South Asian Rapid Response group.
	 •	 Flyers passed out at Fiesta del Barrio on 9-7-19.
	 •	� Mayor’s Office on Latino Affairs did recruitment on day-of: sent flyer to listserv and text messages to 

specific people.
	 •	� Flyer and blurb were translated into the six non-English languages (Spanish, French, Amharic, 

Vietnamese, Mandarin, and Korean) and sent to appropriate offices (i.e., Mayor’s Office on African 
Affairs) and organizations (i.e., Many Languages One Voice) for them to distribute to their networks.

Focus Group 8

Date Location Time Population
Tuesday , September 10 American University

HPAC Hughes Hall
6:30 - 8:30 pm College Students (PWI)

10 Participants
 
Recruitment
	 •	 Posted from the Health Promotion & Advocacy Center social media accounts.
	 •	  Posted from the Greek Wellness Coalition social media accounts.
	 •	 Shared with Peer Health Educators, Diversity & Inclusion Peers, two AUx classes.
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Focus Group 9

Date Location Time Population
Thursday, September 26 Martha’s Table 11:30 am - 1:30 pm Women Experiencing 

Homelessness

11 participants
 
Recruitment
	 •	 Dee Curry of Advisory Committee worked with Esther Ford of Miriam’s Kitchen.
	 •	 Esther recruited the 10 participants and got them transportation to Martha’s Table.

Focus Group 10

Date Location Time Population
Monday, October 7 Howard University, 

Inclusive Innovation 
Incubator

6:30 - 8:30 pm College Students (HBCU)

5 Participants
 
Recruitment
	 •	 Emailed professors from the Women Studies department who sent info out to their listserv.
	 •	 Recruited student that requested training from DC SAFE.
	 •	 Tweeted by C.A.S.C.A.D.E., a student organization for queer Howard students .
	 •	 Emailed information to the Manager of the Interpersonal Violence Prevention Program.

Focus Group Participants Demographics

Please select the choice(s) that best describes your racial/ethnic identity. (Circle all that apply.)
Alaska Native 0

American Indian 5

Asian/ Asian American 3

Biracial/Multiracial 4

Black/African American 26

Latino/a/x or Hispanic 4

Middle Eastern / North African 2

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 0

Sub-Saharan African 0

White / European American 13

A racial /ethnic identity not listed above 2

Prefer not to answer 0

No answer given 1

Total 60
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What best describes your sexual orientation?
Asexual 4

Bisexual 11

Gay 2

Heterosexual/Straight 22

Lesbian 3

Pansexual 2

Queer 5

Same-gender loving 1

A sexual orientation not listed above 3

Prefer not to answer 2

No answer given 0

Total 55

No answer given 1

Total 60

What is your best estimate of your yearly household income?
Under $25,000 32

$25,000-$49,999 4

$50,000-$99,999 8

$100,000-$199,999 2

$200,000 or above 3

No answer given 2

Total 51

What are your current living arrangements?
House / apartment / condo 18

Campus / university housing 11

Nursing home, adult care facility, or hospital 0

Homeless shelter, domestic violence shelter, transitional housing / halfway house, 
or in a hotel or motel with an emergency voucher

13

On a street, in a car, in an abandoned building, in a park, or a place that is NOT a 
house, apartment, shelter, or other housing

6

A living arrangement not listed above 3

No answer given 0

Total 51

Do you have a physical disability or mobility issue that is visible to others?
Yes 7

No 41

Prefer not to answer 2

No answer given 1

Total 51
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Do you practice or identify with any of the following religions? 
Atheist / Agnostic 7

Christian 21

Hindu 0

Jewish 3

Muslim 8

Sikh 0

Other 7

Prefer not to answer 1

None 5

No answer given 0

Total 52

Do you identify as an immigrant?
Yes 0

No 49

Unsure 2

Prefer not to answer 0

Total 51

*Note: the focus group with immigrant participants ran out of time to answer the confidential demographic questionnaires.

How do you primarily identify?	
Cisgender man 5

Cisgender woman 30

Transgender man 1

Transgender woman 6

Non-Binary/Gender Non-conforming/Genderqueer 5

Other identity 2

Prefer not to answer 1

No answer given 2

Total 52

Demographic Information was collected from 51 participants. In some cases, more than one option was selected. No 
demographic information was collected for Focus Group 7. One additional participant did not provide information.
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APPENDIX E
Public Awareness Campaign Ads
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	 1.	 Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration (ABRA)
	 2.	 Child and Family Services Agency (CFSA)
	 3.	 Department of Behavioral Health (DOB)
	 4.	 Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (DCRA)
	 5.	 Department of Corrections (DOC)
	 6.	 Department of Employment Services (DOES)
	 7.	 Department of Energy & Environment (DOEE)
	 8.	 Department of General Services (DGS)
	 9.	 District of Columbia Health (DC Health)
	 10.	 Department of Health Care Finance (DHCF)
	 11.	 Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD)
	 12.	 Department of Human Resources (DCHR)
	 13.	 Department of Human Services (DHS)
	 14.	 Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV)
	 15.	 Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)
	 16.	 Department of Public Works (DPW)
	 17.	 Department of Small and Local Business Development (DSLBD)
	 18.	 Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services (DYRS)
	 19.	 Department on Disability Services (DDS)
	 20.	 District Department of Transportation (DDOT)
	 21.	 District of Columbia Housing Authority (DCHA)
	 22.	 District of Columbia Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board (DCLB)
	 23.	 District of Columbia Office of Zoning (DCOZ)
	 24.	 District of Columbia Public Library (DCPL)
	 25.	 District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS)
	 26.	 Fire and Emergency Medical Services Department (FEMS)
	 27.	 Homeland Security and Emergency Management Agency (HSEMA)
	 28.	 Metropolitan Police Department (MPD)
	 29.	 Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH)
	 30.	Office of Contracting and Procurement (OCP)
	 31.	 Office of Human Rights (OHR)
	 32.	 Office of Planning (OP)
	 33.	 Office of Tax and Revenue (OTR)
	 34.	 Office of Unified Communications (OUC)
	 35.	� Office of the Attorney General - Child Support Services Division (OAG - CSSD)
	 36.	 Office of the People’s Counsel (OPC)
	 37.	 Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE)
	 38.	 Office of the Tenant Advocate (OTA)
	 39.	 Department of Aging and Community Living (DACL)

APPENDIX F
Agencies Designated by the Language Access Act as 
Having Major Public Contact
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Dear Stakeholders, Partners and DC Residents,

The DC Office of Human Rights (OHR) is proud to publish the Language Access Annual Compliance Report for FY19, 
prepared by the Language Access Program (LAP) team during the extraordinary coronavirus pandemic. The LAP 
team firmly believes that more than ever, the District of Columbia must ensure it meets the needs of our city’s most 
vulnerable populations, particularly residents who face language barriers in accessing their rights to government 
services.  

This report reiterates the District’s commitment to give all residents equal access to vital government services, 
documents and programs no matter what language they speak or their level of English proficiency. That 
commitment was made 16 years ago when the DC Council unanimously passed the Language Access Act.  Passing 
the Language Access Act made DC one of the most inclusive cities in the country. As stewards of that legislation, 
OHR’s Language Access Program’s mission is to eliminate linguistic barriers and ensure all District agencies 
have the tools, capacity and technical knowledge to serve Limited and Non-English Proficient (LEP/NEP) workers, 
business owners and residents which now represent 30.8% of the foreign-born population and 5.6% of all ages 
5 and older in the District. Close to 100,000 foreign-born residents call the District their home today, and city 
agencies continue to improve how they serve their linguistically diverse customers by offering interpretation 
services, translating vital documents and posting it to their websites and displaying multilingual signage and 
videos in public areas. During this world health crisis, as OHR’s Language Access Program worked with its partners 
to produce multilingual public health notices, emergency texts and flyers in various languages for the District’s 
LEP/NEP residents, it was clear the importance of ensuring inclusion. 

This report includes compliance achievements and reporting for 38 covered entities with major public contact and 
23 non-major public contact entities. The scorecards in this report provide detailed information on the agencies’ 
language access compliance performance level of preparedness, accessibility and quality in serving clients. Also 
highlighted is data reported by agencies in FY19, such as 183,387 encounters with LEP/NEP customers across 
agencies; language access compliance training for 41,040 District government employees, including contractor and 
grantee staff;  73,277 calls made by frontline employees to reach a telephonic interpreter to communicate with 
customers speaking 66 different languages; and the translation of 830 vital documents by agencies with major 
public contact. 

We are very excited about our continuing partnership with language access advocates, LEP/NEP community and 
government agencies and with great appreciation we thank you for being a part of our Language Access team. We 
acknowledge that we played no small role in fulfilling many of the LA goals and milestones in FY19 and FY20.  We 
look forward to a long and fruitful relationship between government, and community to successfully accomplish 
more LA implementation projects together as we head into FY21.

Sincerely,
Rosa Carrillo, Director, Language Access Program
Priscilla Mendizabel, Program Analyst, Language Access Program

Language Access Program team
note from
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Demographic Profile 

Demographic Profile of the District’s 
Foreign-Born and LEP/NEP Populations 

Source: Migration Policy Institute tabulations of 2017 and 2018 and 1 Year estimate data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS)

BORN IN AFRICA
2018 15.5% (14,892)
2017 15.1% (15,380)

BORN IN NORTH AMERICA/
OCEANIA
2018 3.3% (3,123)
2017 2.5% (2,571)

FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION
2018 14% (96,158)
2017 14.7% (101,860)

BORN IN ASIA
2018 20.8% (19,977)
2017 21.7% (22,067)

BORN IN EUROPE
2018 18.8% (18,094)
2017 17.9% (18,622)

BORN IN LATIN AMERICA
2018 41.7% (40,072)
2017 42.7% (43,573)

2018 2017

2018 2017

2018 2017

2018 2017

2018 2017

2018 2017

14%
14.7%

15.5% 15.1%

20.8% 21.7%

18.8% 17.9%

41.7% 42.7%

3.3%

2.5%
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30.8% of the District’s 96,158 
foreign-born residents age 5 
or older are limited English 
proficient

l	 5.6% of District residents age 5 or older are limited English 
proficient  

l	 38.8% of the District’s foreign-born residents (age 5 or older) 
who are noncitizens are limited English proficient

l	 21.6% of the District’s naturalized foreign-born residents age 5 
or older are limited English proficient

l	 1.2% of the District’s US-born population age 5 or older is 
limited English proficient  

l	 17.4% of District residents age 5 or older speak a language 
other than English at home
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DC Language Access Act 

The DC Language Access Act of 2004 requires all District government 
agencies, public-facing contractors and grantees to ensure that limited 
and non-English proficient (LEP/NEP) individuals access the full range of 
government services and receive translation and interpretation services. 
The Act further outlines requirements for covered entities and designates 
39 agencies as covered entities with major public contact. It is the task 
of the Language Access Program to annually monitor and evaluate 
all covered entities. OHR’s FY19 Annual Compliance Review provides 
individual scorecards for 381 covered entities with major public contact 
assessing their level of compliance with the Language Access Act and a 
compliance profile for 23 covered entities.

1 Individual scorecards for covered entities with major public contact can be found starting on pg. 36. Complaince profiles for  
  additional covered entities can be found starting on pg. 24.

DC Language Access Act of 2004
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Covered Entities with Major Public Contact Covered Entities

Designate a Language Access Coordinator; 
Collect data on the agency’s interactions with LEP/NEP customers;
Provide interpretation services;
Provide written translation of vital documents;
Train staff on language access compliance;  
Develop a Biennial Language Access Plan, and report  
implementationprogress to OHR on a quarterly basis;  and
Conduct outreach to LEP/NEP

Designate a Language Access Point of Contact; 
Collect data on the agency’s interactions with LEP/NEP customers;
Provide interpretation services;
Provide written translation of vital documents; 
Train staff on language access compliance; and 
Submit a yearly implementation report to OHR.

Covered Entities with Major Public Contact Covered Entities (with designated Language Access Point of Contact)

Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration
Child and Family Services Agency 
Department of Aging and Community Living 
Department of Behavioral Health
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs
Department of Corrections 
Department of Employment Services 
Department of Energy & Environment 
Department of General Services
Department of Health (DC Health)
Department of Health Care Finance
Department of Housing and Community Development
Department of Human Resources
Department of Human Services
Department of Motor Vehicles
Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Public Works
Department of Small and Local Business Development
Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services
Department on Disability Services 
District Department of Transportation 
District of Columbia Housing Authority
District of Columbia Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board
District of Columbia Office of Zoning
District of Columbia Public Library
District of Columbia Public Schools
Fire and Emergency Medical Services Department
Homeland Security and Emergency Management Agency
Metropolitan Police Department
Office of Administrative Hearings
Office of the Attorney General – Child Support Services Division
Office of Contracting and Procurement
Office of Human Rights
Office of Planning
Office of Tax and Revenue
Office of the People’s Counsel
Office of the State Superintendent of Education
Office of the Tenant Advocate
Office of Unified Communications

District of Columbia Board of Elections
District of Columbia Commission on the Arts and Humanities 
District of Columbia Health Benefit Exchange Authority
District of Columbia Office of Police Complaints
District of Columbia State Board of Education
Department of Forensic Sciences
Department of For-Hire Vehicles
Department of Insurance, Securities and Banking
District of Columbia Corrections Information Council
District of Columbia Developmental Disabilities Council
District of Columbia Housing Finance Agency 
District of Columbia Retirement Board
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Authority
Office of Cable Television, Film, Music and Entertainment
Office of Disability Rights
Office of Employee Appeals
Office of the Attorney General 
Office of the Chief Medical Examiner
Office of the Chief Technology Officer
Office of the Inspector General
Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants
Public Services Commission
Real Property Tax Appeals Commission
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About the LA Program

Language Access Program

ENFORCEMENT
Investigate language access complaints from  
individuals or organizations who believe that a 
covered entity has violated the Language Access 
Act; issue findings; and monitor implementation 
of corrective actions.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Provide training, tools, and guidance on effective 
implementation of language access compliance 
requirements; and support the work of Language 
Access Coordinators and Language Access Point 
of Contacts.

COMPLIANCE MONITORING
Ensure that all 38 covered entities with major 
public contact develop attainable two-year plans, 
report quarterly and take appropriate steps to 
meet compliance requirements; annually assess 
covered entities’ compliance with the Act’s
requirements.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
Provide “Know Your Rights” training and other 
public education and engagement opportunities 
to ensure that LEP/NEP individuals exercise their 
rights under the law.

OHR’s Language Access Program is tasked with monitoring citywide compliance with the Language  
Access Act by providing central coordination and technical assistance to covered entities. The work of 
the program is organized in four areas:

OHR’s mission is to eliminate linguistic barriers 
and ensure that all District agencies have the 
tools, capacity, and technical knowledge to 
serve linguistically diverse customers.

mission
our
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Program Highlights

In FY19, the Language Access Program worked extensively with agencies to support the goals of 
implementing language access requirements and improving overall compliance with the Language 
Access Act. The LAP provided training, technical assistance and individual consultation to Language 
Access Coordinators (LACs) and Language Access Points of Contact (LAPOCs), and also reached out 
to the District’s linguistically diverse/limited English proficient populations to educate them on their 
right to request language access services in city government offices.

FY19 Language Access Program Highlights

TRAINING & TECHNICAL ASSISTANCEA

LANGUAGE ACCESS 
COMPLIANCE  
trainings were  

delivered directly to 
822 District employees, 

grantees and  
contractors. 

42
LANGUAGE ACCESS 

AND CULTURAL 
COMPETENCY 
trainings were 

delivered through 
DCHR’s Center for 

Learning and  
Development.

6
BIMONTHLY  
TECHNICAL  
ASSISTANCE  

sessions were hosted 
for LACs covering 
best practices for 
enhancing data 
collection and 

reporting; developing 
biennial language 
access plans and 
ensuring grantee 
and contractor 

compliance.

6
LANGUAGE ACCESS 

COMPLIANCE  
ORIENTATION  

session was held for 
LAPOCs to provide 

guidance on  
language access 
implementation 

activities and annual 
reporting  

requirements.

1

15
MEETINGS were held with 
the Mayor’s Offices on 
African, Asian and Pacific 
Islander and Latino Affairs 
to coordinate technical 
assistance efforts. 
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DIGITAL LANGUAGE ACCESS 
SIGNAGE LAUNCH
In April, during the ceremony commemorating 
the passage of the DC Language Access Act, 
OHR’s Language Access Program (LAP) unveiled 
the Digital Language Access Signage video 
promoting the District’s interpretation services to 
limited English proficient (LEP) and non-English 
proficient (NEP) residents. The educational 
video explains how LEP/NEP residents can 
request language services and how agencies 
can culturally and linguistically serve such 
populations appropriately.  The video was 
created in collaboration with the Mayor’s three 
ethnic constituency offices and the Office of 
the Chief Technology Officer. A large number of 
agencies that have waiting and public facing 
areas in their agencies are maximizing the video. 
 
