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PREFACE

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) prepared this report pursuant to the Inspector General Act
of 1978, as amended. It is one of a series of audit, reviews, and investigative and special reports
prepared by OIG periodically as part of its oversight responsibility with the respect to the United
States Capitol Police to identify and prevent fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement.

This report is the resuit of an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the office or
function under review. It is based on interviews with employees and officials of relevant
agencies and institutions, direct observation, and a review of applicable documents.

The recommendations therein have been developed on the basis of the best knowledge available
to the OIG, and have been discussed in draft with those responsible for implementation. It is my
hope that these recommendations will result in more effective, efficient, and/or economical
operations.

1 express my appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report.

Carl W. Hoecker
Inspector General



TABLE OF CONTENTS

i’age
Abbreviations 4
Executive Summary 5
Background 7
Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 8
Results 9
Inadequate Accounting By Specific Program 10
Noncompliance with Directives 12
Specialty Assignment Pay Program 12
Hazardous Duty Pay 13
Physical Fitness Incentive Program 15
Plainclothes Pay 16
Firearms Proficiency Pay 17
Field Training Officer Pay 17
Amounts Exceeded Annual Pay Limitation 20
Program Management 21
Payment Amounts 23
Payment Cycles 24
Benchmarking with Other Law Enforcement Organizations 24
Schedules
Schedule 1 — Schedule of Questioned Costs 27
Schedule 2 - Schedule of Funds Put to Better Use 28
Schedule 3 — Matrix of Multiple Payments 2
Appendices
Appendix A - Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay Programs 30
h 31
Appendix C - Department Comments 33

3

Review of Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay Programs 01G-2008-06 July 2008



Abbreviations

Budget Object Class BOC
Containment and Emergency Response Team CERT
Dignitary Protection Division DPD
Field Training Officer FTO
Firearms Proficiency Pay FPP
Fiscal Year FY
Hazardous Devices Section HDS
National Finance Center NFC
Office of ﬂuman Resources OFM
Office of Inspector General OIG
Physical Fitness Incentive Program | FIT »
Training Seﬁiccs Bureau TSB
Upited States Capitol Police USCP or Department
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Executive Summary

The United States Capitol Police (USCP or Department) spending for specialty
assignment pay grew rapidly from FY 2005 to 2007, increasing from $456,444 to
$765,000, a growth rate of over 66 percent. Thus, at the request of the Chief of Police,
the Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducted a review of USCP specialty assignment
and proficiency pay programs. Qur objectives were to determine (1) if USCP complied
with applicable directives related to the personnel compensation programs such as
eligibility requirements, (2) the efficiency and effectiveness of the current payment cycles
for the various programs, and (3) the criteria or benchmarks used for determining
payment amounts. Qur scope included the Specialty Assignment Pay Program,
Hazardous Duty Pay, Physical Fitness Incentive Program, Plainclothes Pay, Firearms
Proficiency Pay, and Field Officer Training Pay during FYs 2005 through 2007.

OIG found that the Department did not have an adequate and official accounting of each
spcc:lalt) assignment and proficiency pay program. Neither the National Finance Center
(NFC)' nor the Department’s accounting system capture costs for each specialty pay
programs by a specific budget object class (BOC). Basically, the Department relied upon
cuff records to track the costs of these programs.

The Department also did not always comply with its specialty assignment and proficiency
pay program directives, which resulted in questioned costs and/or funds put to better use
totaling $506,239. For example,

¢  Ourtest of 81 employees receiving specialty assignment pay during FYs 2005, 2006, and
2007, showed that the Department paid 27 ineligible employees, which resuited in
$90,000 in questioned costs. Specifically, 5 of these 27 employees did not complete the
required 12 continuous months and the remaining 22 employecs exceeded the 45-day
absence limit. In addition, we classified an additional $12,000 as unsupported because

the superisor id not approve four [ (o

e Qurtest of 46 employees receiving hazardous duty pay during FYs 2005, 2006, and
2007, showed the Department paid ineligible eraployees, which resulted in $41,779 in
questioned costs. Seventy-two percent, or 33 of 46, tested did not comply with time and
division and/or eligibility requirernents. Additionally, our analysis of all FY's 2003, 2006,
and 2007, payments showed that the Department could have avoided about $260,000 had
the Department not paid sworn employees for both specialty assignment and hazardous
duty pay for the same qualifying criteria.

