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Abbreviations and Acronyms

Calendar Year Y
Chief Administrative Officer CAQO
Executive Performance Appraisal System EPAS
Fiscal Year FY
Government Accountability Office GAO
Office of Human Resources OHR
Office of Inspector General OIG
Performance Evaluation and Communication System PECS
Standard Operating Procedures SOP
United States Capitol Police .L;)Se?)zr(t)r;grlli
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Appraisal process

Probationary period appraisal

Electronic performauce communication system

Record retention policy

Procedures and systems used to track and monitor performance evaluation
Performance improvement plans

Individual development plans

Office of Human Resources (OHR) FY 2015 ~ FY 2018 Plan

USCP Strategic Plan FY 2015-2019

To determine compliance, we reviewed the following guidance, consisting of USCP Directives,
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). USCP Bulletins and policies, and industry standards:

USCP Bulletin
. dated July 30, 2015

Government Accoimtability Office (GAO), GAO-14-704G; Standards for
Internal Control in the Federal Govermmnent, dated September 2014

yscr o I
I e June 4.2014

Comnnission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, Standards for Law
Enforcement Agencies, 5® Edition, revised March 4, 2014

USCP Bulletin
ated September 12, 2013
USCP Bulletin 20508
, dated June 21, 2013
usc Buler S

dated June 20, 2013

scp pirecrive . <
October 19, 2012

USCP Directive
ated May 28, 2012
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Inadequate Controls

The Department did not have adequately designed controls that would ensure successful
implementation and administration over the PECS and EPAS programs (See Appendices C and D.)
An evaluation tracking report, as of February 8, 2017, provided by OHR revealed data indicating
failure rates around 50 percent for the last 11 years. Our sample of 60 employees resuited in testing
of 120 performance appraisals covering 2015 and 2016. Of the 120 performance appraisals, the
managers and supervisors submitted only 33 to OHR, a failure rate of 73 percent.

Although the Department had written policies and procedures related to responsible parties for
overall implementation and administration of PECS and EPAS programs, those policies and
procedures were not sufficient. For example, Directive “in¢ludes reviews and audits to
ensure adherence to policy,” but the Directive did not specifically state what the reviews and audits
should consist of and how to monitor completion of the performance appraisals. Directive

also stated that “copies of the PECS Performance Planriing and Appraisal Form should be distributed
to the supervisor, employee, and OHR ne later than 30 days after the appraisal period ends™;
however, the Directive did not list controls that would ensure completion of the final appraisal or
compliance with the time limits. OHR also did not monitor completion of the performance plans
(standards) or midyear reviews. For example, a supervisor submitted a final performance appraisal
to OHR, but the initial performance plan and midyear review were not completed.

The GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government state:

Effective documentation assists in management’s design of internal control by establishing and
communicating the who, what, when, where, and why of internal control execution to personnel.
Documentation also provides a means to retain organizational knowledge and mitigate the risk
of having that kriowledge limited to a few personnel, as well as a means to communicate that
knowledge as needed to external parties, such as external auditors.

Management documents internal control to meet operational needs. Documentation of controls,
including changes to controls, is evidence that controls are identified, capable of being
comimunicated to those responsible for their performance, and capable of being monitored and
evaluated by the entity.

The Department should update its policies and procedures to include controls that will ensure
successful OHR implementation of the annual performaiice appraisals for all employees. The
Department should also include in its updated policies and procedures to include controls, which
would ensure that supervisors are accountable for completing the initial performance plans,
midyear reviews, and final reviews within required timeframes.

Employees did not consistently receive annual performance plans, midyear reviews, or final
performance appraisals, which are an integral part of the USCP strategic and performance planning
process. In turn, decision makers may not have had adequate information or background on
employees who may have been up for promotion or discipline, which would have provided
documentation in support of executive decisions.
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Conclusions

The Department did not have adequate controls to ensure that supervisors provided and cownpleted
annual performance plans, midyear reviews, and performance appraisals as required. Department
guidance should be updated to include specific details regarding OHR and senior inanageient
monitoring to ensure employee performance contributes to achieving the Department’s mission,
goals, and objectives. As a result, employees were not consistently receiving performaiice
evaluations—a situation that could lead to iucomplete and inadequate information for decision
makers. Thus, OIG makes the following reconumendations.