LANGUAGE ACCESS ACT 
15TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION 
On April 24, 2019, the Language Access Program, 
along with DC government agencies, Language 
Access advocates and community members, 
celebrated the 15th anniversary of the passage of 
the Language Access Act of 2004. The unanimous 
passage of the act 15 years ago embodied the 
District of Columbia’s pledge to support the 
city’s vibrant immigrant population and ensure 
that all DC residents have equal access to 
government services, regardless of their native 
language or English language proficiency. The 
commemorative ceremony celebrated the work 
of DC government agencies that have excelled 
in providing language access services and in 
promoting language access rights awareness 
within the LEP/NEP community.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT  
OHR worked with community-based partners 
to engage diverse LEP/NEP communities and 
ensure that they know and exercise their right to 
language access services. 

l 	 1,505 LEP/NEP residents were engaged and 
reached through workshops, “Know Your 
Rights” trainings and community events. 

l 	 OHR participated in 67 community events 
and meetings to share information on 
language access and distribute multilingual 
“Know Your Rights” and “I Speak” cards.     

l 	 2,500 multilingual “I Speak” cards were 
distributed to LEP/NEP individuals.

l 	 13 trainings were offered to constituents, 
advocates, case managers and service 
providers covering language access 
protections that impact their clients and 
members.

l 	 Through a collaborative effort between 
the Language Access program and the 
Ethiopian Community Center (ECC), 230 LEP/
NEP African community members were 
educated on the provisions of the Language 
Access Act. The educational project aimed 
to increase language access awareness 
among Africans in DC and to improve their 
ability to communicate more effectively with 
government agencies and service providers. 
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Enforcement Summary

Language Access Enforcement 
The Office of Human Rights investigates language access public complaints filed by individuals who 
are denied their right to language assistance or who allege that a covered entity has violated the 
Language Access Act. Once OHR conducts a pre-investigation resolution intervention to ensure that 
complainants receive immediate services, public complaints are docketed and investigated before 
the OHR Director issues written findings.  Agencies found in violation of the Language Access Act are 
required to implement corrective actions mandated by OHR.

In FY19, OHR received a total of 19 language access inquiries alleging violation of the Language 
Access Act:  
l	 5 were docketed and 4 are under investigation following a pre-investigation resolution process. 
l	 3 were resolved during the pre-investigation resolution process, and
l	 10 were administratively dismissed based on lack of jurisdiction or failure to state a claim. 
l	 1 was withdrawn by the complainant

OHR issued a total of 1 determination in FY19: 
l	 1 was to the Metropolitan Police Department, which was found in non-compliance with the 

Language Access Act for failure to provide translation service.

Corrective Actions Meeting in FY19:
l	 4 corrective action meetings were held with the Department of Motor Vehicles, Department of 

Human Services, Fire and Emergency Medical Service and the Metropolitan Police Department.
l	 1 corrective action meeting was held with District of Columbia Public Schools and 1 with 

District of Columbia Housing Authority for noncompliance of inquires resolved during the pre-
investigation resolution process.

FY19 FY18 FY17 FY16 FY15 FY14
Inquiries 19 18 40 19 25 17

Resolved in pre-investigation with agency acknowledging violation 3 0 2 4

Final determination, found in noncompliance 1 2 1 2

Under investigation 4 4 12 6 13 9

Administrative Dismissals 11 14 24 8 10 8

    Lack of jurisdiction 10 9 12 3 5 4

    OHR unable to contact Complainant 0 2 1 1 2

    Failure to state a claim 5 2 2 1 2

    Withdrawn by complainant 1 0 8 2 3

COMPLAINT OUTCOMES FY14-FY19
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Covered Entity Number of Complaints

Metropolitan Police Department 1
Department of Corrections 2
District of Columbia Housing Authority 1

FY19 COMPLAINTS UNDER INVESTIGATION BY AGENCY  

Covered Entity FY19 FY18 FY17 FY16 FY15 FY14

Non-Covered Entities 10 9 14 2 6 5
Department of Motor Vehicles 1 10 4 6 3
Department of Human Services 1 1 7 2 2 3
Metropolitan Police Department 2 4 2 4 1 3
Department of Consumer Regulatory Affairs 1  3  
District of Columbia Public Schools 2  1 1  
Department of Employment Services 1 1 1  
Fire and Emergency Management Services 2  1  
District of Columbia Housing Authority 2  1  1
Department of Disability Services   1  
Office of State Superintendent of Education 1  1  
Office of Zoning and Office of Planning  1   
Department of Health (DC Health)  1   
Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services  1   
Department of For-Hire Vehicles (formerly District of 
Columbia Taxicab Commission)    1

District of Columbia Board of Elections    1
Department of Behavioral Health     
Office of the Attorney General - Child Support Services 
Division     

Department of Transportation 1
Mayor’s Office on Community Relations and Services 1
Department of Public Works 1
Child and Family Services Agency 1
Department of Corrections 1
Total 19 18 38 18 23 17

INQUIRIES RECEIVED FY14-FY19
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Through its partnership with the Equal Rights Center (ERC), OHR conducted 126 telephone and 111 in-
person tests in FY19 to assess the accessibility of 17 covered entities with major public contact. ERC 
testers either visited or called these agencies and attempted to obtain information from frontline 
employees while speaking exclusively in one of seven non-English languages: Amharic, Arabic, Chinese 
(Mandarin), French, Korean, Spanish, and Vietnamese. The ERC provided the scores and narrative 
summaries of the test results for each agency, which OHR has incorporated into the agency compliance 
scorecards under the ‘Quality’ measure. The ERC also provided an analysis of all data collected from 
FY19 and FY18 tests to offer a comparative picture on observed trends and overall performance.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS:
l	 64% of agencies tested in both years improved their interpretation rates from FY18 to FY19. 
l	 At test sites tested in both years, overall interpretation rates were 10% higher in FY19 than 

they were in FY18. This was not a statistically significant improvement  (p = .08186) though the 
improvement in scores at these divisions was significant.

l	 At divisions tested in both years, interpretation rates decreased very slightly from 2019 to 2018 
(from 84% to 83%) on in-person tests. However, interpretation rates for phone tests increased 
significantly from FY18 to FY19 (from 26% to 45%, p= .00438), producing the overall net increase in 
interpretation rates. 

l	 At all divisions, testers received language assistance in 78% of in-person tests, as compared to 
88% in FY18, 86% in FY17, 92% in FY16, and 88% in FY15.

l	 At all divisions, testers received language assistance in 44% of telephone tests in FY19, as 
compared to 37% in FY18, of 57% in FY17, 43% in FY16 and 45% in FY15. 

l	 Testers received interpretation through a telephonic interpretation service in 49% of tests and 
through a bilingual employee in 11% of tests. 

l	 30% or 39 of the 129 phone tests reached an automated voice menu. 12 of the 39 calls reached 
instructions in the tester’s language, and 4 out of these 12 calls were then connected to a live 
employee. 

l	 At test sites tested in FY19 and either in FY17 or FY18, testers reported seeing language access 
signage more frequently at test sites in FY19 than in the previous two years. 

l	 34% of tested locations displayed language access signage that was visible to all testers, 44% 
were visible to some testers, and 22% were visible to none of the testers. 

l	 Testers received translated vital documents in their language in 13% of in-person tests 
conducted in FY19. 

Language Access Testing
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Table 1: Agency Interpretation Rates FY18 vs FY19
(Divisions tested in both years)

Agency:

100%

Table 2: Interpretation Rate by Agency
(All agencies)
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2019 AGENCIES  
RANKED BY SCORE

                   

Name of Agency Visited 
In-Person (# Tests) (# Tests) (% Tests) (% Tests) (% Tests) (Points)

Department of Aging and 
Community Living 0 4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.00

Department of Small and Local 
Business Development 0 5 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.20

District of Columbia Housing 
Authority 4 13 38.0% 31.0% 30.8% 2.00

Department of Parks and  
Recreation 5 14 50.0% 36.0% 21.4% 2.14

Department of Human Services 12 29 48.0% 41.0% 31.0% 2.41

Department of Employment 
Services 6 13 50.0% 46.0% 30.8% 2.46

District of Columbia Public 
Library 7 16 44.0% 44.0% 43.8% 2.63

Department of Health 9 16 63.0% 60.0% 37.5% 3.13

Department of General Services 5 11 70.0% 63.0% 45.5% 3.45

District of Columbia Public 
Schools 31 44 75.0% 70.0% 62.8% 4.18

Office of State Superintendent 
of Education 11 15 73.0% 73.0% 73.3% 4.40

Alcohol Beverage Regulation 
Administration 5 7 86.0% 71.0% 71.4% 4.57

Department of Consumer and 
Regulatory Affairs 13 16 81.0% 81.0% 68.8% 4.63

Metropolitan Police Department 8 9 89.0% 89.0% 55.6% 4.67

Office of Tax and Revenue 7 8 88.0% 88.0% 75.0% 5.00

Department of Motor Vehicles 11 12 100.0% 92.0% 75.0% 5.33

Department of Transportation 5 5 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 6.00

Grand Total 139 237 66.0% 60.0% 49.6% 3.49
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Stakeholder Accomplishments  
Section §1209 of the Language Access Act regulations designates 
the Mayor’s Office on African Affairs (MOAA), the Mayor’s Office 
on Asian and Pacific Islander Affairs (MOAPIA) and the Mayor’s 
Office on Latino Affairs (MOLA) to serve as consultative bodies 
to assist OHR and District agencies in the implementation of 
the Language Access Act.  The Act’s regulations also names the 
DC Language Access Coalition (Coalition) as an external non-
governmental body to consult on the implementation of the Act.   

These entities have achieved the following outcomes in FY19 as 
part of their work to strengthen the District’s compliance with 
the Language Access Act:

MAYOR’S OFFICE ON AFRICAN AFFAIRS 

Quality Assurance 
MOAA provided technical assistance to District government agencies in FY19 by reviewing more than 
25 documents translated into African languages and by providing guidance as agencies worked to 
centralize translated vital documents on their websites. MOAA provided quality assurance reviews 
and technical assistance to the Department of Employment Services (DOES), Department of Human 
Services (DHS), District of Columbia Public Library (DCPL), Department on Disability Services (DDS), 
Department of For Hire-Vehicles (DFHV) and District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS).  The following 
is a sample of the documents that were reviewed for quality: (DOES) FAQ Employer & Employee; (DCPS) 
Family Engagement Survey and Student Guide to Graduation; (DCPL) Library Card Registration form 
and Back to School Guide; (DDS) Agency Brochure; (DHS) PIT+ Survey 2019 and (DFHV) Open Season to 
Change DTS Providers. 

Outreach to LEP/NEP Residents: 
MOAA conducted outreach to engage linguistically diverse LEP/NEP residents in the African community 
to better connect them to government services and inform them of their language access rights.  
Through MOAA’s outreach, the agency engaged more than 770 community members in events that 
included a language access Know Your Rights components such as Free Tax Preparation and  Financial 
Inclusion; a Women in Tech in the African Diaspora Panel; an African Community Members vs MPD 
Soccer Tournament; an African Fashion Show; a Mental Health Discussion and the Dunbar Seniors 
Resource Fair. Notably, the agency also partnered with DHFV to engage DC’s African cab drivers and 
provided language assistance and Know Your Rights information in Amharic and French.

Stakeholder Highlights
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MAYOR’S OFFICE ON ASIAN AND PACIFIC ISLANDER AFFAIRS 

Cultural Competency Training 
MOAPIA collaborated with OHR, MOAA and MOLA to develop and implement cultural competency 
trainings for the following agencies: Department of Motor Vehicles (11 sessions) and the Office of 
Peoples Counsel (1 session). The agency also provided three (3) stand-alone cultural competency 
trainings with the following agencies: Metropolitan Police Department (2 sessions), Department of 
Disability Services (2 sessions) and DC Human Resources (1 session). 

Bilingual Outreach Specialists at DHS
MOAPIA continues to provide bilingual outreach specialists to the Department of Human Services’ 
H Street and Taylor Street Service Centers. The outreach specialists provide language assistance to 
Chinese and Vietnamese constituents who want to access Medicare, Medicaid, DC Alliance, SNAP, Child 
Care Assistance and housing benefits programs. The bilingual specialists not only provide language 
support but also conduct door-to-door outreach. MOAPIA also worked closely with DHS to discuss 
the agency’s system of tracking the cases of LEP/NEP residents and provided suggestions on more 
effective ways to serve Asian clients.

Bilingual Outreach
In FY19, MOAPIA assisted in 592 cases overseen by DHS. Of those cases, 310 involved Vietnamese-
speaking residents and 282 involved Chinese-speaking constituents. Currently, MOAPIA continues 
its outreach to LEP/NEP constituents through a phone-banking campaign and social media. MOAPIA 
reached out to more than 900 residents and 90 small business owners who need language assistance 
and who can benefit from information such as Public Charge Rule, Medicaid Renewal and/or financial 
recovery programs.

Outreach to LEP/NEP Residents
In FY19, MOAPIA distributed more than 300 Know Your Rights “I Speak” cards at 30 outreach events that 
included a language access component.
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Quality Assurance
MOAPIA provided technical assistance to District government agencies during FY19 by reviewing more 
than 82 documents translated into Asian languages. MOAPIA provided quality assurance reviews 
and technical assistance to the following agencies: Department of Employment Services (DOES), 
Department of Human Services (DHS), Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) 
and the District of Columbia Public Library (DCPL).  The following is a sample of the documents that 
were reviewed: DC Paid Family Leave Employee Notice (DOES); Medicaid Renewal Fact Sheet (DHS); Rent 
Control Fact Sheet (DHCD) and Library Card Registration form (DCPL).

Language Access Signage
MOAPIA conducted Language Access site visits at multiple DC agencies that Asians and Pacific Islanders 
frequently visit to seek services, including the Department of Aging and Community Living (DACL), DC 
Health (DCH) and Department of Human Services (DHS). At the site visits, MOAPIA provided suggestions 
to several agencies regarding Language Access signage. If some agencies had Language Access signage 
or posters that were outdated or did not include every mandated language, especially Asian languages, 
MOAPIA recommended corrections to provide accurate information.  

MAYOR’S OFFICE ON LATINO AFFAIRS

Language Access Monitoring 
MOLA monitored, assisted and provided feedback to 37 District government agencies to ensure they 
implemented language access requirements and adopted best practices.

Bilingual Hiring
MOLA produced and disseminated bi-weekly bilingual job announcements to 10,000+ subscribers in the 
Latino community. Announcements included job openings in District government designed to increase 
the linguistic capacity of District agencies by connecting them with qualified bilingual candidates. The 
agency collaborated with DDOT to prepare Latino candidates for a Multicultural Employment Fair.  
 
Language Access Lunch and Learn 
During FY19, MOLA hosted 5 “Lunch & Learn” meetings for Language Access Coordinators and District 
government employees to share best practices on language access implementation and to address 
challenges government employees face in serving LEP/NEP customers. 

Language Access Signage
MOLA worked with the DC Office of Cable Television, Film, Music and Entertainment and OHR to re-
shoot the Language Access digital signage video to make it culturally appropriate. The video provides 
instructions for LEP/NEP customers who want to request interpretation services when visiting District 
government agencies.

Quality Assurance 
MOLA provided technical assistance to District government agencies throughout FY19 by reviewing 
over 400 documents translated into Spanish and by providing guidance as agencies worked to 
centralize translated vital documents on their websites. MOLA provided quality assurance reviews and 
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technical assistance to the DC Department of Transportation (DDOT), Office of People’s Counsel (OPC), 
DC Fire & Emergency Medical Services (FEMS), Department of Behavioral Health (DBH), Department of 
Disability Services (DDS), DC Public Library (DCPL), Child and Family Services Agency (CFSA), Department 
of Columbia Public Schools  (DCPS), Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV),  the Metropolitan Police 
Department (MPD) and The Office of the Attorney General (OAG).

Outreach to LEP/NEP Residents 
In FY19, MOLA distributed more than 1,000 Know Your Rights  “I Speak” cards at outreach events that 
included a language access component, such as MOLA Legal Resource Fair, Food Distribution Bank, 
Cinco de Mayo Celebration, Immigrant Heritage Month Kick-Off, DCPS Back-to- School Night, Hispanic 
Heritage Month Community Celebration, Fiesta DC Festival and Mayor Bowser’s State of the District 
Address.

Cultural Competency Training 
MOLA collaborated with OHR, MOAA and MOAPIA to develop and implement a cultural competency 
training for the Department of Motor Vehicles. The 11-session training was attended by 330 DMV 
employees. MOLA also collaborated with the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) to develop a 
cultural awareness video for MPD officers who interact with the District’s Latino population. MOLA also 
delivered a cultural competency training for MPD staff.

Capacity Building 
MOLA provided interpretation equipment and support to grantees, DC government agencies and 
other community-based organizations to facilitate provision of interpretation services for LEP/NEP 
individuals.
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DC LANGUAGE ACCESS COALITION

The DC Language Access Coalition is an alliance of diverse community based organizations and 
individuals advocating for language access rights within the District of Columbia. Currently hosted by 
Many Languages One Voice, the Coalition provides monitoring, evaluation, technical assistance, and 
community education on language access in the District, and initiates campaigns to ensure District 
government agencies are accountable to the Language Access Act.

In FY20, the Coalition will continue advocating for the District’s 

underrepresented limited and non-English proficient individuals to ensure 

they have equal access and can participate fully in DC’s public programs 

and benefits. The Coalition continues to strengthen its  membership base 

and widen the scope of its outreach efforts to better engage partners and 

LEP/NEP communities in ongoing advocacy efforts. 
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Baseline Compliance Areas 

FY19 Compliance Summary and FY20 Priorities

District of Columbia Board of Elections (DCBOE)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A 
 
DCBOE failed to provide an update on language access implementation activities 
in FY19. 
 
In FY20, OHR urges DCBOE to fulfill language access compliance training 
and reporting requirements and ensure the agency’s website contains vital 
information in the top languages spoken by LEP/NEP voters.  