¢ Our analysis of all physical fitness proficiency pay (FIT) payments for FYs 2005, 2006,
and 2007, showed that the Department inappropriately paid $31,750 to ineligible
employees, who were members of specialty assignment areas such as Containment and

! The United States Department of Agricultare (USDA), National Finance Center is the payroll service
provider for the Department.
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Emergency Responsc Team (CERT), Hazardous Devices Section (HD8), Dignitary
Protection Division (DPD) and, thus, ineligible to receive FIT pay since they were
already receiving specialty assignment pay, which identified fitness as a criteria for such

pay.

e  Our test of 87 payments for FYs 2005, 2006, 2007, showed the Department paid
ineligible employees for plainclothes pay. As a result, we questioned costs totaling
$35,460. Of that amount $16,860 was unallowable because the division did not qualify
for plainclothes pay, and/or the employee did not perform the duties of that position for
more than 50 percent of the previous 6-month period for pay purposes, and/or duplicate
payments. The remaining $18,600 was classified as unsupported because Form
was missing.

»  Our analysis of all Firearms Proficiency Pay (FPP) payments for FYs 2005, 2006, and
2007, identified employees that received payments in addition to FFP from both
hazardous duty and/or specialty assignment programs. The Department could have
avoided $19,375. These sworn employees were members of specialty assignment areas
such as CERT, HDS, and DPD and already received specialty assignment pay that
identified maintenance of certifications or proficiencies, such as weapons qualifications,
as one of the defining criteria for such pay.

e  Ourtest of 45 Field Training Officer’s (FTO) payments for FYs 2005, 2006, and 2007,
showed underpayments, duplicate payments, and inconsistent forms, training and
compensation periods. Accordingly, we identified four instances when the performance
periods overtapped fiscal years and the Department erroncously paid $2,300 from the
Wrong apptropriation.

Furthermore, we noted five instances of an employee’s total compensation exceeding the
Department’s maximum annual payable rate during calendar year 2005 and 2006.
Amounts that exceeded the pay limitation ranged from about $22 to $4,840.

Additionally, the Department did not have an efficient and effective process for
determining, eligible positions, payment amounts, and/or payment cycles for specialty
assignment and proficiency pay programs. USCP also did not benchmark with other
police forces when implementing its additional compensation programs. In fact, we
found that other executive branch and regional police forces did not pay specialty
assignment or proficiency pay. Moreover, the Department had not linked the specialty
assignment pay program objectives and measures to attract and retain qualified persommel.
As a result, the Department did not know if these programs added any value or were
effective in achieving its intended purpose of recruitment or retention.

Thus, OIG is recommending that the Department consider whether all the specialty
assignment and proficiency pay programs are necded and, if so, develop and implement a
sound, effective method of accounting for each program, enhance oversight and internal
controls to ensure compliance with established regulations, and link the programs 1o
recruitment and retention. In addition, the Department should take actions to collect
questioned costs from ineligible employees.
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We conducted an exit conference with Department officials on May 9, 2008. Their
commenis are incorporated in the body of the report as applicable and attached in its
entirety in Appendix C.

Background

2 USC 19317 states the Chief of the Capitol Police may establish and determine from,
time to time, positions in salary classes of employees of the Capitol Police to be
designated as employees with specialty assignments or proficiencies. In 2004, the
Department implemented Specialty Assignment Pay. The pay flexibility permitted the
USCP to establish and determine positions that may be designated as specialty
assignments or require proficiencies (based on experience, education, training, or other
appropriate factors) that are requu'ed to carry of the dunes of the position — and provide
additional gross compensation in the amount of $3,000° in a lump sum payment, based on
specific requirements. Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay Programs, amounts
and frequency of payments, and applicable authority and guidance as of QOctober 1, 2007,
is shown in Appendix A. According to officials, the Department has paid hazardous
duty and plainclothes pay since 1997. USCP Administrative Directives,

cancelled General Order

, issued August 11, 1997,

According to USCP Administrative Directivj |
w7l

The Certifying Official is responsible for ensuring and documenting that all
required criteria have been met for employees eligible to receive specialty

assignment pay.

The Office of Human Resources (OHR) is to review all relevant documentation to
ensure compliance with the requirements of the program.

Bureau Commanders are responsible for establishing and conducting regular
program reviews of job competencies, certifications, and performance objectives
for purpose of monitoring and validating program requirements for employees in
specialty assignment positions.