Recommendation 1: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police update the
Directives
dated May 28, 2012; and
dated May 28, 2012; to include controls for issuance, completion, monitoring, and
documentation that will ensure accountability of the appraisal program. Monitoring
should include a requirement for periodic reports to Commanders and Office
Directors on the status of incomplete appraisals.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police hold
supervisors accountable for timely completion of performance plans and feedback to
subordinates and document such efforts in supervisors’ annual appraisals, thereby,
ensuring accountability and compliance with directives.

Non-Compliance with Policies and Procedures

Managers and supervisors did not comply with the Department PECS and EPAS performance
planning process. The non-compliance issues included managers and supervisors submitting
evaluations that were (1) incomplete, (2) late, and (3) contained errors. The condition occured
because the Depariment did not have a process for ensuring compliance.

Non-Compliance with Appraisal and Evaluation Directives—

OHR did not comply with Directives - Directive- requires that
supervisors complete annual performance appraisals for selected executives. Senior officials did
uot, however, complete performance appraisals in a timely manner. Our sample of six executives
using EPAS resulted in 11° performance appraisals covering FY 2015 and FY 2016—of which
none had an appraisal in their personnel files. The Department promoted one of the executives
during our scope after he received a performance appraisal however, he did not receive a
performance appraisal the year after he was promoted. This could indicate the Department either
promoted employees without an evaluation or that managers prepared evaluations only for
prowmotions.

9 We selected six exccutive employees to.test for an annual evaluation for FY 2015 and FY 2016 (6 employees X2 annual
evaluations = 12 evaluations.] The Department promoted one of the six employees.selected in our sample. For this employec we
only tested one evaluation that pertained fo EPAS (12 evaluations - 1 = 11 evaluations.}
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Directivc- requires that the Department must “prepare annual performance plans for the
incumbents of executive positions and to appraise their performance with respect to how well the
employees have met the requirements of their performance pians.” OHR did not, however,
conduct the required reviews and audits during FY 2015 or FY 2016. OHR officials stated the
reviews were not completed because of limited resources.

Directi've- requires preparation of “annual performance plans for each sworn and civilian
employee” and appraisals for “performance with respect to how well the employee has met the
requirements of his/her individual performance plan.” OHR did not provide documentation that
supervisors completed annual reviews for Department employees. Our sample of 54 PECS for
employees resulted in an overall sample size of 109'° appraisals during FY 2015 and FY 2016. Of
those 109, only 33 or 31 percent, were documented as having conducted an evaluation with the
employee.

Although it is responsible for the overall implementation and administration of the EPAS and
PECS programs, OHR did not have a system for monitoring compliance with directives. In
addition, Directive- did not adequately outline controls and responsibilities related to the
completion of performance evaluations.

Absence of performance appraisals and feedback for Departmient employees could result in an
overall decline in the Department effectiveness, leaving decision makers without sufficient
information on employees who may be up for promotion or discipline, which would provide
documeritation in support of decisions made.

Untimely Completion of Performance Plans and Appraisals

Directive - requires that rating officials sign and date appraisals to document that reviews
were conducted. Some supervisors did not, however, complete the performance plans and
appraisals in a timely manner. Of 120 performance appraisals in our sample, only 33, or 28
percent, were completed and in personnel files. Ofthe 33 completed appraisals, 24 official
signatures were either missing or late. In one instance, the rating official signed the initial
performance plan 2 months after the rating period ended—approximately 14 months late. OF the
33 completed appraisals, 26 employee signatures for initial performance plans were missing, late,
or not dated. In seven instances, the employee signed the initial performance plan a month or
more after rating period ended—making it 13 months late. See the timeline below in Table 5.