District of Columbia Commission on Arts and Humanities (DCCAH)

4 4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: 4 
Top Languages Encountered: Spanish

In the area of preparedness, DCCAH reported LEP/NEP encounters and that it 
trained frontline staff on language access compliance requirements. OHR looks 
forward to working with the agency to develop and institutionalize an internal 
language access policy to include grantee compliance verbiage.

In the area of accessibility, the agency still has not translated vital documents 
and has not created a language support page on its website. 

In FY20, OHR urges DCCAH to take immediate action to comply with language 
access requirements as recommended in the previous annual compliance review 
and to improve quality and equitable LA services for its LEP/NEP constituents. 

The DC Language Access Act requires all covered entities to provide interpretation and translation 
services, adopt a comprehensive language access policy, train public contact staff and meet signage 
and website accessibility requirements. Covered entities not designated as agencies with major public 
contact are required, by regulation, to a) appoint a Language Access Point of Contact (LAPOC) tasked 
with coordinating the agency’s compliance efforts; b) attend a language access orientation every year; 
and c) submit an annual report detailing language access implementation efforts and encounters with 
LEP/NEP customers.  The table [below] provides an assessment of 23 covered entities and their level 
of compliance with these requirements in FY19. 

Compliance Profile of Covered Entities 
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FY19 Compliance Summary and FY20 Priorities

District of Columbia Corrections Information Council (CIC)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A 
 
In the area of preparedness, DCCAH did not report LEP/NEP encounters however 
the agency partnered with the Language Access program to train frontline staff 
on language access compliance requirements. OHR looks forward to working 
with the agency to develop and institutionalize an internal language access 
policy to include grantee com-pliance verbiage. 
 
In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 2 vital documents: “CIC 
Brochure” and the “CIC Consent”. In FY20 The LA program looks forward to 
the agency’s implementation of its plan to include multi-lingual taglines to 
their surveys and other outgoing documents in order to engage to LEP/NEP 
population.  However, the agency has not created a language support page 
on its website. In FY20, OHR urges the CIC to take immediate action to comply 
with language access requirements as recommended in the previous annual 
compliance review and to improve quality and equitable LA services for its LEP/
NEP constituents. 

District of Columbia Health Benefit Exchange Authority (HBX)

4 4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: 4,741 
Top Languages Encountered: Spanish, Amharic, Mandarin, French, Portuguese, 
Vietnamese, Korean, Cantonese, Russian, Arabic, Thai 

HBX continued to fulfill the full range of language access compliance 
requirements in FY19. In the area of preparedness, the agency’s FY19 
implementation report indicates the agency is moving forward with training 
its staff and funded entities. The agency also provided its funded entities 
LA compliance information on the proper way to interact with the LEP/NEP 
population

In the area of accessibility, all customer notices generated by DC Health Link 
are accompanied by taglines in Amharic, Spanish, French, Korean, Simplified 
Chinese, Traditional Chinese and Vietnamese.  In FY19, HBX incorporated all 
18 taglines required by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, for the exchange marketplace. The 
18 taglines are included in all notices in production and on the dchealthlink.
com website. HBX monitors to ensure that appropriate signage is posted at HBX 
locations and public events..

In the area of quality, HBX has 4 case managers trained and certified to provide 
in-person interpretation and is working on training and certifying more.  In 
FY20, OHR looks forward to HBX’s implementation of its plans to continue 
promoting language access services, including providing additional translations 
of documents.  

OHR commends HBX on its continued efforts to comply with the LA Act. 
OHR  recommends the agency take a significant step towards compliance by 
developing, implementing and institutionalizing an internal LA policy. 
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FY19 Compliance Summary and FY20 Priorities

Department of Forensic Sciences (DFS)	

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

DFS has not met it requirement or obligation under the LA Act of 2004. In 
FY19, DFS once again failed to report on LA compliance and implementation 
activities. Although the agency has limited interaction with the public and/
or LEP/NEP persons, OHR urges DFS ensure its public facing staff is trained in 
language access compliance requirements. In FY20, the agency also should set 
up a telephonic interpretation service account to communicate with LEP/NEP 
individuals, as needed, and add a language support section to the agency’s 
website with vital documents translated into the District’s top languages.

District of Columbia Housing Finance Agency (DCHFA)

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A 
 
DCHFA has not met it requirement or obligation under the LA Act of 2004. In 
FY19, DCHFA once again failed to report on LA compliance and implementation 
activities

In FY20, OHR urges DCHFA to fulfill language access compliance training and 
reporting requirements and ensure that the agency’s website contains vital 
information in the top languages spoken by LEP/NEP customers.

Department of For-Hire Vehicles (DFHV)

4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

DFHV failed to provide an update on language access implementation activities  
in FY19. 
 
In FY20, OHR urges DFHV to fulfill language access compliance training and 
reporting requirements and ensure that the agency’s website contains vital 
information in top languages spoken by LEP/NEP drivers

Office of Cable Television, Film, Music, and Entertainment (OCTFME)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

In FY19, OCTFME once again failed to report on LA compliance and 
implementation activities.

In FY20, OHR urges OCTME to fulfill language access compliance training 
and reporting requirements and ensure the agency’s website contains vital 
information in the top languages spoken by LEP/NEP viewers and other 
constituents. 
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FY19 Compliance Summary and FY20 Priorities

Office of Employee Appeals (OEA)

4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

OEA has not met it requirement or obligation under the LA Act of 2004. In FY19, 
OEA once again failed to report on LA compliance and implementation activities. 
 
In FY20, OHR urges OEA to fulfill language access compliance training and re-
porting requirements and ensure that the agency’s website contains vital infor-
mation in the top languages spoken by LEP/NEP customers.

Office of Disability Rights (ODR)

4 4 4  4

FY19 Encounters: N/A 
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

ODR submitted a language access implementation report in FY19 and ensured 
its staff can interact with the LEP/NEP community by downloading the language 
line solution telephonic interpretation application into their government-issued 
phones. ODR continues to stock and distribute agency brochures that are 
translated into Spanish, Amharic, Chinese, French, Korean and Vietnamese.  

OHR encourages the agency to continue efforts to provide meaningful access to 
LEP/NEP individuals and to implement plans to translate both the “about” and 
“services” tab of its website. In FY20, ODR should adopt a language access policy 
and submit a detailed comprehensive LA compliance report.

Office of Police Complaints (OPC)	

4 4 4  4  

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: 80 
Top Languages Encountered: Spanish and Korean

In the area of preparedness, OPC reported LEP/NEP encounters and that it 
trained frontline staff on language access compliance requirements. OHR looks 
forward to working with the agency to develop and institutionalize an internal 
language access policy.

In the area of accessibility, the agency’s FY19 annual report indicates OPC 
worked with community-based organizations such as Briya Public Charter 
School and CARECEN to engage LEP/NEP residents and assess police-community 
relations within immigrant communities. The agency has not met compliance 
requirements for document translation. Although OPC provides a description 
of key programs and services in Spanish on its website, language accessibility 
would be improved by posting the same information in additional languages.

In the area of quality, the agency followed up on last year’s compliance 
recommendation to provide language access compliance training for public 
contact staff. It also participated in outreach efforts targeting the District’s Asian 
and Pacific Islander population.  
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FY19 Compliance Summary and FY20 Priorities

Office of the Attorney General for the District of Columbia (OAG)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

OAG has not met it requirement or obligation under the LA Act of 2004. In FY19, OAG 
once again failed to report on LA compliance and implementation activities.

In FY20, OHR urges OAG to fulfill language access compliance training and reporting 
requirements and ensure that the agency’s website contains vital information in the 
top languages spoken by LEP/NEP customers.

Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

OCFO failed to report on language access implementation activities carried out in 
FY19. In FY20, OHR urges OCFO to fulfill language access compliance training and 
reporting requirements and adopt a language access policy. OCFO should translate 
vital documents and create a language support section on its website to provide 
a description of its services and programs in the top 6 languages spoken by the 
District’s LEP/NEP residents. 

Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTO)

4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A 
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

OCTO has not met it requirement or obligation under the LA Act of 2004. In FY19, 
OCTO once again failed to report on LA compliance and implementation activities.

In FY20, OHR urges OCTO to fulfill language access compliance training and reporting 
requirements and ensure that the agency’s website contains vital information in the 
top languages spoken by LEP/NEP customers.

Office of Victim Services and Justice Grants (OVSJG)

4 4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: 5,695 
Top Languages Encountered: Spanish, Amharic, French, Bengali, Swahili, Vietnamese, 
Tigrinya, Mandarin, Korean, Japanese, Thai, Haitian Creole, Urdu, Tagalog, Nepali and 
Russian.

In the area of preparedness, OVSJG reported comprehensive data on LEP/NEP 
encounters. The agency implemented two language access compliance trainings for 
grantees on how to properly communicate with LEP/NEP individuals. The training 
also included the procedure for reporting LA-related data. OVSJG developed a 
tracking mechanism for LEP/NEP encounters and a reporting tool to capture LA- 
related compliance work. Grantees also were also evaluated for LA compliance 
during administrative site visits. 

In FY20, OHR looks forward to working with the OVSJG to develop and institutionalize 
an internal language access policy and to the agency’s development of a language 
access page on its website.
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FY19 Compliance Summary and FY20 Priorities

Public Services Commission (PSC)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: 32 
Top Languages Encountered: N/A 

In FY19, PCS did not meet reporting requirements nor adhere to any 
recommendations issued by OHR’s Language Access program. In FY20, PSC needs 
to take immediate action to adopt a language access policy, train public contact 
employees/funded entities on LA compliance requirements and translate vital 
documents into top languages spoken by LEP/NEP residents. OHR also looks 
forward to assisting the agency in creating a language support section that 
provides a summary of its programs with links to translated vital documents in 
languages including Spanish, Amharic, Chinese, French, Vietnamese and Korean.  

Real Property Tax Appeals Commission (RPTAC)

4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A   
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

RPTAC has not met it requirement or obligation under the LA Act of 2004. In 
FY19, RPTAC once again failed to report on LA compliance and implementation 
activities.

Although the agency has limited encounters with LEP/NEP residents, OHR 
urges RPTAC to ensure its public contact staff can provide language assistance 
when necessary. OHR recommends RPTAC set up an account with the District’s 
provider for telephonic interpretation service; train public contact staff on 
language access requirements and resources and provide a language support 
page on its website summarizing the agency’s services in the top 6 languages 
spoken by the District’s LEP/NEP residents

State Board of Education (SBOE)

4 4 4

FY19 LEP/NEP Encounters: N/A 
Top Languages Encountered: N/A

In FY19, SBOE failed to report on LA compliance and implementation activities. In 
FY20, OHR urges SBOE to fulfill LA compliance requirements such as developing 
and institutionalizing a LA policy, training staff and ensuring the agency’s 
website contains vital information in the top languages spoken by LEP/NEP 
customers. 
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Covered Entities with Major Public Contact 
ABOUT THE SCORECARDS:
 
This report features compliance scorecards for 38 District agencies with major public contact.  
Scorecards provide an overview of how accessible a covered entity with major public contact is to 
constituents who are limited and non-English proficient (LEP/NEP). Each scorecard includes a numeric  
evaluation, a narrative description of an agency’s accomplishments, and recommendations for  
addressing gaps in compliance. The numeric evaluation provides an agency’s overall compliance score 
based on three performance categories: preparedness, accessibility, and quality. 

The category of preparedness evaluates the extent to which an agency has laid the necessary  
groundwork for interacting with LEP/NEP constituents, such as by collecting data on encounters and 
training frontline staff on language access requirements. The category of accessibility measures the 
current state of language access services at a given agency, including interpretation, translation,  
website accessibility and outreach. The category of quality reflects how well an agency is  
implementing its services with respect to customer experiences. Field test results and formal  
complaints filed against the agency are considered in this category. 

To receive a perfect compliance score, an agency must fulfill all of the requirements under each of 
these three categories. Each requirement corresponds to one point, allowing for a maximum  possible 
score of 14 for agencies that underwent field testing, and 12 for agencies that did not. Individual  
agency score per requirement is available in the compliance details table on page 36. 

The agency’s overall compliance score is based 
on three performance categories: preparedness,  
accessibility, and quality. 

Compliance Rating Methodology
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RATING METHODOLOGY:

Requirements Evaluation Questions

PR
EP

AR
ED

EN
ES

S 
(P

)

P1. Agency provided  
comprehensive data on  
FY19 encounters.

Did the agency record its encounters with LEP/NEP 
constituents and report them to OHR? 

Is the agency using more than one method to collect data? 

Did agency implement OHR recommendations and/or FY18/19 
Biennial Language Access Plan (BLAP) action items related to 
data collection?

P2. Agency has a current  
language access policy. 

Did the agency develop or revise its language access policy 
over the last three years?

Has agency submitted a policy for OHR’s approval within the 
last three years?  

P3. Agency staff were trained  
in FY19:

Did the agency train staff on language access requirements 
and resources? 

Did agency implement OHR recommendations and/or FY18/19  
BLAP action items related to staff training?

P4. Agency communicated  
effectively.

Did the agency send a representative to bimonthly LA 
Coordinators meetings hosted by OHR? 

Was the agency responsive to OHR inquiries? 

Did the agency proactively reach out to OHR?

P.5 Agency took steps to meet 
grantee and contractor  
compliance requirements. 

Did the agency take reasonable steps to ensure that its 
grantees and contractors comply with the Language Access 
Act? 

Did the agency train grantees/contractors and their 
employees on language access compliance requirements? 

Did the agency modify contracts or MOUs, or obtain signed 
agreements from grantees/contractors to certify compliance?  
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AC
CE

SS
IB
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IT

Y 
(A

)
A6. Agency displayed adequate 
language access signage in 
public facing locations. 

Do agency’s public facing locations display multilingual signs 
informing LEP/NEP customers about their right to language 
assistance? 

Does the agency visibly display language identification 
posters, “I Speak” cards, multilingual banners, or other tools 
allowing LEP/NEP customers to identify their language? 

A7. Vital documents were 
translated and/or updated in 
FY19.

Did the agency translate any vital documents in FY19?

Has the agency translated documents into all languages that 
the agency regularly encounters? 

Did the agency implement OHR recommendations or FY18/19 
BLAP action items related to document translation?

A8. Translated vital documents 
are accessible on agency 
website.

Does the agency have any web pages in languages other than 
English? 

Are the agency’s public facing vital documents available on 
the website in other languages?

Did the agency implement OHR recommendations or FY18/19 
BLAP action items related to online accessibility of translated 
documents?

A9. Efforts were made to reach 
out to LEP/NEP communities in 
FY19.

Did the agency conduct outreach specifically targeting LEP/
NEP communities? 

Did outreach initiatives bring the agency into meaningful 
contact with LEP/NEP constituents?

Did agency implement OHR recommendations or FY18/19 
BLAP action items related to outreach to LEP/NEP 
communities?
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QU
AL

IT
Y 

(Q
)

Q10. No complaints were filed 
against the agency in FY19. Were any complaints filed against the agency? 

Q11. Agency was not found in 
non-compliance in FY19.

Did any complaints result in a non-compliance finding?

Has the agency received multiple complaints regarding the 
same issue?

Does the agency have outstanding corrective actions? 

Q12. No tester was turned away 
during tests.

ONLY FOR AGENCIES THAT UNDERWENT FIELD TESTING

Did all testers receive interpretation and, when appropriate, 
translation services?

If not, were there any mitigating circumstances?

Q13. All testers who accessed 
employee or interpretation 
received requested information 
or services.

ONLY FOR AGENCIES THAT UNDERWENT FIELD TESTING

When testers did receive language assistance, were they able 
to obtain the information or resources that they requested? 

Were they able to communicate effectively through the 
services offered?

Q14. OHR has observed 
improvement in LA 
implementation in FY19.

Has the agency taken steps to provide or sustain full access 
to LEP/NEP customers?

Has the agency addressed some, if not all, systemic issues 
to close gaps in compliance and improve agency’s service to 
LEP/NEP customers? 

Do FY19 testing outcomes (where applicable), self-reported 
updates, OHR observations, or stakeholder feedback 
indicate that the agency is on track with language access 
implementation?  
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Implementation by the Numbers 
Summary of findings based on implementation reports from 38 covered entities with major public 
contact and 23 covered entities assessed in FY19.  

183,387

PR
EP

AR
ED

NE
SS

encounters with LEP/NEP 
customers were reported in 
FY19 across all District 
government agencies.

41,040 
District government employees including contractor and 
grantee staff received language access compliance or 
refresher training in FY19.

28 out of 38
covered entities with major public contact fulfilled 
reporting requirements and submitted comprehensive 
data on encounters with LEP/NEP customers. 

21 out of 38
covered entities with major public contact adopted 
revised language access policies in FY19.  

AC
CE

SS
IB

IL
TY 73,277 calls were made by frontline employees in FY19 to reach a  

telephonic interpreter and communicate with customers 
speaking 66 different languages.

830  
translated vital documents 
were made available by covered 
entities with major public 
contact. Vital documents were 
translated into Spanish (509), 
Amharic (139), Chinese (110) 
French (102), Vietnamese (90), 
Korean (75), Portuguese (6), 
Arabic (3) and Tigrinya (2). 

36 out of 38
covered entities with major public contact displayed visible 
language access signage in public facing locations.

30 out of 38
agencies reported conducting outreach activities specifically 
designed to engage LEP/NEP communities.