In determining whether or not a position is considered a specialty assignment, six
criteria are applied: Specialized Training, Maintenance of Certifications or
Proficiencies, Supervisory Controls, Specialized Physical Fitness, Risk to

2Pub L. 108.7, February 20, 2003.
% As of October 2007.
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Mission, and Risk to Self. To be considered a specialty assignment, a minimum
of three of the six criteria must be met.

Administrative Directive

document and certify that employees ha
compensation for the specialty assignment or proficiency as shown in A

states Form
ve mei all required criteria to receive additional

Autharized officials are required to complete and sobmit Form
and timely payment to the employee.

The objectives of our review were to determine (1) if USCP complied

is used to

ppendix B.

to ensure proper

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

directives related to the personnel compensation programs such as eligibility

requirements, (2) the efficiency and effectiveness of the current payment
and (3) the criteria or benchmarks used for determining payment
Physical Fimess

various programs,

amounts, Our scope included the Specialty Assignment Program,

Incentive Program, Hazardous Duty Pay, Field Officer Training Pay, Firearms

Proficiency Pay, and Plainclothes Pay during FY's 20035 through 2007.

with applicable

cycles for the

To accomplish our review objectives, OIG engaged contract auditors to conduct agreed-
and proficiency pay programs. In addition, OIG

upon procedures related to the specialty
staff conducted analytical procedures; review
applicable Federal laws and Department directives;
supporting docum
officials. Further, OlG met with the Government

ed USCP operational and program data and

written polices and procedures; and

rimes related to their on-going payroll and additional compensation work.

entation related to the program. OIG also interviewed Department
Accountability Office (GAQ) several

For each of the FY's (2005, 2006, 2007), we selected a sample proportionate to each FY
and each Division and reviewed documentation to support program eligibility as

specified for each of the six pay programs. Table 2 shows the universe and number of

items tested by specific program. When we noted an exception such as payments from

multiple programs using the same qualifying criteria, we conducted a 100 percent
analysis of all FYs 2005, 2006, and 2007 transactions.

Table 1 — Number Tested by Program for F¥s 2005, 2006, and 2007

Test Specialty Hazardous | Physical Firearms i Field Officer |
Atrributes Assignment Duty Fitness Plainclothes Proficiency | Training
Universe 594 279 165 721 1,283 183
Number
tested 81 46 36 87 45 82

Source: OIG generated from FYs 2003, 2006, and 2007 specialty assignment and proficiency programs.,

We reviewed several criteria for eligibility, including proper submission of Form B
[l proper processing of the form, and compliance with USCP directive requirements
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such as eligible position and time worked in that position, among others. We also
compared the Department’s time and attendance system and NFC data.
We prepared a matrix of deficiencies using applicable criteria USCP Administrative
Directives

Draft

Operational Directive
I = Pub. L. 108-7; and GAO's, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal
Government.

To determine benchmarking, we discussed the process with Department officials,
reviewed executive branch and other regional police officers websites for starting salaries
and specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs. We also reviewed other regional
law enforcement data (Public Safety Forum as of October 2007) provided by OHR.

We conducted fieldwork in Washington, D.C. from February 3, 2008 through May 2,
2008. We conducted our review in accordance with attestation standards established by
the American lustitute of Certified Public Accountants and Government Auditing
Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States except for independent
referencing®,

On May 9, 2008, we conducted an exit conference with the Chief and Department
officials and provided & draft report for comment. Department comments are
incorporated in this report as applicable and attached in its entirety in Appendix C.

Results

OIG found inadequate accounting of specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs,
noncompliance with applicable USCP Directives and the annual pay limitation resulting
in questioned costs and/or funds put to better use totaling $506,239. In addition, the
Departrent did not have any specific criteria or benchmarks for determining, cligible
positions, payment amounts, and/or payment cycles for specialty assignment and
proficiency pay programs. Furthermore, the Department had not linked the specialty
assignment pay program objectives and measures fo attract and retain qualified personnel,
As a result, the Department did not know if its program was effective or achieving its
mntended purpose of recruitment or retention.