1 We selected 54 employees (43 .swom and 11 civilian) under PECS for FY 2015 and FY 2016 (54 employees X 2 -annual
evaluations = 108 evaluations). One employee was included in the EPAS count ol § employees but was tested to both PECS #nd
EPAS standards due 1o a promotion from FY 2015 to FY 2016 resulting in an additional appraisal tested to PECS standards (108
evaluations + | = 109 evahluations,)
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competencies as well as provide completed appraisals to OHR no later than 2 weeks after the close
of the rating period.

Directive- did not provide adequate guidance on controls and responsibilities related to
the timely completion of these milestones. In addition, the Department did not monitor
compliance with the Directive requiring timely completion of the performance plan, midyear
performance review, and the final performance appraisal.

The untimeliness of performance plans for Department employees can result in a lack of clear
direction for employees for the following year (appraisal period). The lack of clear direction could
further lead to a decline in both employee and Department effectiveness and efficiency.
Furthermore, the lack of direction and guidance does not promote an environment of improvement
in the Department or an environment conducive to personal development for the employee.

Untimely Filing of Performance Appraisals with OHR

Directive- stated, “‘copies of the PECS Performance Planning and Appraisal Form should
be distributed to the supervisor, employee, and OHR no later than 30 days after the appraisal
period ends.” Department rating officials did not provide completed appraisals to OHR in a timely
manner. OHR records the time it receives performance evaluations. Our sample of 60 employees
resulted in testing of 120 performance appraisals covering FY 2015 and FY 2016. Of the 120
performance appraisals, the Department only submitted 33 to OHR. Of the 33, 25 appraisals were
either submitted late or early. For example, in one instance the rating official submitted the final
appraisal to OHR 4 months after the rating period ended. In another instance, the rating official
submitted the final appraisal to OHR 9 days prior to the end of the rating period.

The untimely submission of performance appraisals can result in inaccurate record keeping and
documentation for éemployees. As a result, sufficient information or background may not have
been available for officials when making promotion and discipline decisions.

Conclusions

The Department did not comply with Department guidance requiring that supervisors perform
annual performance plans, midyear reviews, and performance appraisals for all Department
employees. Ih addition, managers and supervisors did not comply with guidance regarding timely
completion of the performance appraisals. Furthermore, USCP did not comply with Department
guidance requiring that supervisors submit completed performance appraisals to OHR in a timely
manner. The guidance did not contain adequate controls for ensuring that supervisors complete
annual performance plans, midyear reviews, and performance appraisals. The guidance also did not
include specific details regarding monitoring. Thus, OIG makes the following recommendation.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police Office
of Human Resources utilize to enhance monitoring, reporting, and
documenting of employee appraisals.
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UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE
T
49 & TRE
PASHINGTON, 0 BB

March 15,2017

COP 170062
MEMORANDUM

TO: Fay F, Ropella, CPA, CFE
Inspector General

FROM: Matthew R. Verderosa
Chiel ol Police

SUBJECT: Response to Office of Inspector General {O1G) draft repon Performance Audit of
the [nited States Capitol Police Compliance with Employee Performance
Standards (Report No. QIG-2017-05)

‘The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the United Staies Capitol Police response
to the recommendations contained within the Office of Inspector General™s {O1G) draft repart
Performance Audit of the United States Capitof Police Compliance with Emplayee Performance
Stancdurels (Report No, Q1G-2017-05).

The Department generally agrees with all of the recommendations and apprecintes the
opporunity to further improve tipon the policies and procedures within the Office of Human
Resourees. The Department will assign Action Plans fo appropriaté personnel regarding each
recommendation to achieve long-term resolution of each matier.

‘hank you for the oppertunity to respond to the OIG's draft reporl. Your continued
support of the women and men of the United States Capitol Police is appreciated.

Very tespectfully,

Matthew R. Verderosa
Chief of Police

ce: Steven A. Sund, Assistant Chicf of Police
Richard Braddock, Chief Administrative Officcr
USCP Audit Liaisen

Ittty Acprediled by the fomaosa vanioe forlzw Entdresyment dndagdipg, s
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