9 out of 38
agencies updated their websites by providing links to 
translated vital documents. 

Citywide Language Access Implementation Summary
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Spanish Amharic French Mandarin Vietnamese Arabic Tigrinya Bengali Haitian 
Creole Cantonese

60,030 6,233 1,627 1,426 1,069 493 357 331 172 202

Based on language line1 usage, the top 10 languages served were:

Spanish Amharic French Vietnamese Mandarin Cantonese Arabic Korean Tigrinya Portuguese

158,178 11,934 3,130 2,622 2,500 808 564 457 454 329

Based on agency encounters, the top 10 languages served were:

1 Telephonic Interpretation services provided by Language Line Solutions. 

Q
UA

LI
TY 72.7% of agencies with the same divisions tested scored higher in 2019 

than they did in 2018.    

88% 
of the in-person field tests provided  
adequate interpretation services.

78% 
of the in-person field tests provided  
adequate interpretation services.  

50%  
of agencies with the same divisions 
tested increased interpretation rates in 
2019 compared to 2018.

44%  
of the telephone field tests provided 
adequate interpretation services. 

78% 
of the in-person field tests provided  
adequate interpretation services.  

19 
language access public complaints were 
filed with OHR in FY19, a slight increase in 
the number of inquiries as compared to 
inquiries received in FY18. 

Out of 19 complaints received in FY19, 10 were dismissed based on lack of jurisdiction; 5 
were docketed, 3 were found noncompliant, and 1 was withdrawn by the complainant. Of 
the 5 docketed cases, 4 are under investigation.



Compliance Scorecards:                                    
38 Major Public Contact Agencies
Data underlying the agency scores can be found beginning on page 76.
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quality

accessibility

preparedness

In-Person Tests
3 out of 3 in-person tests provided 

interpretation service, information or 
appropriate resources.

Telephone Tests
2 out of 4 telephone tests provided 

interpretation service, information or 
appropriate resources.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic, Korean, French and Tigrinya 

FY19 Encounters: 32 | FY18 Encounters: 37 | FY18 Score: 6/14                                        

The Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration (ABRA) met none of the 
prerequisites in the area of preparedness in FY19. The agency failed to report 
comprehensive data, and it still lacks an internal Language Access Policy. ABRA 
only reported two trainings, and it was unclear whether those sessions covered LA 
requirements.  Also, based on ABRA’s failure to confirm and a lack of comprehensive 
data, OHR’s LA program cannot verify whether the agency has grantees/contractors.        

In the area of accessibility, no vital documents were translated in FY19, and the 
language support page still is not posted on ABRA’s website. The agency listed 
trainings at outreach events but, again, it is not clear whether the LEP/NEP community 
was present. 

In the area of quality, language access field tests conducted at ABRA showed 
improvement in its response to non-English speakers seeking services. In FY19, five 
of seven testers were provided interpretation compared to only three of eight testers 
in FY18. Interpretation services were provided in two of four phone tests.  All three 
in-person testers (Amharic, Korean and Spanish speakers) received interpretation 
services within an appropriate time frame. The Amharic and Korean-speaking testers 
received interpretation services through Language Line Solutions (LLS), and the 
Spanish-speaking tester received interpretation from a bilingual employee.

In FY20, OHR will continue to engage with and support ABRA with the goal of bringing 
the agency into compliance with the Language Access Act and its requirements. OHR 
strongly recommends the agency commit to fulfilling its duty as a public service 
provider that engages with the District’s linguistically diverse business owners and 
LEP/NEP residents.3/5

The agency made a slight improvement in LA 
service provision testing.  Only two of seven 

testers did not receive interpretation services 
in FY19. While no complaints were filed 

against ABRA in FY19. The agency did not meet 
reporting requirements. 

1/4
In FY19, ABRA did not translate vital documents 
and did not take steps to enhance its website’s 
accessibility to the LEP/NEP community.  The 
agency did not make efforts to engage the 

LEP/NEP communities.

0/5
In FY19, ABRA failed to meet preparedness 

requirements and must take immediate steps 
in FY20 to provide language access compliance 

training to public contact employees.  

Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration

4/14
overall  

compliance
score
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quality

accessibility

preparedness

Child and Family Services Agency

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Spanish, Amharic, Tigrinya 

Vietnamese, French, Mandarin, Haitian Creole, Oromo, Mongolian 
FY18 Encounters: 1787

3/3
No complaints were filed against CFSA in 

FY19. The agency was not tested in FY19. CFSA 
continues to make steady efforts toward 

meeting Language Access Act requirements. 

3/4
CFSA translated three vital documents into 

Spanish and Tigrinya. In FY19, CFSA also 
participated in  

25 citywide community outreach events, a 
significant and commendable increase over 

 the previous year. 

4/5
CFSA fulfilled planning and reporting 

requirements in FY19 and trained frontline 
employees and managers on language access 

compliance requirements.  

10/12
overall  

compliance
score FY18 Score

12/12
FY19 Encounters

1793

The Child and Family Services Agency (CFSA) has met four of five preparedness 
requirements by using two data tracking sources, and it had outstanding 
attendance at all LAC meetings. OHR looks forward to working with CFSA to 
update its LA policy, which was last revised in 2016.  CFSA’s FY19 language access 
implementation report indicates that the agency delivered nine language access 
compliance training sessions during the year.

In the area of accessibility, the agency participated in 25 outreach events 
throughout the city’s eight wards. The agency also translated three documents: 
“Family Team Meetings”, “Hearing Results” and “Notice of Investigation” into 
two languages: Spanish and Tigrinya in addition to confidential case-specific 
documents.  Although the agency increased its numbers in translation there was 
a discrepancy on the website’s Spanish language support page regarding the 
document titled “How to Become a Foster parent” the title is in English, making 
it inaccessible to the LEP/NEP community. OHR looks forward to advising CFSA on 
improving its website accessibility. 

In the area of quality, no formal complaints were filed against CFSA, and the agency 
was a recipient of the “Consistent Agency” award for receiving a perfect score in 
field testing in 2016 and 2017.  CFSA also ensured that as LACs transitioned out of 
the agency, there was a smooth transition between the outgoing and incoming 
LAC. CFSA also states that ongoing mandatory trainings help public contact 
employees serve LEP/NEP clients with a better understanding of their linguistic 
needs, whether the clients are encountered during visits to the agency, at family 
team meetings or during home visits. 

OHR commends CFSA for adhering to OHR’S recommendations: to expand 
community engagement in partnership with the three constituency offices (MOLA, 
MOAPIA and MOAA).  OHR recommends that CFSA continue its efforts to enhance 
its website accessibility by uploading translated documents to the appropriate 
language support page with the corresponding translated document title. 
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quality

accessibility

preparedness

Department of Aging and Community Living 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Vietnamese, Mandarin, Amharic, Haitian Creole, Chinese, 

French, Bengali  
FY18 Encounters: 1,710 | FY18 Score: 8/12

3/5
DACL conducted outreach to LEP/NEP seniors 

in FY19.  In FY20, the agency needs to translate 
vital documents and ensure translated 

documents are uploaded on the agency’s 
website.   

3/4
DACL conducted outreach to LEP/NEP seniors in 

FY19.  In FY20, the agency needs to translate vital 
documents and ensure translated documents are 

uploaded on the agency’s website.  

3/5
DACL met planning and reporting requirements 

in FY19 and provided language access 
compliance training for grantees/contractors.  

In FY20, DACL needs to update a language 
access policy and ensure that its frontline 

staff receive language access training. 

8/14
overall  

compliance
score FY19 Encounters

176

While the Department of Aging and Community Living (DACL) successfully met 
planning and reporting requirements in FY19, the agency must make efforts 
in FY20 to address compliance shortfalls, such as updating its LA Policy and 
recommitting to attending the LAC bi-monthly meetings. OHR recommends the 
agency strengthen its data collection source by tracking bilingual staff encounters 
with LEP/NEP constituents. OHR strongly recommends that DACL train its staff 
starting with its frontline employees as the field test showed that staff is not 
prepared to engage LEP/NEP seniors or provide them with their right to services 
in their native language as required under the Language Access Act.

In FY19, DACL had one language access training session attended by 34 frontline 
staff and managers and translated one document into seven languages. 
However, the documents are not uploaded onto the language support section of 
DACL’s website. OHR recommends that the agency to translate DACL’s brochure, 
“Long-Term Care Guide,” into the most frequently languages encountered by the 
agency and place links to all translated documents in the “Language Support” 
section of its website so they are fully accessible to the LEP/NEP community.    
DACL participated in 11 events to engage with LEP/NEP seniors in the Asian/Pacific 
Islander and Latino communities by participating, including the Mayor’s Senior 
Town Hall meeting, Health Information Fair and the VIDA Senior Center Health 
Fair. 

In FY19, DACL was tested by telephone and received a score of zero. None of the 
four testers - Amharic, Arabic, Korean and Vietnamese speakers- who called the 
DACL Ward 1 Senior Wellness Center received interpretation services and they 
reported that agency employees explicitly refused to provide interpretation.

Telephone Tests
None of the 4 telephone tests 

provided interpretation service, 
information or appropriate resources.
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quality

accessibility

preparedness

In the area of preparedness, Fire and Emergency Medical Services (FEMS) has 
an updated Language Access policy. However, the agency must improve its data 
collection system to capture bilingual staff encounters with the LEP/NEP community. 
FEMS has maintained its commitment to preparedness by conducting 10 trainings, 
with four of those sessions dedicated to the interpretation waiver procedures. The 
agency has certified compliance of its grantees/contractors, however the LA team 
recommends the agency refine its certification verbiage to be specific about LA 
requirements.  

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated one document the “AMA Waiver” 
into six languages. OHR commends FEMS on fulfilling last year’s compliance report 
recommendation to centralize all translated vital documents under the “language 
support” section of its website. In FY19, FEMS participated in four events with a team 
of certified bilingual staff and professional interpreters to ensure accessibility to 
the LEP/NEP participants.

In the area of quality, the agency currently has an outstanding corrective action 
from a non-compliance finding in FY17. The LA program urges FEMS to reach an 
agreement for the proposed corrective action plan in FY20. OHR encourages FEMS 
to enhance its outreach efforts and collaborate with the Mayor’s Offices on African, 
Asian & Pacific Islander and Latino Affairs. OHR also recommends that the agency 
renew its efforts to certify bilingual staff in their respective languages. 

 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Mandarin, Amharic, Romanian, Korean, French, Arabic, 

Tigrinya, Portuguese  
FY19 Encounters: 138

FY18 Encounters
114

2/3
In FY19, no language access public complaints 
were filed against FEMS and the agency was 
not tested. FEMS continues to make strides 
toward fully implementing language access 

requirements; however,it has an outstanding 
corrective action plan that should be 

completed in FY20. 

4/4
FEMS translated one vital document into six 
languages in FY19 and participated in four 

community events. 

5/5
FEMS met all planning and reporting 

requirements in FY19, trained public contact 
staff and focused on specific LA waiver 

procedures.         

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

Fire and Emergency Medical Services

FY18 Score
11/12
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accessibility

preparedness

In the area of preparedness, the Department of Health (DC Health) reported comprehensive 
data on language interpretation encounters with bilingual staff, on the telephone and 
in-person. OHR’s Language Access Program strongly recommends the agency update and 
upload its LA Policy as previously recommended by the LA program. OHR also recommends 
the agency strengthen the verbiage of grantee certification to include LA requirements 
and procedures specifically in training, data collection and other areas. The agency 
has conducted some LA training but should increase the frequency of trainings per the 
Language Access Program protocols.   The LA program looks forward to advising DC Health  
on its development of a digital LA training. In FY19, the LA program recognized DC Health 
with its “Most Improved” Award for boosting its annual compliance review score from 2/14 
in FY16 to 11/14 in FY17 to 12/14 in FY18. 

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 46 vital documents into nine languages, 
including the “DC Universal Health Certificate,” “Give Your Family a Healthy Start Flyer,” 
and “My School DC Immunization.” However, the agency must ensure those documents 
are accessible to the LEP/NEP community by  properly housing them under the language 
support pages of the DC Health website. The LA program commends the agency for 
collaborating with community-based health care providers to reach out to traditionally 
under-served residents and the LEP/NEP community.  However, the agency must expand 
its outreach to the LEP/NEP community by collaborating with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency offices (MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA).

In the area of quality, there were no LA public complaints filed against the agency. Also, 
in FY19, nine of 16 testers received interpretation service. DC Health divisions provided 
more consistent language access in-person than they did over the telephone. At DC Health  
facilities such as Andromeda, Upper Cardozo and Community Connection that were tested 
over multiple years, overall interpretation rates were better in FY19 than in previous years. 
But despite improvements at Upper Cardozo in FY19, all three facilities have struggled 
to provide interpretation over the telephone. In three years, only three of 20 telephone 
testers received interpretation at these facilities. OHR’s LA program urges DC Health to 
take immediate steps to certify LA compliance of its funded grantees/contractors because 
field test results show only minimal improvement in providing language access services to 
the LEP/NEP community.  

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, French, Vietnamese, Mandarin, Tigrinya, Portuguese, 

Cantonese, Arabic, Pashto, Korean, Tagalog 
FY19 Encounters: 25,680  | FY18 Encounters: 24,887 | FY18 Score: 12/14 

Telephone Tests
2 out of 7 telephone tests provided 
the requested service, information 

or appropriate resources.

In-Person Tests
7 out of 9 in-person tests provided 
the requested service, information 

or appropriate resources. 

4/5
In FY19 no LA public complaints were filed 

against DC Health. Field tests results showed 
two of nine in-person testers and five of 
seven  telephone testers did not receive 

interpretation services.  

3/4
In FY19, DC Health translated 46 vital documents 
and conducted outreach. In FY20, DCH needs to 
improve accessibility of translated documents 
on the  LSP section of its website and expand 

outreach efforts to engage LEP/NEP residents in 
the Asian/Pacific Islander and African communities.    

3/5
DC Health did not meet some of the planning 

and reporting requirements in FY19. The 
agency needs to enhance its training by 
increasing its frequency and by ensuring 

funded grantees/contractors fulfill LA 
compliance requirements. 

10/14
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Health 
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The District of Columbia Housing Authority (DCHA) showed improvement in the 
area of preparedness by strengthening data collection by including three sources 
of data for LEP/NEP encounters. OHR recommends that DCHA continue to work 
toward updating its internal Language Access policy, which was last revised in 2016. 
OHR also recommends that DCHA fulfill its plan to certify contractor compliance 
with the LA Act by including compliance verbiage in its MOUs and ensure LA 
compliance by training all public contact grantees/contractors. DCHA facilitated 14 
LA compliance trainings for 619 of its staff members.

DCHA exhibited a slight improvement in the area of accessibility because of its 
increase in document translation. However, OHR strongly recommends the agency 
stop using “Google Translate” as its translation engine. Although the Google service 
can translate webpages, it is considered a liability to use this resource because 
there is no certainty about the quality or accuracy of the translated text.  The 
agency improved its outreach to LEP/NEP individuals by participating in five events 
targeting the Asian, Latino and African immigrant communities.

In the area of quality, the agency dropped a point due to the filing of a formal 
complaint for failing to provide LA services to a client. In FY19, field test results 
showed that only 4 out of 13 testers who called DCHA received interpretation 
services. Testers who called the DCHA call center received LA services in two of 
four tests. Testers who called DCHA properties only received LA services in two of 
nine tests. At Claridge Towers, none of the employees who spoke to testers even 
attempted to provide interpretation services, and two testers—speaking Amharic 
and Vietnamese--reported that agency employees explicitly refused to provide 
interpretation.

Overall, FY19 test results indicate that the agency headquarters and DCHA properties 
continue to violate the Language Access Act by denying LEP/NEP residents their 
right to language assistance.  

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic, Vietnamese, Mandarin, Arabic, French, Korean 

FY18 Encounters: 167 | FY18 Score: 4/14

FY19 Encounters
1,344

1/5
One language access public complaint was 
filed against DCHA in FY19. Nine out of 13 
telephone testers were denied language 

assistance. 

3/4
DCHA fulfilled three LA requirements:  

signage, vital document translations and 
increased outreach efforts. 

3/5
DCHA met reporting requirements in FY19 and 

moved towards the completion of grantee 
compliance requisites.     

7/14
overall  

compliance
score

District of Columbia Housing Authority 

Telephone Tests
4 out of 13 telephone tests were 
provided the requested service, 

information or appropriate resources. 
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Over the past two years, the District of Columbia Lottery and Charitable Games (DCLB) 
has consistently met the LA requirements in the area of preparedness by training staff, 
continuing to collect data in a comprehensive manner and by attending every LAC 
bi-monthly meeting. 

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated three documents into the 6 top languages 
encountered in the District. Those documents include: “Claim,” “Frequently Asked 
Questions” and the agency’s Mission and Vision statement. The agency’s website, however, 
still lacks a language support page. In FY20, OHR looks forward to supporting DCLB in 
creating the language support pages on its website, thereby making the agency even 
more accessible to the District’s LEP/NEP community. The agency participated in 4 events 
targeting the Asian and Latino communities, engaging 465 people. It is recommended that 
the agency collaborate with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency Offices to expand its 
efforts.  