* GAS B.45 states one technique to help ensure that an andit report meets reporting standards is to use a
quality control process such as referencing. Referencing is a process in which an experienced auditor who
is independent of the audit verifies that statements of facts, figures, and dates are correctly reported, and
that the findings are adequately supported by the audit documentation, and that the conclusions and
recommendations flow logicatly from the support. As of May 2008, OIG had only one auditor on staff.
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.Inadequate Accounting by Specific Program

The Department did have an adequate and official accounting of each specialty
assignment and proficiency pay program. Specialty assignment and proficiency pay
programs are a component of salaries and benefits and not specifically aflocated by
program. Neither NFC nor the Department’s aceounting system capture specialty pay
programs by a specific BOC. Thus, the Department could not provide a comparison of
budgeted and/or expended amounts by each specialty pay program by fiscal year.
Currently, the Department combines 4 of the 6 programs (Specialty Assignment, Physical
Fitness Incentive Program, Firearms Proficiency, and Field Officer Training Pay) into
the same BOC, 1198°.  The other two programs hazardous duty and plainclothes are
captured under BOC 1187 and 1210, respectively. The prior OHR director explained that
the Department established specific BOCs for these two programs with the NFC prior to
the implementation of its new accounting system, We also found that the
Department did not consistently use BOC 1198. Comparing OHR cuff records with NFC
and [ records. we also found that OHR erroneously used BOC 1152°.

Additionally, OHR's operating plans do not present a breakout of proposed expenditures
for the specialty pay and proficiency assignment programs in any manner that would
allow meaningful comparison of budgeted and expended amounts. In fact, we
determined that current up-to-date information related to these programs did not exist and
that the Department relied primarily upon cuff records.

A docurent prepared in June 2004, estimated a total of $1,378,447 for all these specialty
assignment and proficiency pay programs. The Department has not updated this
information since 2004. Although the total amount for all specialty assignment and
proficiency pay programs has shown only a 32 percent increase, individual programs
such as physical fimess, ficld officer training, and specialty assigninent have shown large
increases from FY 2005 to FY 2007, as shown in Table 2, In March 2007, the
Department approved four new assignment units (Physical Security Section, Technical
Countermeasures Division, Physical Skills Division, and the Command Center) for
specialty assignment pay with retroactive coverage for FY 2006.

Table 2 — Program Amounis Disbursed by Fiscal Year and Percentage of Increase/Decrease

Program FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 | Increase/Decrease
Physical Finess Incentive Pay 515,500 $26,500 $ 31,500 103%
Field Officer Training Pay 538,425 $50,575 ¥ 71,075 85%
Specialty Assignment Pay $459,444 $546,000 $765,000 61%
Firearms Proficiency Pay £95,750 |  $101,375 $ 94,875 {.9%})
Hazardous Duty Pay $177,191 $180,016 168,100 (5%)
Plainclothes Pay $270.950 $265,260 $ 262.260 (3%)
Total 2%
Source: USCP Accounting Records and/or National Finance Comter. Amoumts and percentages rounded.
S BOC 1 198 — NFC, Limited Payability Credits; USCP, Inventive Pay.
8 BOC 1152 - NFC, Cash and Suggestion Awards; USCP, Performance Bonus.
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Furthermore, we noted that OHR prepared spreadsheets (cuff records) were inaccurate
and OHR did not reconcile these records to the NFC or [} OHR’s tracking and
reconciliation of these records are important because each program does not have a
separate BOCs. According to GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1, Standards for Internal Control in
the Federal Government, transactions should be promptly recorded to maintain their
relevance and value to management in controlling operations and making decisions. This
applies to the entire process or life cycle of a transaction or event from the initiation and
authorization through its final classification in summary records. In addition, control
activities help to ensure that all transactions are completely and accurately recorded.
Many elements of NFC and [JJlf-cquirc manual entry of data, which is subject to
human error. A lack of a reconciliation process between these two systems prevents
consistency in data elements such as assignment coding. GAQ’s Internal Control
Management and Evaluation Tool, Page 5, Section 2 states

...appropriate control activities are employed, such as reconciliations of summary
information to supporting detail and checking the accuracy of summarizations of
operations....

In addition, we noted that OHR did not have written detailed standard operating
procedures for processing and recording specialty assignment and proficiency pay

programs.

A Depariment official stated the NFC system and/or the Department’s accounting system
could be modified to capture the payment data by specific BOC for each program. OHR
explained that it would be expensive to modify these systems.

Conclusions

Specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs are 2 component of salaries and
benefits and not specifically allocated by program. Neither NFC nor the Department’s
accounting systemn capture specialty pay programs by a specific BOC. Additionally,
OHR did not conduct any type of reconciliation of this data. Thus, the Department relied
primarily on OHR cuff records to track such payments. In addition, OHR did not have
written procedures documenting its controls over such payment programs.