In the area of quality, DCLB met all LA requirements. No LA complaints were filed against 
the agency. The agency also forged a collaborative relationship with the Mayor’s Offices of 
Asian and Pacific Islander and Latino Affairs for the purpose of outreach. OHR commends 
DCLB for working closely with the Department of Parks and Recreation to reach other LEP/
NEP constituents. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Amharic, Korean, Spanish, Punjabi, Urdu, Hindi, Mandarin, 

Cantonese, Bengali  
FY18 Encounters: 31

3/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against DCLB in FY19. The agency was not 
tested in FY19. DCLB fully met language access 

compliance requirements in FY19.  

3/4
DCLB translated three vital documents engaging 
the Spanish and Korean speaking communities. 
However, the agency lacks a “language support” 

feature on its website. .    

5/5
DCLB met planning and reporting requirements 
in FY19, trained its frontline staff in language 
access compliance and continued enhancing 

its data collection mechanism

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

District of Columbia Lottery and Charitable Games

FY19 Encounters
275 

FY18 Score
12/12
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In FY19, the District of Columbia Public Library (DCPL) fully met preparedness 
requirements by submitting timely quarterly and annual reports. DCPL has an 
updated LA policy on file.  Although DCPL’s main training hub is under construction, 
DCPL ensured that new hires attended the language access compliance training 
through DCHR’s Center for Learning and Development. OHR urges DCPL to institute a 
robust training plan to equip its frontline public contact staff to use language access 
resources. This staff should receive  comprehensive LA training to improve in-person 
and telephonic testing and, ultimately, to  improve customer service for its LEP/
NEP constituents. DCPL also strengthened its partnership with OHR’s LA Program by 
consistently attending bi-monthly meetings and maintaining open communication. 
DCPL met the grantee and contractor compliance requirement by adding LA Act 
provisions to its contracts/agreements.

In the area of accessibility, DCPL translated its Library Card application into six 
languages and proactively translated its Summer Reading Challenge marketing 
materials in Amharic, Spanish and Chinese. OHR will continue providing technical 
support to DCPL so it can improve its language support page tab on its website. DCPL 
also expanded its outreach efforts by providing services to over 100 Chinese- speaking 
residents and tripling the number of community engagement events it attended. OHR 
commends DCPL for engaging over 600 LEP/NEP readers in its Summer Challenge 
program. This effort was made in collaboration with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency offices (MOLA, MOAPIA, and MOAA). All these accomplishments reflect 
the agency’s implementation of items in the FY19-20 Biennial Language Access Plan. 

In the area of quality, DCPL had zero complaints filed against the agency. Language 
access field tests conducted at the DC Public Library in FY19 showed a decline in the 
provision of language access services. Interpretation services were provided in seven 
of 16 tests. Interpretation was provided more consistently in-person (six of seven 
tests) than over the telephone (one of nine tests). In-person testers largely reported 
receiving consistent, prompt language access service, but phone testers reported 
multiple intentional hang-ups and refusal of services.  OHR recommends the agency 
certify its bilingual staff and follow through on plans to improve delivery of LA services 
to the LEP/NEP community.  

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, Mandarin, Arabic, Vietnamese, French, Russian, 

Korean, Japanese 
FY19 Encounters: 116 | FY18 Encounters: 77 | FY18 Score: 12/14

3/5
No language access public complaints were 

filed against DCPL in FY19.  But only one out of 
nine telephone testers received interpretation 

services in FY19. DCPL continues to make 
efforts to enhance accessibility by certifying 

bilingual staff.

4/4
DCPL engaged diverse LEP/NEP communities 
through language-specific programming and 

targeted outreach.  

5/5
DCPL met planning and reporting requirements 

in FY19, trained new hires and took steps to 
ensure contractors comply with language 

access requirements. In FY20, DCPL needs to 
provide comprehensive training for all branch 

employees in public contact positions.      

12/14
overall  

compliance
score

District of Columbia Public Library

In-Person Tests
6 out of 7 in-person tests provided the 
requested service, information or ap-

propriate resources.

Telephone Tests
1 out of 9 telephone tests provided 

the requested service, information or 
appropriate resources 



FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review | 45 

quality

accessibility

preparedness

In the area of preparedness, District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) reported 
comprehensive data on LEP/NEP encounters, including bilingual staff, in-person 
and telephonic interpretation. OHR recommends that the agency finalize its 
Language Access policy and institute an acknowledgement of receipt to ensure all 
staff are informed about the internal LA policy requirements. The agency conducted 
21 training events with 371 attendees in FY19. The LA program commends DCPS for 
designating a staff member specifically to manage its internal LA program.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 300 documents into the top 5 
languages encountered by the agency and per request, provided translation of 
documents into other languages. The LA program also commends DCPS for displaying 
its Language Support Page section prominently at the top of the homepage of the 
agency’s website.  DCPS boasts a robust community relations program which held 
28 outreach events in FY19 with representation of all DCPS LEP/NEP families.   

In the area of quality, one LA public complaint was filed against DCPS in FY19 and 
the agency was found in non-compliance. Seven DCPS locations were tested in 
FY19 and also tested in at least one of two previous years. Those locations were 
Brightwood, Cardozo, Columbia Heights, Coolidge, DCPS Main Office, Roosevelt and 
Wilson. DCPS slightly increased their average test scores from 3.55 in FY17 and FY18 
combined to 3.94, but this was also not a significant improvement. 

DCPS and OHR’s Language Access program worked together to fulfill the outstanding 
corrective actions agreed upon in FY18. Those actions included ensuring staff 
receive language access compliance training; working closely with school principals 
to designate a LA point of contact; and strengthening coordination with the Office 
of the State Superintendent of Education. DCPS’ designation of Language Access 
Specialists and in-house translators/language facilitators has strengthened the 
agency’s LA program.

 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  Spanish, Mandarin, 
Vietnamese, Amharic, Bengali, Haitian Creole, Czech, French, Nepali, 

Urdu, Portuguese, Tigrinya, Chinese, Turkish, Cambodian  
FY19 Encounters: 36,263  | FY18 Score: 8/14 | FY18 Encounters: 7,263	

2/5
In FY19, one language access public complaint 

was filed against DCPS in FY19. 28 of 44 did 
not receive language assistance in FY19. 

Although DCPS continues to strive to meet 
LA requirements, the agency does not fully 

adhere to the core requirements of the 
Language Access Act. OHR urges the agency  

to comply fully in FY20. 

4/4
DCPS continued to translate numerous vital 

documents and conducted extensive outreach 
to ELL students and LEP/NEP families.    

3/5
In FY19, DCPS met planning, reporting and 
training requirements.  In FY20, the agency 
needs to provide LA training for all public 

contact staff, adopt a language access policy 
and ensure grantees/contractors fulfill 

compliance requirements.      

9/14
overall  

compliance
score

District of Columbia Public Schools

In-Person Tests
11 out of 21 in-person tests provided 
the requested service, information or 

appropriate resources. 

Telephone Tests
5 out of 23 telephone tests provided 
the requested service, information or 

appropriate resources.
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In the areas of preparedness, in FY19 Department of Behavioral Health met 
planning and reporting requirements by reporting comprehensive data from 
three sources of data regarding LEP/NEP encounters.  The agency has an updated 
LA policy on file. The agency delivered 11 language access compliance training 
sessions for staff, grantees, and new hires with a total of 109 attendees. 

In the area of accessibility, DBH has translated eight vital documents into six 
languages including Spanish (8), Amharic (1), French (1), Vietnamese (1), Chinese (2), 
Korean (1). Although DBH implemented an interpretation assistance mechanism 
for people with language needs, DBH has not made this information accessible in 
the language support page section of the its website. OHR urges DBH to take the 
necessary steps to enhance the accessibility of its website to LEP/NEP customers 
by making translated information accessible on its website through the language 
support page section  

DBH participated in 56 community outreach events throughout the year 
targeting both youth and adults. OHR commends the collaboration initiative and 
partnership that DBH established to increase the networking opportunities with 
agencies that directly serve LEP/NEP communities. 

In the area of quality, OHR urges DBH to take the necessary steps to enhance 
the accessibility of its website to LEP/NEP customers by making translated 
information accessible on its website through the language support page section. 
In the last two fiscal years DBH received exceptional field-testing scores and 
therefore did not undergo testing in FY19.  OHR looks forward to working with the 
agency toward LA compliance.  

FY19 Encounters
25,385 

FY18 Score
12/12

3/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against DBH in FY19. DBH was not tested 
in FY19. The agency increased and continue 

improving training within its provider network.  

3/4
In FY19, DBH translated vital documents into 

six different languages,  but had not uploaded 
them on its website, and participated in 56 
community outreach events. In FY20, DBH 

needs to ensure  translated documents on its 
website language support page.  

5/5
DBH met planning and reporting requirements 
and language access compliance requirements 

in FY19.

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Behavioral Health 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, French, Vietnamese, Thai, Chinese, Korean, Arabic, 

Tigrinya, Mandarin, Hindi, Russian, Cantonese, Japanese  
FY18 Encounters: 5,174
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Telephone Tests
7 out of 9 telephone tests provided 
the requested service, information 

or appropriate resources.

In-Person Tests
6 out of 7 in-person tests provided 
the requested service, information, 

or appropriate resources.

Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs

In the area of preparedness, the Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 
(DCRA) continues to lack data tracking for in-person interpretation and bilingual 
staff encounters with LEP/NEP clients. The data indicates there were three LA 
trainings in 2019, not enough for the size of this agency’s workforce. The data also 
shows that only new hires were trained in LA protocol and not existing staff.  

In the area of accessibility, DCRA translated one document into Spanish, however, 
the agency did not make it accessible on its website.  OHR’s LA program looks 
forward to advising DCRA in enhancing its website’s accessibility by further 
developing its language support section. DCRA participated in eight events in 
collaboration with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency Offices targeting the 
Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander and African communities.   

In the area of quality, in FY19 DCRA underwent field testing and results show that 
interpretation rates and scores have improved each year since 2017. In 2017 and 
2018, the agency’s combined average score was 3.81 compared to 4.63 in 2019. 
Although the field testing scores have improved, there are gaps in delivery of LA 
and customer service.

OHR has recommended previously that DCRA improve its compliance with 
language access requirements. Yet the agency has not provided comprehensive 
training for all frontline employees and has not translated vital documents used 
daily throughout DCRA’s various program offices. The agency also has failed to 
train and monitor grantees to make sure they fulfill their obligation to provide 
mandated language access to LEP/NEP customers. 

OHR again strongly recommends that in FY20, DCRA comply with the requirements 
of the Language Access Act which include training, translation and ensuring 
grantee compliance. OHR urges DCRA to dedicate staff to the establishment of a 
language access program so that all of DCRA’s programs, services and grantees 
consistently comply with language access requirements.

2/5
In FY19, no language access public complaints 

were filed against DCRA. In FY19, three out of 16 
testers did not receive language assistance.

3/4
DCRA partnered with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency offices and community-based 
organizations to engage the District’s LEP/

NEP community. However, the agency has yet 
to translate key vital documents and make 

multilingual resources available on its website. 

2/5
In FY20, DCRA needs to provide agency-wide 

training and ensure grantees and contractors 
comply with language access requirements

7/14
overall  

compliance
score

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Mandarin, Korean, Vietnamese, Amharic, French, Arabic 
FY19 Encounters: 790 | FY18 Score: 8/14 | FY19 Encounters: 724



48 |FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review

quality

accessibility

preparedness

In the area of preparedness, the Department of Corrections (DOC) did not 
report comprehensive data on LEP/NEP encounters because it did not include 
encounters with bilingual staff. OHR strongly recommends the agency update 
its LA policy as it dates back to 2015. OHR’s LA program looks forward to working 
with the DOC to develop and implement LA training of its staff. The LA program 
strongly recommends DOC include LA compliance verbiage in its agreements, 
contracts and MOUs with funded entities.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 8 documents into Spanish, 
including “Notice of LA Compliant,” “Informal Resolution Grievance Form,” and 
“Restrictive Housing Placement Form.” The agency has information in its most 
frequently encountered languages tailored to individuals visiting inmates. The LA 
program encourages DOC to update the translated inmate visitation information 
that is posted on its website. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Mandarin, Italian, Amharic, Hebrew 

FY18 Encounters: 377

FY19 Encounters
564

FY18 Score
8/12

0/3
DOC was not tested in FY19, and no complaints 

were filed against the agency. Agency needs 
to take immediate action to comply with key 

preparedness requirements. 

2/4
DOC was not tested in FY19, and two 

complaints were filed against the agency. The 
agency must take immediate action to comply 

with key LA preparedness requirements. 

1/5
DOC needs to improve its planning and 

reporting requirements in FY20. DOC did not 
provide language access training to staff or 
to its providers in FY19.  In FY20, DOC should 

update its language access policy, which dates 
to 2015.  

3/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Corrections
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In FY19, the Department on Disability Services reported data on encounters with 
LEP/NEP individuals. However, the agency did not track bilingual staff encounters 
with the LEP/NEP community. OHR recommends that in FY20, the agency update 
its LA policy which dates back to 2015. The agency reported zero LA compliance 
training for its staff. DDS was without a Language Access Coordinator for about five 
months, but the new coordinator has expressed commitment and determination to 
bring the agency up to date with LA implementation and reporting requirements. 

In the area of accessibility, DDS translated seven vital documents into three 
languages. Those documents include “Client Consent” forms, “Intake Appointment 
Letter”, lobby signs and the agency’s one-page summary. The documents, however, 
are still inaccessible to the LEP/NEP community because DDS failed to upload the 
translated documents to its website’s language support pages, along with the 
translated document title. DDS participated in nine outreach events; however, it 
is unclear whether the events engaged or targeted the LEP/NEP community. 

In the area of quality, no public complaint was filed against the agency.  As 
previously noted, DDS lacks a vital data point because it is not reporting bilingual 
staff encounters. OHR recommends the agency take further steps to track this 
type of encounter. OHR looks forward to the findings of the quality control audit 
of past translated documents to enhance the accessibility and quality of written 
communication.  

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic, Mandarin, Arabic, Swahili, Haitian Creole, 

Tigrinya, French, Cantonese  
FY18 Encounters: 494

FY19 Encounters
260

FY18 Score
13/14

3/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against DDS in FY19. DDS continues 
to make efforts to meet language access 

compliance requirements. . 

3/4
DDS translated 14 vital and non-vital 

documents, including case specific documents. 
It participated in nine community outreach 

events. 

3/5
DDS reported data on LEP/NEP encounters, 

provided language access compliance 
training for contractors and met all reporting 

requirements. 

9/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department on Disability Services 
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In the area of preparedness, the Department of Employment Services (DOES) has 
successfully and fully implemented all language access requisites by reporting 
comprehensive data on language encounters: in person, bilingual staff and 
telephonic interpretation. DOES has an updated Language Access (LA) policy, 
and trained contractors and grantees in the LA requirements. Additionally, DOES 
conducted 10 digital LA tutorials for frontline employees.

In the area of accessibility, OHR commends DOES for its work in developing a 
robust intranet system accessible to staff to provide LA services to LEP/NEP clients. 
DOES translated 200 documents, mostly into Spanish. The agency centralized all 
translated documents on the agency’s intranet and continuously updates the 
“DOES en Español” website. OHR strongly recommends DOES explore translation 
options and tools so that its website is accessible in languages other than English 
and Spanish. The agency hosted and participated in 17 outreach events and 
engaged the LEP/NEP communities by collaborating with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency offices: Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander and African Affairs.   

In the area of quality, although DOES provided frequent LA training and reminders 
to frontline staff, field testing showed that DOES still did not provide adequate 
telephonic interpretation assistance. As in previous years, testers at various 
divisions within DOES reported some intentional hang-ups and refusals of service. 
Some employees attempted to provide services but did not know how to connect to 
Language Line Solutions or apologetically suggested (in English) that the tester call 
back another time. OHR stands by its commitment to assist DOES in addressing this 
troubling trend of not providing adequate telephonic interpretation services. In 
FY19, the OHR’s Language Access Program granted DOES the “Innovative Language 
Access Coordinator” award for executing an innovative language access plan that 
included the development of an internal language access portal and accomplished 
an accessibility compliance milesstone by developing a fully functional bilingual 
website in Spanish, its most encountered language.               

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic, French, Mandarin, Arabic, Korean, Vietnamese 

FY18 Encounters: 7,824 | FY18 Score: 12/14

Telephone Tests
7 out of 13 telephone tests provided 
the requested interpretation service, 
information or appropriate resources.

3/5
No language access public complaint was filed 

against DOES in FY19.  One correction plan 
was approved and it has been implemented 
through FY 19-20. Seven out of 13 telephone 

field testers did not receive telephonic 
interpretation.

4/4
DOES translated 200 vital documents and in 
FY19, the agency developed a fully bilingual 

website, and has a “language support” section 
of the agency’s website.

5/5
DOES met reporting and planning 

requirements in FY19 and trained frontline 
staff and grantees.   

12/14
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Employment Services

FY19 Encounters
7,208
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In the area of preparedness, the Department of Energy and Environment (DOEE) 
has continued to excel in the implementation of the Language Access Act and its 
requirements. The agency has reported three sources of encounters: bilingual 
staff, in-person and telephonic interpretation. The agency has ensured that 
grantees are reporting on their encounters with the LEP/NEP communities in the 
District. The agency has an updated LA policy on file, and OHR’s LA program will 
continue to support the agency’s efforts to equip its existing and newly hired 
staff by training them on language access requirements.  