Recommendation 1: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
develop and implement a sound, effective method of accounting for each
specialty assignment and proficiency pay program in the National Finance
Center and the i accounting systems. During the interim, the
Office of Human Resources should establish written procedures for
processing and reconciling its cuff records with actual disbursements,
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Noncompliance with Directives and Annual Compensation Limitation

The Department did not always comply with its specialty assignment and proficiency pay
program directives. As a result, OIG questioned costs of $227,020 as unauthorized or
unsupported because of a lack of or inadequate documentation as shown in Schedule 1.
The Department also could have avoided unnecessary costs of about $279,000 as shown
in Schedule 2. In addition, we noted five instances totaling about $13,306 when an
employee’s total compensation exceeded the Department’s annual salary limitation.

Specialty Assignment Pay Program

According to Administrative Directive _ the
Department pays compensation in the amount of $3,000 to employees who were assigned
or detailed to a position traditionally considered a specialty assignment in the Department
for at least 12 months of full-duty, and who received at least an effective and competent
performance rating.

Our test of 81 employees receiving specialty assignment pay during FYs 2005, 2006, and
2007, showed that the Department paid 27 ineligible employees, which resulted in
$90,000 in questioned costs. For example, 5 of these 27 employees did not complete the
required 12 continuous months and the remaining 22 employees exceeded the 45-day
absence limit. USCP Administrative Directive [ states

...an employee is only eligible to receive Specialty Assignment Pay if he/she has been
assigned to an eligible specialty assignment position for a minitum of 12 continuous
months in the same specialty assignment. ...

...Employees who are unable to perform the requisite specialty assignment duties for
more than 45 calendar days due to such events as non-pay status, extended leave (XA
military duty or medical incapacity), temporary reassignment, restricted duty, or
assignment to the Extended Absence Section are not eligible for Specialty Assignment
Pay for the applicable 12-month period....

We also questioned $12,000 as unsupported because of lack of or inadequate
documentation. We found that assignment date details from [ Sl for 32 employees
did not agree to assignment date details in NFC assignments. In fact, four

forms had certification dates later than the date of receipt by OHR. We further noted that
& member of Training Services Bureau (TSB) completed one employee’s [ N
However, per assignment coding in NFC
and in the employee had never been assigned to TSB nor in 2 position
qualifying for specialty pay. USCP Administrative Directive [ states

..Ensure and document that all required criteria have been met for employees eligible to

receive Specialty Assignment Pay...Centify the eligibility of employees to receive

Specialty Assignment Pay upon completion of 12 months of full-duty assignment to the
12
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position. .. Attach all relevant documentation (the performance appraisal and any
attachments) to the

We further noted that Directive [Jfjhas provisions (most notably the 45-day leave
provision) that can be treated inconsistently based on interpretation because the directive
is silent with regards to how the leave should be calculated. OHR calculates leave taken
for 45 consecutive days (exclude weekends and holidays), which can make an employee
ineligible for specialty assignment pay. The Directive states the type of leaves that that
are counted towards the 45 days include Leave Without Pay (LWOP), extended leave
(such as military duty and medical incapacity), temporary reassignment, and restricted
duty. The OHR Director stated that military duty is no longer counted towards the 45
days. Inother words, if an employes is on military duty for 45 consecutive days, the
employee is still eligible for specialty assignment pay. This change is not reflected in the
current directive.

Additionally, the directive states that in determining whether or not a position is
considered a speciaity assignment, six criteria are applied. To be considered a specialty
assignment, 2 minimum of 3 of 6 criteria must be met. However, we noted that the
Department added a new unit, Communications, to the March 2007 Designation of
Specialty Assignments without assigning any qualifying criteria.

Incorporating the specialty assignment and proficiency pay into the classification of the
position would eliminate the various forms, emors, and arduous cuff records. For
example, the job category *Technician” already exists at the Department. Members of
specialized areas such as CERT or HDS could be given the job category of “Technician”
rather than “Private First Class™ and receive the pay differential, which corresponds to the
job category. Assignment to one of the specialty assignment areas with a unique job
category would eliminate the need to complete eligibility verifications and save on staff
time and costs of completing and processing such payments.