In the area of accessibility, the FY19 implementation report indicates the agency 
has translated seven documents into six languages. Although the agency has 
translated a number of documents and has made them available on the agency’s 
website, they remain inaccessible because they are not organized by language. 
In FY20, OHR’s LA program looks forward to advising DOEE on how to enhance 
its website accessibility. The agency participated in 32 events that drew 15,076 
participants. But the agency could make a more concerted effort to strengthen 
collaboration with LEP/NEP communities by working with the Mayor’s Ethnic 
Constituency Offices that act as liaisons to the Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander 
and African communities.

In the area of quality, the agency adopted the recommendations from last year’s 
compliance review by training its contractors/grantees and certifying five staff in 
their respective languages. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic, Vietnamese, Chinese, Korean, Mandarin 

FY18 Encounters: 564

FY19 Encounters
243

FY18 Score
12/12

3/3
No field tests were conducted at DOEE in 

FY19, and no complaints were filed against 
the agency. The agency continues to make 

exceptional efforts to meet all language access 
compliance requirements. 

3/4
In FY19, DOEE conducted targeted outreach, 

translated vital documents into multiple 
languages and hosted bilingual workshops. 

However, DOEE needs to improve accessibility 
of translated vital documents on its website. 

5/5
DOEE met planning and reporting 

requirements in FY19 and trained staff and 
grantees on language access compliance 

requirements.  

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Energy and Environment
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In Person Test
5 out of 11 in-person tests provided 
interpretation services, information 

or appropriate resources.

FY19 Encounters
N/A

Department of General Services 

In FY19, the Department of General Services (DGS) did not comply with reporting 
requirements as mandated by the Language Access Act. However, the LA 
program and partners were able to re-engage DGS and a new LA Coordinator 
was designated. OHR looks forward in FY20 to supporting the agency in its work 
towards LA implementation and compliance.   

In the area of accessibility, DGS improved its signage and made it visible in some 
of its public facing areas.  For the first time, field tests were conducted at DGS, 
the agency that provides security to most DC government offices. In five of 11 
in-person tests, DGS employees provided interpretation.

3/5
No complaints were filed against DGS in FY19. 

The agency was field tested and six out of 
11 out of in-person testers did not receive 

language assistance.

1/4
DGS failed to report any efforts in FY19 to 

prioritize the translation of vital documents, 
develop a language support section on its 

website or conduct outreach to engage LEP/
NEP communities. 

0/5
DGS failed to meet reporting and training 

requirements in FY19. The agency does not 
have a language access policy and has not 

taken steps to train its large network of  
public-facing contractors. 

4/14
overall  

compliance
score

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: N/A 
FY18 Score: 2/12 | FY18 Encounters: N/A
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In FY19, the Department of Health Care Finance (DCHF) failed to meet reporting 
requirements mandated by the Language Access Act.  OHR, therefore, is unable 
to assess the agency’s ability to serve LEP/NEP customers.  

DHCF made some attempts in FY19 to engage providers but still must take 
significant strides to satisfy key requirements of the Language Access Act. 
OHR’s priority recommendations to DCHF:  develop a comprehensive language 
access policy, provide training for staff to implement such a policy and create a 
“language support” section on the agency’s website. Currently, LEP/NEP clients 
have no online access to a description of the agency or to vital documents in 
their language. 

OHR strongly urges DHCF build the internal capacity needed to institute an 
effective language access program and to oversee the agency’s large network of 
providers who interact daily with LEP/NEP clients. 

 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: N/A 
FY19 Encounters: N/A

FY18 Encounters
1259

FY18 Score
8/12

2/3
No complaints were filed against DHCF in FY19 

and the agency was not tested. The agency 
has not taken any steps to fulfill any of the 

recommendations from prior review. 

1/4
DHCF failed to report any efforts in FY19 to 
translate vital documents or to provide a 

“language support” section on its website.

0/5
DHCF failed to meet planning, reporting and 

training requirements in FY19. The agency does 
not have a language access policy and has 
not taken steps to train its large network of 

contractors.

3/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Health Care Finance 



54 |FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review

quality

accessibility

preparedness

In the area of preparedness, the Department of Housing and Community Development 
(DHCD) has three data tracking sources for LEP/NEP encounters. However, the agency 
needs to improve its reporting of other information in order to get credit for work related 
to language access requirements. DHCD has ensured the Language Access certification of 
its funded entities and has also trained them on LA requirements. However, the agency’s 
LA policy dates back to 2013 and must be updated with a policy receipt acknowledgement 
from the staff. The OHR Language Access program looks forward to providing DHCD 
guidance to update LA training.  

In the area of accessibility, DHCD has translated 13 vital documents such as “Tenant Petition 
Complaint,” “70% Voluntary Agreement Petition” and “Notice to Vacate for Demolition” on 
the agency’s website. But the documents are not accessible to the LEP/NEP community 
because their titles are in English and not translated. The agency hosted six outreach 
events drawing 2,529 participants and worked collaboratively with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency Offices, which serve as liaisons to the Latino, Asian and Pacific Islander and 
African communities. DHCD also ensured that marketing material was available in Spanish, 
French, Amharic, Vietnamese and Mandarin. 

In the area of quality, the agency has complied with the majority of the recommendations 
set forth in the FY18 LA Annual Compliance review. The LA program recommends that in 
FY20, the agency make website accessibility a priority to better serve the District’s LEP/
NEP community.   

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Spanish 
FY18 Encounters: 237

FY18 Score
11/14

FY19 Encounters
149

3/3
No complaints were filed against the agency in 
FY19.  DHCD continues to take steps to address 

the agency’s longstanding gaps in language 
access compliance. 

3/4
DHCD hosted six public engagement events 
and translated documents. In FY 20 DHCD 
needs to take immediate steps to satisfy 

website accessibility requirements.  

4/5
DHCD did not improve its training compliance 

requirements and in FY20, the agency needs to 
provide more training. 

10/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Housing and Community Development 



FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review | 55 

quality

accessibility

preparedness

In FY19, the Department of Human Resources (DCHR) met all quarterly reporting deadlines 
and provided OHR assistance in bringing in an expert who shared information on using the 
language access metric in performance management evaluation.

DHCR provided two language access training sessions for its staff. Additionally, DCHR 
collaborated with OHR’s Language Access program to offer six Language Access Compliance 
Training sessions for DC government employees through its Center for Learning and 
Development.

In the area of Accessibility, DCHR failed to translate vital documents. In FY19, DCHR  
continued to take major steps to strengthen the agency’s ability to serve its LEP/NEP 
customers by creating visible signage in the public facing areas of the agency. Although 
DCHR has a minimal level of interaction with LEP/NEP customers, the agency provided 
comprehensive data tracking of encounters with LEP/NEP clients. In FY19, the agency 
participated in more than 20 community events, four of which targeted DC residents

In FY20, OHR will offer technical support to DCHR to help the agency connect with 
consultative agencies and OHR in a citywide hiring event that will aim to build the capacity 
of DC’s bilingual workforce. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic and French 

FY18 Encounters: 66 

FY19 Encounters
87

FY18 Score
12/12

3/3
DCHR was not tested in FY19 and no 

complaints were filed against the agency. DCHR 
continues to strive to meet all compliance 

requirements. 

2/4
In FY19, DCHR conducted outreach and 

provided multilingual workshops to LEP/NEP 
job seekers; translated zero vital documents 

and failed to meet website accessibility 
requirement. 

5/5
DCHR met all preparedness requirements 

in FY19.  DCHR reported that 139 employees 
received Language Access Compliance Training 

in FY19 

10/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Human Resources
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In the area of preparedness, the Department of Human Services (DHS) has improved 
its data collection system to capture in-person, bilingual staff and telephonic 
interpretation encounters. It is strongly recommended that the agency update and 
implement its LA policy, which dates to 2014. The agency held 10 training sessions 
to cover the areas of cultural competency, civil rights and language access. All 
sessions were relevant to the delivery of services for the diverse population served 
by DHS.  OHR is pleased that the agency followed recommendations from the FY18 
LA Compliance Review by tripling the frequency of training and increasing the 
number of participants. DHS has improved its compliance in grantee/contractor 
requirements by providing language access training to its funded entities 
however, it is strongly recommended that DHS include LA compliance verbiage in 
its agreements, contracts and MOUs with funded entities.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 30 documents into six languages. 
However, the agency still has not made its website accessible to the LEP/NEP 
community by creating “Language Support” pages on its website, as recommended 
in last year’s compliance review. The agency participated in 18 outreach events 
that included 3,845 participants and collaborated with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency offices to connect with the District’s diverse population.

In the area of quality, the OHR’s Language Access Program notes that there has 
been a significant decline in the quality of LA services provision. This is evident in 
the field-testing data from 64% in FY17 and FY18 to 41% in FY19. It is imperative that 
the agency continue to support the LA training of its frontline staff. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, French, Chinese, Vietnamese, Mandarin, 

Cantonese, Oromo 
FY19 Encounters: 27,489 | FY18 Score: 9/14 | FY18 Encounters: 47,279

Telephone Tests
4 out of 15 telephone tests 

provided the requested service, 
information or appropriate 

resources

In-Person Tests
8 out of 14 in-person tests 

provided the requested service, 
information or appropriate 

resources 

2/5
No language access public complaints were 
filed against DHS in FY19. Six of 14 in-person 

testers did not receive the appropriate service 
or information in their language. 11 out of 15 
telephone testers did not receive language 

assistance in FY19.   

3/4
DHS translated 30 vital documents and 
conducted outreach to engage LEP/NEP 

communities. DHS must update its website to 
include “Language Support” pages.  .  

4/5
DHS met planning and reporting requirements 
in FY19 and provided language access training 
to staff. In FY20, DHS needs to update its LA 

policy to include language regarding grantees/
contractors. 

9/14
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Human Services
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In the area of preparedness, the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) reported 
only one source of encounters with LEP/NEP individuals: telephonic interpretation. 
OHR strongly recommends that the agency revise its tracking system to capture 
bilingual staff encounters. The agency has a LA policy on file which is due for 
review and an acknowledgement receipt from staff. 

In collaboration with OHR and the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency offices 
(MOLA, MOAA and MOAPIA), almost 350 staff members participated in 14 sessions 
covering Cultural Competency and Language Access training.  DMV took a proactive 
step by including DGS-assigned security guards as they are the agency’s only 
public facing contractor. 

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated two documents “Medical Eye 
Report” and “Disability Placard” into six languages. However, the translated 
documents were not uploaded to DMV’s website in the language support pages 
so they are not fully accessible to the LEP/NEP community.  The agency failed to 
follow 2018 Annual Compliance review recommendations to strengthen outreach 
efforts to engage the District’s LEP/NEP community. OHR’s LA program urges the 
agency to reach out more effectively by teaming up with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency offices.

No formal public complaints were filed against DMV in FY19 although there was 
one inquiry made to OHR. Additionally, DMV has yet to take corrective action 
in a non-compliance finding by OHR in FY17. OHR’s LA program urges DMV to 
reach an agreement to resolve this outstanding issue. Field test results in FY19 
showed that the agency provided LA services in 11 of 13 tests by using telephonic 
interpreters at DMV locations.                 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, French, Mandarin, Arabic,  

Vietnamese and Tigrinya 
FY18 Encounters: 3,299 | FY18 Score: 11/14

In-Person Tests
11 out of 13 in-person tests 

provided the requested service, 
information, or appropriate 

resources. 

1/5
No formal language access complaints were 

filed against DMV in FY19. Two out of 13 
in-person testers did not receive language 

assistance in FY19.  

2/4
DMV translated two vital documents into six 
languages. In FY20, DMV needs to strengthen 
its outreach plan and take steps to engage 

LEP/NEP communities.     

4/5
DMV met most of its preparedness 

requirements in FY19 by training all staff, 
having updated policy and designating a new 

LA coordinator.  

7/14
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Motor Vehicles

FY19 Encounters
5,096
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In the area of preparedness, the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) improved 
its reporting of LEP/NEP encounters by implementing a new data collection system to 
capture interaction with bilingual staff. The agency’s LA policy also was updated in FY19.  
The agency complied with the LA program’s recommendation to provide comprehensive 
language access training to its staff and completed nine trainings with 144 participants. 
OHR’s LA program looks forward to continuing provide guidance and support in the area 
of training. In FY19, the agency did not confirm whether it has public facing grantees/
contractors. It is important that the agency verifies whether it contracts with such entities 
and then prioritize LA compliance certification and training for them.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated nine documents into five languages. But 
the documents are not posted on the language support pages of DPR’s website, making 
them inaccessible to the LEP/NEP community. Because of DPR’s mission to provide and 
supervise an extensive array of recreational activities for all age groups in the District OHR 
strongly recommends the agency update the LSP section of its website in accordance with 
all changes made to the English-language website. The agency hosted four community 
outreach events, including “Multicultural Hiring Fair,” “DPR Programs/Diversity/Outreach” 
and “Taste of the World,” and it participated in another five events to engage the District’s 
diverse LEP/NEP population. DPR’s commitment to the Language Access Act to recruit 
and hire multilingual staff by sponsoring its own “Multicultural Hiring Fair” is highly 
commendable.  DPR’s efforts to conduct intentional diversified outreach in FY19 earned 
the agency OHR’s Language Access Program “Outstanding Outreach Award.”

In the area of quality, no language access public complaints were filed against DPR.  
However, only five of 14 field testers received interpretation services at DPR facilities 
in 2019. DPR Customer Service and the Petworth and Raymond Recreation Centers were 
the only three facilities tested in FY19 that were tested in the previous two years and 
their staffs’ ability to provide LA services improved only slightly. These facilities provided 
interpretation to two out of eight testers in FY19 compared to zero out of 14 testers in FY18 
and FY17 combined. Based on the field test results, it is imperative the agency strengthen 
its LA training of all staff.      

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Korean, Chinese, Vietnamese, Russian,  

Uzbek, German, Arabic 
FY19 Encounters: 65 | FY18 Encounters: 58 | FY18 Score: 10/14

In-Person Tests
3 out of 6 in-person tests 

provided the requested service, 
information, or appropriate 

resources

3/5
No LA complaints were filed against DPR in 

FY19. But in field tests, nine out 14 testers did 
not receive language assistance. Despite DPR’s 

efforts to meet the full range of language 
access compliance requirements, significant 

issues must still be addressed.  

3/4
DPR translated nine vital documents into 

five languages but did not post them on its 
website. The agency, however, consistently 

conducted extensive outreach to engage the 
District’s diverse LEP/NEP population. 

4/5
DPR met reporting requirements in FY19. DPR 

showed improvement in the area of LA training 
and data collection. 

10/14
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Parks and Recreation

Telephone Tests
2 out of 8 telephone tests 

provided the requested service, 
information, or appropriate 

resources.
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In the area of preparedness, the Department of Public Works (DPW) reported 
two sources of encounters: telephone language services line and bilingual staff. 
Because the agency has not updated its LA policy since 2015, the OHR Language 
Access program strongly recommends the agency update its policy with OHR’s 
policy template.  DPW did not report any trainings for FY19, therefore OHR strongly 
recommends the agency train its existing and new staff in FY20. 

In the area of accessibility, DPW translated six documents into five languages. 
However, the translated documents are not accessible through the language 
support page of DPW’s website. The agency participated in two outreach events 
that included 1,750 participants. Although the agency increased its outreach 
efforts, the LA program strongly recommends reaching out to the LEP/NEP 
immigrant community in collaboration with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency 
Offices: MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA.

In the area of quality, no complaints were filed against the agency. DPW also 
worked to complete the recommendations from the prior LA compliance review 
by improving outreach and data collection efforts. OHR urges DPW follow 
through with its long-standing plan to certify public facing bilingual staff in their 
respective languages.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Chinese, French, Abkhaz, Amharic

FY18 Encounters: 490

3/3
In FY19, DPW was not tested and no language 

access complaints were filed against the 
agency. DPW did adopt recommendations from 

OHR’s FY18 LA program compliance review.

3/4
DPW translated six vital documents in FY19, 
but the documents are not accessible on its 

website.  DPW improved outreach efforts 
in FY19 and should expand its efforts to 

communicate with the District’s diverse LEP/
NEP population. 

3/5
DPW did not meet planning and reporting 

requirements and its LA policy is outdated.  
DPW also did not report training staff in FY19.  
The agency collected comprehensive data on 

LEP/NEP encounters. 

9/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Public Works

FY18 Score
11/12

FY19 Encounters
535
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Once again, the Department of Small and Local Business Development (DSLBD) 
did not comply with language access implementation reporting. The agency also 
failed to fulfill legally mandated planning requirements and did not comply with 
any recommendations from the last LA compliance review. It is imperative the 
agency re-engage and implement Language Access Act requirements. The OHR 
LA program can only evaluate an agency based on reported data and individual 
site visits.

In the area of quality, DSLBD was granted two points overall based on not 
having any LA public complaints filed against the agency. OHR looks forward to 
supporting the agency in correcting LA compliance gaps. Although the agency 
has not been in compliance with the LA Act and regulations, the agency was still 
tested telephonically. The field tests showed the agency’s response to LEP/NEP 
testers seeking help worsened at both tested divisions. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Not Reported

FY18 Encounters: Not Reported | FY18 Score: 3/14

FY19 Encounters
N/A

2/5
No language access public complaints 
were filed against DSLBD in FY19. But of 

five telephone field testers, none received 
language assistance. DSLBD is in violation of 

the Language Access Act. 

1/4
DSLBD failed to produce any documentation 
that it tried to fulfill the requirements of the 

Language Access Act.

0/5
DSLBD failed to comply with FY19 reporting and 

planning requirements. 

3/14
overall  

compliance
score

DSLBD
★
★
★

DEPT. OF SMALL & LOCAL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

 Department of Small and Local Business Development

Telephone Tests
0 out of 5 telephone tests provided 

the requested service, information or 
appropriate resources.
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The Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services (DYRS) took proactive steps to 
capture comprehensive data on the types and frequency of language encounters. 
DYRS led 13 in-house Language Access trainings for new hires, one for existing 
staff and two for contractors, for a total of 144 participants. The training of 
grantees is a compliance milestone for DYRS to properly serve the LEP/NEP 
community. DYRS also ensured that the agency’s grantee contracts included LA 
compliance verbiage, a significant move towards ensuring that funded entities 
also are prepared to engage with LEP/NEP constituents. 

In FY19, DYRS translated one vital document into six languages and five documents 
into Spanish, the agency’s most encountered language. The documents included 
“Youth Services Center-Youth Orientation Handbook” and “Youth and Family 
Programs.” DYRS’ FY19 implementation report also shows  the agency  participated 
in six job fair events with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency offices (MOAA, 
MOAPIA, MOLA) to attempt to expand its  workforce and  reflect the linguistically 
diverse population served by the agency. 

OHR credits DYRS for taking steps toward certifying bilingual staff and looks 
forward to the completion of this effort in FY 20. OHR recommends that DYRS 
continue to work closely with the Office of Chief Technology Officer to finish the 
creation of a “language support” section in  languages other than Spanish on its 
website in FY20 and to include the links to translated documents.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Spanish 
FY18 Encounters: 106

FY19 Encounters
212

FY18 Score
11/12

3/3
No language access public complaint was filed 

against DYRS in FY19. 

3/4
In FY19, DYRS translated six vital documents 

into Spanish and one into the top six languages 
encountered in the District. 

5/5
DYRS met reporting requirements in FY19, 

provided language access compliance training 
for new hires and existing staff and engaged 
contractors to ensure they comply with the 

Language Access Act.  

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services 
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In the area of preparedness, the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) is 
currently working on updating its LA policy and OHR looks forward to reviewing the  
policy in FY20.  The agency reported comprehensive data for LEP/NEP encounters 
using three tracking sources. The agency maintained its commitment to training 
staff by ensuring 94 staff members were trained in four sessions. Commendably, 
the agency also ensured its grantees/contractors are prepared to serve the LEP/
NEP community through training, however, the agency must update its verbiage 
in its agreements with funded entities to add LA Act 2004 compliance verbiage.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 14 documents into the six top 
languages encountered in the District of Columbia However, these documents 
are not posted in the agency’s language support pages of its website. OHR’s LA 
program urges DDOT to complete efforts to restructure the language support 
section of its website. Although two outreach events were conducted in FY19, OHR 
recommends DDOT also collaborate with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency 
offices to expand outreach efforts to immigrant communities.

DDOT’s commitment to compliance with the Language Access Act was reflected in 
the perfect score it received during field testing in FY19. Test results showed that 
interpretation services were provided in all five telephone tests conducted in five 
different languages with DDOT’s Kids Ride Free program. Additionally, the agency 
has taken steps to fulfill a request from staff to learn basic Spanish as it is the 
agency’s most frequently encountered language. OHR’s Language Access program 
commends DDOT for taking the initiative to equip its staff with an essential 
language skill and looks forward to being updated on the implementation of this 
program.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Mandarin, Vietnamese, Chinese, Korean, Amharic 

FY18 Encounters: 125 | FY18 Score: 11/14

FY19 Encounters
261

5/5
No language access public complaints were 
filed against DDOT in FY19. The agency was 
tested in FY19, and five out of five testers 

received language assistance.

3/4
DDOT translated 14 vital documents in FY19. 
In FY20, DDOT needs to meet outreach and 

website accessibility requirements

3/5
DDOT met FY19 planning and reporting 

requirements, and provided language access 
training for 94 employees. 

11/14
overall  

compliance
score

District Department of Transportation

Telephone Tests
5 out of 5 tests provided the 

requested service, information, or 
appropriate resources. 
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of Zoning (DCOZ) has met compliance 
requirements by continuing to submit data in a timely fashion and updating 
its Language Access policy in FY19. The LA program commends the DCOZ for 
implementing a new database for service encounters with LEP/NEP constituents. 
Despite the fact the agency reports it does not have much contact with the 
public, it still shows its commitment to fulfilling LA requirements. The agency 
strengthened its commitment to LA by training members of the Zoning Commission 
and the Board of Zoning Adjustment. Unfortunately, OHR has observed a decline 
in DCOZ’s attendance at the LA bi-monthly meeting and encourages the DCOZ LA 
coordinator to resume participation.          

In the area of accessibility, the agency met all LA requirements by translating 
three vital documents into three languages and posting them to its website, 
making them fully accessible to the LEP/NEP community. The agency participated 
in the Chinatown Community Festival, which drew about 200 participants, in 
collaboration with the Mayor’s Office on Asian & Pacific Islander Affairs. The LA 
program recommends the agency also collaborate with the Mayor’s Office on 
Latino Affairs and Mayor’s Office on African Affairs to expand its outreach efforts 
to other immigrant communities.

In the area of quality, the agency showed its commitment to improve its outreach 
efforts by asking the DC Language Access Coalition for recommendations on how 
best to distribute information and to educate the District’s LEP/NEP community 
about DCOZ. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Spanish, Korean 
FY18 Encounters: 6

FY19 Encounters
7

FY18 Score
12/12

3/3
No language access public complaint was 
filed against DCOZ in FY19. The agency was 

not tested in FY19. DCOZ continues to meet all 
language access compliance requirements.     

4/4
DCOZ translated three vital documents in FY19, 

all of which were uploaded to the agency’s 
website. The agency participated in an event 

targeting Asian & Pacific Islander LEP/NEP 
residents

4/5
DCOZ met FY19 planning and reporting 

requirements and delivered language access 
compliance training to all staff. 

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

District of Columbia Office of Zoning
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In the area of preparedness, HSEMA met the reporting requirements by updating 
its LA policy and training its senior management team and frontline staff. HSEMA 
also provided training to its public facing contractors, but OHR recommends   the 
agency add LA compliance verbiage to its contracts/MOUs.

In the area of accessibility, HSEMA translated five documents into six languages: 
“Active Shooter,” “AlertDC Flyer,” “Exercise, Exercise, Exercise,” “Emergency 
Operations Preplanning Worksheet for Houses of Worship,” and “Shelter in Place: 
When, Where and Why.” Although all of these vital documents are translated, they 
are not accessible in the language support page of HSEMA’s website. OHR strongly 
recommends that HSEMA revise its ReadyDC webpage to make it accessible to 
the LEP/NEP community. Currently, vital translated information about emergency 
preparedness is found under the “Resources” link of the ReadyDC webpage. The 
link title is in English only, making it very difficult for LEP/NEP individuals to find 
such important information. HSEMA participated in 17 community events that 
drew more than 700 diverse participants.

In the area of quality, no LA public complaint was filed against HSEMA.  In FY19, 
OHRs’ LA program noted that the agency took some action to fulfill compliance 
recommendations. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Spanish 
FY18 Encounters: 18

3/3
No public complaints were filed against HSEMA 
in FY19. The agency was not tested in FY19. In 
FY20, HSEMA must make significant efforts to 
adhere to data collection recommendations 

to meet language access compliance 
requirements in FY20.  

3/4
HSEMA participated in 17 outreach events 
and worked with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 

Constituency Offices to reach LEP/NEP 
communities. In FY19, HSEMA translated 5 vital 

documents into 6 languages. HSEMA can improve 
accessibility by making its multilingual Ready DC 

links more prominent on its website. 

4/5
HSEMA met FY19 planning and reporting 

requirements and trained its senior 
management team, as well as all staff, in 

language access compliance.  

10/12
overall  

compliance
score

Homeland Security and Emergency Management Agency

FY19 Encounters
1

FY18 Score
12/12
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Metropolitan Police Department 

In the area of preparedness, the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) 
reports three sources for tracking LEP/NEP encounters. The agency also has 
an updated policy on file. In FY19, the agency held 73 LA access trainings with 
2,033 participants. The agency also took a proactive step by training Security 
Assurance Management, a DGS contractor that interfaces with MPD customers, 
and conducted LA cross training with the Office of Unified Communication, which 
handles the District’s 911 calls. These training efforts are very effective in closing 
MPD’s preparedness gap.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated eight documents, including 
“Warnings as to Your Rights,” “Victim’s Right Card” and “Complainant/Witness 
Statement” into eight languages. The translated documents are easily accessible 
to the LEP/NEP community as they are properly posted in the language support 
pages of MPD’s website with translated titles on the documents. The agency held 
58 outreach events attracting 9,216 participants, the agency also hosted a hiring 
fair and collaborated with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency offices (MOAA, 
MOAPIA and MOLA) for other LA-related projects.

In the area of quality, MPD had two LA public complaints filed against the agency 
in FY19. OHR found MPD noncompliant in one of the cases. MPD was field tested, 
and in eight out of nine interactions, the tester successfully received LA services.  
The agency addressed most of the LA recommendations outlined in the FY18 
LA program compliance report and was honored for its work in the area of 
language access.  OHR congratulates the MPD LA program for winning the Morris 
& Gwendolyn Cafritz Foundation Award for ensuring the department equitably 
serves the District’s LEP/NEP community.       

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  Spanish, Amharic, 
Mandarin, French, Arabic, Vietnamese, Portuguese, Korean, Russian, 

Tigrinya, Bengali, Turkish, Tagalog, Japanese  
FY18 Encounters: 4,996 | FY18 Score: 11/14 

2/5
In FY19, two language access complaints were 
filed against MPD, and OHR issued one finding 
of noncompliance. The agency declined by one 

point in field testing and provided language 
assistance for 8 of 9 testers.  

4/4
MPD conducted extensive outreach translated 

eight vital documents and continued to 
strengthen the language support pages of its 

website. 

5/5
MPD met preparedness requirements and 
took steps to train all MPD employees, as 

well as a major contractor in language access 
requirements

11/14
overall  

compliance
score In-Person Tests

8 out of 9 in-person tests 
provided the requested service, 

information, or appropriate 
resources. 

FY19 Encounters
5,377



66 |FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review

quality

accessibility

preparedness

In the area of preparedness, the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) continued 
to fulfill requirements of the Language Access Act by using a comprehensive data 
collection mechanism, having an updated LA policy and training existing and new 
staff. 

In the area of accessibility, the agency continued to audit its most used documents 
for updates and translation. The agency also translated “UI Request for Hearing 
to Appeal a Determination by a Claim Examiner” into Spanish. OHR strongly 
recommends the agency revises its website and translate the language access 
tab to give it prominence and make it accessible to the LEP/NEP community. OAH 
does not traditionally conduct community outreach, however, the agency worked 
with the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency Offices (MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA) to 
improve services to the LEP/NEP community. In its direct mailings, OAH always 
promotes the availability of language access services in its office.

In the area of quality, the agency fulfilled all the recommendations outlined in 
the FY18 LA program compliance review by certifying bilingual public facing staff, 
as well as hiring additional bilingual staff. OHR’s LA program is pleased with 
OAH’s continued commitment to uphold the Language Access Act. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, Mandarin, Vietnamese, French,  

Yoruba, Korean, Arabic 
FY18 Encounters: 506 

3/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against OAH in FY19. The agency was not 
tested in FY19.   

3/4
In FY19, OAH translated one document into 
Spanish. In FY20, OAH should strengthen 

its language access portal by ensuring that 
document titles are translated and, therefore, 

accessible to the LEP/NEP community. 

5/5
  OAH completed planning and reporting 
requirements in FY19, as kept track of all 

encounters with LEP/NEP clients. The agency 
ensured all staff received language access 

compliance training during a series of  seven 
sessions.  

11/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of Administrative Hearings 

FY19 Encounters
572

FY18 Score
12/12
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of Attorney General’s Child Support 
Services Division (CSSD) reported comprehensive data on LEP/NEP encounters. 
The agency has updated its LA policy and is working with its federal sister agency 
DC Superior Court to reach an agreement that both agencies be bound by the 
Language Access Act because the District’s law mirrors Title VI of the U.S. Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, which requires federal agencies to provide meaningful access 
to their programs, services and activities for LEP individuals. The agency trained 
some staff; however, details were not reported.

In the area of accessibility, CSSD must prioritize its efforts to translate vital public 
documents and make them available on its website. The agency also must create 
a language support section on its website. The LA program is aware that CSSD 
conducted community outreach to showcase the additional services for its target 
population, but the agency failed to report the details in its implementation 
report.

In the area of quality, the agency received no LA public complaints. However, 
the agency failed to adhere to recommendations in the FY18 LA annual review 
regarding the development and implementation of a language support page 
on its website and to certify its bilingual staff. Based on the lack of reporting, 
it is unclear if CSSD adhered to the recommendation that LEP/NEP customers 
receive automated correspondence and messages in their native language. The 
agency partially complied with the recommendation to reach out to the LEP/NEP 
community.     

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  Spanish, Amharic, 
Mandarin, French, Arabic, Vietnamese, Portuguese, Korean, Tigrinya, 

Bengali, Turkish, Japanese, Tagalog, Cantonese  
FY18 Encounters: 1,301

FY19 Encounters
688

FY18 Score
11/12

2/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against CSSD in FY19, and the agency was 
not tested.

1/4
In FY20, CSSD must improve the translation 
of vital documents and its accessibility by 

creating a “language support” section on its 
website.  

5/5
In FY19, CSSD met planning and reporting 

requirements. The agency should improve and 
report the training of its frontline staff.

8/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of Attorney General’s Child Support Services Division
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In FY19, as in FY18, the Office of Contract and Procurement did not comply with 
reporting requirements as mandated by the Language Access Act. However, 
communication between OCP and OHR’s LA program improved in FY19 and a new 
Language Access Coordinator was appointed in the third quarter of the fiscal 
year. OHR looks forward to supporting the agency in addressing longstanding 
gaps in LA implementation and compliance.

In the area of accessibility, OCP met the signage requirement, however, OCP could 
improve signage and make it visible public-facing areas like the Resource Center. 
OHR recommends that OCP make its website accessible to LEP/NEP clients by 
translating and uploading vital documents. 

In the area of quality, OCP made progress in FY19 by assigning a new LAC and 
forming a LAC team within the agency that is now in communication with OHR’s 
LA Program. 

In FY20 OHR strongly recommends that OCP continues working to fully satisfy the 
LA compliance requirements.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: N/A

FY19 Encounters: N/A

FY18 Encounters
6

FY18 Score
4/12

3/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against OCP in FY19. The agency was not 
tested.

1/4
With the exception of meeting signage 

requirements, OCP failed to translate vital 
documents and few efforts in FY19 to fulfill 

accessibility requirements.

1/5
OCP failed to meet planning, reporting and 

training requirements in FY19. The agency does 
not have a language access policy. 

5/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of Contracting and Procurement
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In the area of preparedness, the agency reported 0 encounters with the LEP/
NEP community. The OHR Language Access Program urges the Office of Planning 
to improve the data collection process in order to capture encounters more 
comprehensively to include in-person and bilingual staff encounters. The agency 
has an updated LA policy on file. The agency has no public facing grantees. 
The LA program strongly advises that LA training be given to staff during FY20. 
This includes consulting OHR’s Language Access Program to ensure all areas of 
compliance are covered in the training deck.

In the area of accessibility, the Office of Planning has translated two documents 
in seven languages, however, the documents are not accessible on the agency’s 
website. OP participated in one outreach event targeting the LEP/NEP community. 
Although the OP boasts an outreach strategy by funding local advocacy 
organizations to connect with hard-to-reach populations it is not clear in its 
reporting if this effort was successful in reaching the API and Latino communities.  

In the area of quality, the agency has not fulfilled the recommendations from last 
year’s compliance review. OHR’s Language Access program strongly encourages 
the agency to diversify its outreach efforts to include other LEP/NEP communities 
in the District. OHR acknowledges that OP focused on Census 2020 outreach 
efforts and the LA program strongly recommends that these efforts be expanded 
to other LEP/NEP immigrant communities. OHR once again encourages OP to 
leverage the support of the Mayor’s Offices on African, Asian and Pacific Islander 
and Latino Affairs and community-based partners such as the DC Language 
Access Coalition to successfully implement these goals. Additionally, OP needs 
to develop and translate culturally targeted outreach materials to engage LEP/
NEP stakeholders, and ensure that translated documents are accessible via the 
“language support” section on the agency’s website.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: N/A

FY19 Encounters: 0

FY18 Encounters
6

FY18 Score
10/12

2/3
No public complaints were filed against OP in 
FY19. The agency was not tested in FY19. OHR 
urges OP to  address accessibility concerns in 

FY20.   

3/4
OP translated two census document into seven 
languages however they are not accessible on 

the agency’s website.  

4/5
OP met reporting requirements in FY19 by 

updating its LA policy.

9/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of Planning
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of Tax and Revenue (OTR) implemented 
data collection to include bilingual staff encounters with LEP/NEP customers. 
The use of dual handset phones showed improvement in the ability to serve LEP/
NEP customers, evidenced by the increased amount of telephonic interpretation. 
The agency has an updated LA Policy on file. It is recommended that training be 
made a priority in FY20. OHR’s LA Program looks forward to supporting OTR in 
its efforts to ensure contractor compliance and training of its only public-facing 
contractor: security guards. 