Hazardous Duty Pay

Employees certified as eligible for hazardous duty pay receive $2,000 per annum. For
calculation purposes, the payment period is from October 1 through March 31 and from

April 1 through September 30. According to Administrative Directiv |
_'An employec is only eligible to receive hazardous duty pay if the

employee has been assigned or detailed to an eligible position, and has regularly
performed the duties of that position for more than an aggregate of 50% of the previcus
six-month period for pay purposes.” “Extended Absence Section, etc., are ineligible to
receive Hazardous Duty Pay.” Hazardous Duty Pay is exclusively for employees
assigned to a position in one of the following units:

s Hazardous Devices Section
#» Canine Instructors
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e Containment Emergency Response Team
e Hazardous Material Response Team
o Tactical Flight Officer

Our test of 46 employees receiving hazardous duty pay during FYs 2005, 2006, and
2007, showed the Department paid ineligible employees, which resulted in $41,779 in
questioned costs. Seventy-two percent or 33 of 46 tested did not comply with time and
division and/or eligibility requirements. For example, the Department paid

» 13 employees that were not in a division/section that qualified for hazardous duty pay.
Three of the 13 employees not holding eligible positions were still receiving hazardous
duty pay as of pay period 3 ~2008.

« 5employees had not been in the eligible position for more than ar aggregate of 50
percent of the previous 6-month period. In 4 of these 5 instances, the employees took
lcave for more than 60 days during the period tested.

o 17 instances in which the [JJJJij form for individuals who became ineligible for
hazardous duty pay was missing (2 of the same employees lacked the initial form). Nine
of these 17 employees continued to receive pay following the date they became
ineligible.

According to the OHR Director, the Department has taken into account the hazardous
duty and/or physical hardship in the classification of the above positions. Thus, these
employees are already compensated for such risk. Furthermore, the Department paid
sworn employees for both hazardous duty and specialty assignment payments using the
same qualifying criteria. For example, Administrative Directive

states additional compensation pay to sworn or civilian employees in an
assignment that requircs exposure to unusual hazards and/or physical conditions in the
performance of their official duties.

Administrative Directive for sworn

employees at the rank of Sergeant/Special Technician and below, states

“In determining whether or not a position is considered a specialty assignment, six
criteria are applied: Specialized Training, Maintenance of Certifications or Proficiencies,
Supervisory Controls, Specialized Physical Fitness, Risk to Mission, and Risk to

Self. . Risk to Self — It is used to rate a position that exceeds normal everyday physical
risks or the exercise of normal safety precautions, ie., a position that regularly and
routinely exposes the employee to hazardous (or potentially hazardous) materials,
situations that require adherence to special safety requirements ot where special
precautions must be observed, and the regular use of specialized protective clothing or

g:ar ”

Both directives are silent as to whether a sworn employee can be paid for both hazardous
duty and specialty assignment for the same qualifying criteria. Our analysis of all
hazardous duty and specialty assignment payments for FYs 2005 through 2007 showed
sworn employees received both hazardous duty and specialty assignment payments as
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shown in Schedule 3. OIG concluded that the Department could have avoided
unnecessary costs of about $260,000.

Physical Fitness Incentive Program
USCP Administrative Dircctive]jjjjjjitates

...Employees who occupy positions that, due to the nature of the duties and
responsibilities of the position, already require physical fitness at or above a score of 80%
are excluded from receiving Physical Fitness Proficiency Pay.... (Emphasis Added)

...Physical Fitness Proficiency Pay is disbursed on an annual basis beginning each fiscal
year....

Our test of 36 employees receiving physical fitness proficiency pay (FIT) during FY's
2005 through 2007, showed that the Department inappropriately paid FIT to all 36
employees, which resulted in overpayments of $17,000. All 36 employees were
members of specialty assignment areas such as CERT, HDS, DPD and, thus, ineligible to
receive FIT pay since they were already receiving specialty assignment pay that
identified fitness as one of the qualifying criteria for such pay. In addition, the
Department paid one employee a duplicate payment during the same fiscal year. The FIT
directive describes FIT as an annual payment. This resulted in an additional overpayment
of $500.

Our analysis of all FIT payments for FYs 2005, 2006, and 2007, identified additional
questioned costs of $14,250 resulting in total questioned costs of $31,750 because
employees received payments in addition to FIT from both hazardous duty and/or
specialty assignment programs as shown in Schedule 3.