In the area of accessibility, OTR participated in 23 community outreach events 
that attracted 1,115 participants. However, the agency should strengthen its 
outreach efforts and reach a diverse population by collaborating with the Mayor’s 
three Ethnic Constituency Offices (MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA). The agency has 
not translated any vital documents and has made no additions to the Language 
Support Pages on its website. OHR strongly recommends OTR translate its vital 
documents and upload them to its website.

In the area of quality, OTR’s FY19 field testing results show that in seven of 
eight testers received interpretation services. The field-testing narrative also 
highlighted the need for OTR employees to undergo language access and 
customer service training to appropriately serve LEP/NEP constituents. 

 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, Mandarin, French, Korean, Arabic,  

Vietnamese, Bengali 
FY19 Encounters: 4,860 | FY18 Score: 7/12 | FY18 Encounters: 4,340

2/3
No language access public complaints were 

filed against OTR in FY19. The agency was 
tested for the first time in FY19 and provided 
LA resources in seven out of eight field tests. 

It is crucial that the agency train its staff 
regarding professional conduct in serving the 

District’s diverse LEP/NEP community. 

2/4
In FY19 OTR needs to translate vital documents, 

improve accessibility of its website and reach out 
to LEP/NEP communities.  

3/5
In FY19, OTR reported comprehensive data on LEP/
NEP encounters and acquired dual handset phones 
to facilitate telephonic interpretation for LEP/NEP 

customers. In FY20, OTR needs to adopt an internal 
language access policy, ensure timely submission of 
quarterly reports and certify contractor compliance. 

7/14
overall  

compliance
score

Office of Tax and Revenue

Telephone Tests
3 out of 3 telephone tests provided 
the requested service, information 

or appropriate resources.

In-Person Tests
4 out of 5 in-person tests provided 
the requested service, information 

or appropriate resources. 
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of the People’s Counsel (OPC) reported 
comprehensive data on LEP/NEP encounters with bilingual staff and telephonic 
and in-person interpretation. The agency has an updated comprehensive 
Language Access policy on file that includes LA certification verbiage for funded 
entities although the agency has no public facing grantees. Nonetheless, the 
agency should recertify acknowledgement of receipt from staff as a reminder of LA 
specific requirements. The agency had one LA and Cultural Competence training 
with 12 attendees in FY19. OPC continues its commitment toward compliance with 
the LA Act, and OHR looks forward to supporting the agency with LA training of 
its staff and all other compliance matters.

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 11 documents into six languages, 
including “Consumer Complaints Script,” “Consumer Bill of Rights” and “Utility 
Billing Scams.” The LA program commends OPC for prominently displaying its 
language support page section at the top of its website’s home page. However, 
the translated pages do not include the agency’s mission, initiatives or services.   
As is, the LSP section only provides translated documents. The agency continues 
to uphold outreach requirements by conducting comprehensive grassroot and 
community engagement activities such as neighborhood walk-throughs in areas 
populated by LEP/NEP individuals and businesses. The office exceeds outreach 
expectations by providing in-person interpreters at some of its agency-specific 
citywide community events that attract the District’s linguistically diverse 
residents.

In the area of quality, the agency continued to show its commitment to the LA Act 
by certifying one of its dual-language, public-facing staff in both languages. The 
agency adhered to OHR’s LA program’s recommendation to improve its outreach 
requirements and increased its collaboration with the Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constituency Offices: MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA. OHR’s LA program commends the 
Office of the People’s Counsel on achieving a perfect annual review compliance 
score of 12/12 for the past 2 years. 

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: 
Spanish, Amharic, Chinese, Indonesian, Portuguese  

FY18 Encounters: 6

FY19 Encounters
680

FY18 Score
12/12

3/3
In FY19, no language access complaints were 
filed against OPC and agency was not tested. 
OPC continues to demonstrate exceptional 
commitment to meeting language access 

compliance requirements.

4/4
OPC produced 11 translated documents in FY19 
and participated in 42 community events. OPC 
followed through on FY18 recommendations by 

providing cultural competency training to its 
staff and improving outreach strategy. 

5/5
In FY19, OPC met all preparedness 

requirements. OPC reported comprehensive 
data on LEP/NEP encounters and provided 
agency-wide language access compliance 

training.

12/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of the People’s Counsel 
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) reported 
comprehensive data on LEP/NEP encounters with bilingual staff, telephonic and in-person 
interpretation. The agency has an updated LA policy on file and maintained its commitment to 
preparedness by continuing to train its existing and newly hired staff. The LA program commends 
OSSE for institutionalizing language access procedures in the communications workshops and 
its handbook. The agency ensured the LA compliance of funded entities by equipping them with 
telephonic interpretation service and training and established a process for LA reporting. OHR 
recommends the agency maintain LA requirements in the forefront of its future acquisition of 
services that may interface with the LEP/NEP community.  

In the area of accessibility, the agency translated 62 documents into seven languages. OHR’s LA 
program recommends the agency continue its efforts to update the content of the Language 
Support pages on the OSSE website to improve accessibility for the LEP/NEP community. OHR’s 
LA program commends OSSE for expanding outreach efforts from seven to 34 outreach events. 
However, OHR recommends the agency collaborate with the Mayor’s Office on Asian and Pacific 
Islander Affairs (MOAPIA) to better engage that LEP/NEP community.

In the area of quality, OHR’s LA program commends OSSE for its continued efforts in translating 
confidential case-specific documents related to the Early Intervention Program and OSSE’s 
Office of Dispute Resolution. 

Field testing results showed that 11 out of 15 testers received interpretation services from various 
OSSE divisions. The Main Office (the only division tested in previous years) received a perfect 
score of 6/6, providing interpretation services to seven of seven testers. This is a significant 
improvement over previous years when the division only provided interpretation to seven of 
11 testers. The Parent Resource Center also provided interpretation over the telephone to all 
three testers and received a perfect score of 6/6. However, the other divisions tested in 2019 
—Associates for Renewal in Education, Childcare Licensing and Child and Family Development, 
which were tested only in-person—provided interpretation to only one out of five testers 
receiving an average score of 1.20/6.00. Although testing results show overall improvements, 
OHR recommends that OSSE specifically address service gaps found through field testing.  

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Amharic, French, Korean, Russian, Bengali, Mandarin, 

Vietnamese, Arabic, Turkish, Portuguese 
FY18 Score: 11/14 | FY18 Encounters: 10,300 | FY19 Encounters: 11,697

3/5
In FY19, no language access public complaint was 
filed against OSSE. Four out of 15 testers did not 
receive language assistance. OHR looks forward 
to re-engaging OSSE in FY20 to improve training 

efforts for grantees. 

4/4
IIn FY19, OSSE continued to translate vital 

documents and strengthened the accessibility of 
its “language support” section on its website. The 
agency significantly increased its participation at 
community events as recommended in last year’s 

compliance review.

5/5
Once again, OSSE fully met FY19 preparedness 

requirements by reporting comprehensive data 
on LEP/NEP encounters, training frontline staff 

and grantees, and fulfilling reporting and planning 
requirements. In FY20, OSSE needs to expand training 

and maintain grantee engagement efforts. 

12/14
overall  

compliance
score

Office of the State Superintendent of Education

Telephone Tests
8 out of 8 tests provided the 

requested service, information or 
appropriate resources.

In-Person Tests
3 out 7 of in-person tests provided 
the requested service, information 

or appropriate resources.
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of Tenant Advocate (OTA) did not report 
any LA trainings in FY19 and continued to operate with an outdated LA policy.  
The OHR LA program strongly recommends that OTA update its LA policy, and 
train new and existing staff. At this time, it is unclear whether the agency has 
any grantees/contractors that would be covered by LA requirements. In the area 
of accessibility, OTA translated four documents into two languages: “Team Work 
Makes the Dream Work,” “Tenant Summit Program 2019,” “OTA Legal Representation 
Agreement” and “TOPA 5.” Although not all of these  documents are considered 
public facing, the ones that do meet the public facing criteria are not accessible 
on the OTA website’s Language Support Pages section. The agency participated in 
24 community events with 1,467 attendees. Although notable, the agency should 
broaden its outreach capacity by engaging the Mayor’s three Ethnic Constituency 
offices (MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA). 

In the area of quality, no LA public compliants were filed against OTA in FY19. 
However, the agency did not take any  steps to address recommendations issued 
by the OHR LA program in the FY18 LA compliance review.  

FY19 Top Languages Encountered: Spanish, Amharic 
     FY18 Encounters: 174

2/3
No language access public complaints were filed 

against OTA in FY19. 

3/4
In FY19, OTA participated in 24 community 

outreach events and translated four documents 
into two languages. In FY20, OTA would benefit 

from developing a Language Support Page section 
on its website  to fulfill its requirement to make 

services accessible to the District’s  linguistically 
diverse tenant population.  

2/5
OTA did not fully meet all reporting and training 

requirements in FY19. In FY20, the agency needs to 
revitalize its training and reporting efforts  
to come into compliance with the Language  

Access Act.

7/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of the Tenant Advocate

FY18 score
12/14

FY19 Encounters
137
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In the area of preparedness, the Office of Unified Communications (OUC) reported 
only one source of language access encounters: telephonic interpretation. OHR 
strongly recommends the agency resolve how to capture bilingual staff encounters 
with LEP/NEP individuals. OHR also strongly recommends the agency update 
and institutionalize its Language Access policy and secure acknowledgement of 
receipt from its staff to ensure they know LA requirements. The agency had only 
one training on file called “Ripped from the Head Lines” a training tool that is  
related to diversity and inclusion but is not Language Access Act compliance 
training. OHR’s LA program recommends the agency increase appropriate  training 
efforts. The agency has no public facing grantees/contractors. OHR recommends 
the agency strenthgen its commitment to the LA Coordinator cohort by increasing 
participation in bi-monthly LAC meetings.

In the area of accessibility, although OUC is not frequently visited by the public 
it is still recomended that the agency displays LA related messaging such as 
the LA identification poster that informs LEP/NEP individuals they are entitled to 
telephonic interpretation services.

In FY19, the OUC translated one document, but the document is not accessible to 
the LEP/NEP community because it is not posted in the language support page of 
the agency’s website. The agency  reached out to the community by  participating  
in eight events with 367 attendees. However, OHR  recommends the agency 
strenthen its outreach strategy by collaborating with the  Mayor’s three Ethnic 
Constitutency offices: MOAA, MOAPIA and MOLA.

In the area of quality, OUC had no LA public  compliants filed against it in FY19 
and was not field tested.  The agency continues to take steps towards compliance 
with the Language Access Act by hiring and certifying bilingual staff. Nonetheless, 
OHR recommends the agency adhere to long-standing Language Access  
implementation recommendations issued by OHR’s LA Program.

FY19 Top Languages Encountered:  
Spanish, Mandarin, Amharic, Vietnamese, Portuguese, French, 

Arabic, Korean, Russian, Turkish, Tigrinya, Farsi, Cantonese, Japanese 
FY18 Encounters: 50,345

FY19 Encounters
25,063

2/3
In FY19, no language access complaints were 

filed against OUC and the agency was not 
tested.  

2/4
OUC participated in eight community events 
and translated one document; however the 

agency needs to work on its language support 
page to improve accessibility of documents 

for the LEP/NEP community. OUC can improve 
outreach  through partnerships and targeted 

campaigns to reach LEP/NEP individuals.  

3/5
In FY19, OUC again failed  to fulfill reporting 

and training requirements. In FY20, OUC 
must submit timely comprehensive quarterly 

reports, train public-contact staff and adopt a 
revised language access policy

7/12
overall  

compliance
score

Office of Unified Communications

FY18 Score
8/12
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AGENCY NAME ABRA CFSA DBH DCRA DOC DOES DOEE DGS DCHealth 

PREPAREDNESS

P1. Agency provided 
comprehensive data on FY19 
encounters. 

q q ❑ ❑ ❑

P2. Agency has a current 
language access policy. q ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P3. Agency staff were trained 
in FY19. q ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P4. Agency communicated 
effectively. q ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P5. Agency took steps to 
ensure  grantee/contractor 
compliance.  

❑ ❑ ❑

PREPAREDNESS SCORE 0 4 5 2 1 5 5 0 3

ACCESSIBILITY

A6. Agency displayed 
adequate signage in public 
facing locations,

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A7. Vital documents were  
translated and/or updated 
in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A8. Translated vital 
documents are accessible on 
agency website.

❑ ❑

A9. Efforts were made to 
engage diverse LEP/NEP 
communities in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

PREPAREDNESS SCORE 1 3 3 3 2 4 3 1 3

QUALITY

Q10. No language access 
public complaints were filed 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q11. OHR has not issued a 
finding of non-compliance 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q12. No tester was turned 
away during tests. ❑ ❑

Q13. All testers who accessed 
employee or interpretation 
received requested 
information or services.

Q14. OHR has observed 
improvement in LA 
implementation in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

QUALITY SCORE 3 3 3 2 0 3 3 3 4

TOTAL AGENCY SCORE 4 10 11 7 3 12 11 4 10

TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORE 14 12 12 14 12 14 12 14 14

Compliance Details
Agencies’ scores are based on questions related to compliance with the Language Access Act. A ‘q’  
indicates successful completion of the requirement. ‘N/A’ is where a particular question does not 
apply to the specific agency for FY19.

76 | FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review



AGENCY NAME DHCF DHCD DCHR DHS DMV DPR DPW DSLBD DDS DDOT

PREPAREDNESS

P1. Agency provided 
comprehensive data on FY19 
encounters. 

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P2. Agency has a current 
language access policy. ❑ ❑ ❑

P3. Agency staff were trained 
in FY19. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P4. Agency communicated 
effectively. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P5. Agency took steps to 
ensure  grantee/contractor 
compliance.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

PREPAREDNESS SCORE 0 4 5 4 4 4 3 0 3 3

ACCESSIBILITY

A6. Agency displayed 
adequate signage in public 
facing locations.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A7. Vital documents were  
translated and/or updated 
in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A8. Translated vital 
documents are accessible on 
agency website.

A9. Efforts were made to 
engage diverse LEP/NEP 
communities in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

ACCESSIBILITY SCORE 1 3 2 3 2 3 3 1 3 3

QUALITY

Q10. No language access 
public complaints were filed 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q11. OHR has not issued a 
finding of non-compliance 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q12. No tester was turned 
away during tests. ❑

Q13 .All testers who accessed 
employee or interpretation 
received requested 
information or services.

❑

Q14. OHR has observed 
improvement in LA 
implementation in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

QUALITY SCORE 2 3 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 5

TOTAL AGENCY SCORE 3 10 10 9 7 10 9 3 9 11
TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORE 12 12 12 14 14 14 12 14 12 14
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AGENCY NAME DCHA DYRS DCLB DCOZ DACL DCPL DCPS FEMS HSEMA MPD

PREPAREDNESS

P1. Agency provided 
comprehensive data on FY19 
encounters. 

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P2. Agency has a current 
language access policy. ❑ ❑ ❑

P3. Agency staff were trained 
in FY19. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P4. Agency communicated 
effectively. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P5. Agency took steps to 
ensure  grantee/contractor 
compliance.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

PREPAREDNESS SCORE 0 4 5 4 4 4 3 0 3 3

ACCESSIBILITY

A6. Agency displayed 
adequate signage in public 
facing locations.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A7. Vital documents were  
translated and/or updated 
in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A8. Translated vital 
documents are accessible on 
agency website.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A9. Efforts were made to 
engage diverse LEP/NEP 
communities in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

ACCESSIBILITY SCORE 4 4 3 1 3 1 4 3 3 4

QUALITY

Q10. No language access 
public complaints were filed 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q11. OHR has not issued a 
finding of non-compliance 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q12. No tester was turned 
away during tests. ❑ ❑

Q13 .All testers who accessed 
employee or interpretation 
received requested 
information or services.

Q14. OHR has observed 
improvement in LA 
implementation in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

QUALITY SCORE 1 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 2

TOTAL AGENCY SCORE 7 11 11 11 9 12 9 11 10 11
TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORE 14 12 12 12 14 14 14 12 12 14

78 | FY19 Language Access Annual Compliance Review



AGENCY NAME OAH OAG OCP OP OTR OPC OSSE OTA OUC

PREPAREDNESS

P1. Agency provided 
comprehensive data on FY19 
encounters. 

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P2. Agency has a current 
language access policy. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P3. Agency staff were trained 
in FY19. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P4. Agency communicated 
effectively. ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

P5. Agency took steps to 
ensure  grantee/contractor 
compliance.  

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

PREPAREDNESS SCORE 5 5 1 4 3 5 5 2 3

ACCESSIBILITY

A6. Agency displayed 
adequate signage in public 
facing locations,

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A7. Vital documents were  
translated and/or updated 
in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

A8. Translated vital 
documents are accessible on 
agency website.

❑ ❑

A9. Efforts were made to 
engage diverse LEP/NEP 
communities in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

PREPAREDNESS SCORE 3 1 1 3 2 4 4 3 2

QUALITY

Q10. No language access 
public complaints were filed 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q11. OHR has not issued a 
finding of non-compliance 
against the agency in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

Q12. No tester was turned 
away during tests.

Q13. All testers who accessed 
employee or interpretation 
received requested 
information or services.

Q14. OHR has observed 
improvement in LA 
implementation in FY19.

❑ ❑ ❑ ❑

QUALITY SCORE 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 2 2

TOTAL AGENCY SCORE 11 8 5 9 7 12 12 7 7

TOTAL POSSIBLE SCORE 12 12 12 12 14 12 14 12 12
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