USCP Administrative Directive - also states

...If employees score at or above 80%, [TSB must] complete and cetify Form [l
and submit it to the Office of Human Resources {OHR) within five business days of

qualification.... :
OHR must “log receipt of Form " and “process the payment in the pay period
following the one in which the was received.”

However, we found that

 TSB submitted 18 [Jl] 2n average of 74 days later than the period established by
the directive. For example, an employee was evaluated on October 25, 2006, but TSB
did not certify the until September 24, 2007,

» OHR did not date stamp six when received.
OHR did not have a n file for one employee.

¢ OHR did not make three payments within the prescribed timeframes.
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o Two il ere received December 2005, but not processed untif October
2006.
o One -vas received April 2006 but not processed until October 2006.
» Six payments did not appear on the 1198 BOC report.

Plainclothes Pay

According to USCP Directive || N JIEEEE corwpensation is paid to sworn
personnel who are assigned to a unit that requires the wearing of plainclothes in the

performance of their official duties. An employee is eligible to receive payment if the
employee has been assigned or detailed to an eligible position, and has regularly
performed the duties of that position for more than an aggregate of 50 percent of the
previous six-month period for pay purposes. Employees certified as eligible for
plainclothes pay receive $1,200 per annum. This amount is equally divided into two
payments and is payable on a semi-annual basis ($600 per payment).

Our test of 87 payments showed the Department paid ineligible employees for
plainclothes pay. As a result, we questioned costs totaling $35,460. Of that amount
$16,860 was unallowable because of either erroneous or duplicate payments, or the
division did not qualify for plainclothes pay, and/or the employee did not perform the
duties of that position for more than 50 percent of the previous 6-month period for pay

urposes. The remaining $18,600 was classified as unsupported because of missing-
i forms or records. For example,

e 27 payments did not meet eligibility requirements because the division/section (for
example, Homeland Security/Command Center, Assistant Chief, and Emergency
Management Division) was not listed as an organizational element entitled to
plainclothes pay.

o 4 cases in which the time of performance could not be verified because of the
inconsistency of available records.

e 43 payments had missing [JJJJJ forms. In most of these cases, certifying officials
were sending only lists to OHR, instead of individual [l 2s required.

In an analytical procedure of all 354 employees for FY's 2005 through 2007, we
identified nine improper or duplicate payments. In five of these cases, OHR had taken
action and recovered the money. However, in the other four cases, OHR had not yet
initiated collection procedures,

Furthermore, there were 42 unexplainable transactions related to 21 employees. In
each case there was a minus $60 and a plus $60. The minus $60 transaction was related
to budget fiscal year 2008 and plus $60 was related to budget fiscal year 2007. OHR
did not provide an explanation of the nature of the transaction. Our further review
showed that the Department erroneously paid afl or a portion of these plainclothes
transactions from the wrong fiscal year appropriation.
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Firearms Proficiency Pay

According to USCP Operational Draft Directive
e QEET " e . 1§ compensation paid to swom
2&\‘ ' personnel who achieve a certain level of

: proficiency with their personally issued
(non-specialty) service weapon in
comjunction with the regular qualification
cycle established by TSB, Fircarms Training
Section. Employees who score in the
following ranges are eligible to receive a
maximum of $500 per fiscal year, payable in
two payments (April and October).

»  Sharpshooter Score (270-284): $125.00

« Expert Score (285+): $250.00

We tested 45 FPP payments for FY's 2005, 2006, and 2007 (15 from each FY) reviewing
documentation to support the accuracy of payments. Additionally, we compared OHR
documentation to TSB data for consistency. We found that 53 percent or 24 of 45

[l forms did not have dates of the evaluation. In fact, one employee certified his own
form. When TSB data was compared against the OHR list of recipients, 14 names were
listed under the wrong classification (expert rather than sharpshooter). We also noted 17
names were on the OHR list but not on the TSB list. Further, 24 names were on the TSB
list but not on the OHR Iist. None of these exceptions resulted in any over or under

payments.

However, our analysis of all FPP payments for FY's 2005 through 2007, identified
employees that received payments in addition to FPP from both hazardous duty and/or
specialty assignment programs. These sworn employees were members of specialty
assignment arcas such as CERT, HDS, DPD and were already receiving specialty
assignment pay that identified maintenance of certifications or proficiencies such as
weapons qualifications as one of the qualifying criteria for such pay. Thus, the
Departinent could have avoided $19,373 in urmecessary costs,

Field Training Officer Pay

According to the draft directive, Field Training Officers (FTOs) are responsible for
providing on-the-job training to new recruits directly upon graduation from the Basic
Training Academy. FTOs are eligible to receive $25.00 per day per recruit, payable in 2
payments (April and October). According to the Draft Directive, both the Field
Training Supervisor and Field Training Coordinator are responsible for reviewing the
forms submitted for payment by FT'Os for accuracy and eligibility prior to
forwarding the forms to OHR. Of 82 [} submitted for FTO payment, OIG found

* | duplicate payment, which resulied in questioned cost of $425.
17
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» 5 instances in which the Department incorrecily calculated the payment resulting in a
total underpayment of $300.

e 15 FTOs were responsible for more than 2 irainees per day. While the current directive is
silent with respect to this atrribute, the draft policy states that “every effort should be
made to assign only one trainec per FTO...."

& 16 instances where the performance periods of the training were not consistent with the
compensation periods indicated in the draft Directive (October 1- March 31 and April | -
September 30). In 4 of these 16 instances the performance periods overlapped fiscal

years and the Department erroneously paid $2,300 from the wrong fiscal year
appropriation as shown in Table 3.

Table 3 — Amounts Erroneously Paid Due to Performance Period in Two Fiscal Years

Portion that should
have been paid from
Performance Payment prior year
Sample # Amount Period Period appropriation

04/08/05 -

49 $ 2,100 | 03/10/06 PP07 ~ 2006 3750
03/31/05 -

53 $1,975 | 04/06/06 PP0O8 ~ 2006 $1,325
09727105 -

64 $625 | 11/04/05 PP12 — 2006 $100
09/26/05 -

69 $575 | 11/04/05 PP07 - 2006 $125

Total 85,275 £2.300

Source: OIG generated from USCP accounting records and Natioral Finance Center datz.
Many of these exceptions occurred because employees did not submit ina
timely manner. The Department also did not consistently use the
For example, not all forms have Field Training Supervisor and/or
Field Training Coordinator’s approvals. There were two versions of [l forox a
revised form (version September 2006) was on the USCP intracet. However, a prior
version, which does not have a line for approval, continues to be submitted. In fact, there
was one instance where the certification report was handwritten on a piece of plain paper
with no signature. Additionally, as of May 2008, the FTO Directive was still in draft and
the requirement of using the correct form had not been fully enforced.

Conclusions

The Department did not always comply with its directives and inappropriately paid
ineligible employees and could have avoided unnecessary costs resulting in $506,239 of
questioned costs and/or funds put to better use.

These noncompliance issues occurred because (1) unlike the physical fitness directive,
other directives were silent as to whether the Department could pay swom employees for
hazardous duty, firearms, and specialty assignment pay using one or more of the same
qualifying criteria for such payments; (2) Directive [l was subject to varying
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interpretations when employees who are wnable to perform the requisite specialty
assignment duties for more than 45 calendar days due to such events as non-pay status,
extended leave, iemporary reassignment, or restricted duty are not eligible for specialty
assignment pay for the applicable 12-month period; and (3) the i form was not
always timely, accurate, complete, or certified, thus resulting in some payments from the
Wrong appropriation.

Incorporating specialty assignment pay into the base pay for sworn officers would
eradicate OHR’s labor-intensive effort (arduous cuff records) and, thereby eliminate
erroncous payments. Thus, OIG is making the following recommendations.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
take action(s) to collect questioned costs totaling $196,420 and provide
supporting documentation for $30,600.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
consider whether all the specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs
are needed and, if so, determine the most efficient and effective method of
implementation and allocate the necessary resources to effectively
administrate the program(s).

Recommendation 4: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police, in
the interim, clarify
regarding
a. Exclusion(s) or payment(s) from multiple programs when using the
same defining criteria such physical fitness, firearms proficiency, risk
to self, and maintenance of certification or proficiencies, thereby
avoiding costs of $279,219 and putting funds to better use.
b. the aggregate of 50 percent of the previous six-month period for pay
purposes for hazardous duty and plainclothes.
¢. the 45-calendar day requirement for specialty assignment pay.

Recommendation 5: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
finalize its draft firearms and field officer training directives and enforce the
consistent use of a standard [l Form.

Recommendation 6: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
strengthen tracking and reconciliation procedures to ensure employees do
not improperly receive payments within the same fiscal year or when
ineligible for such pay.

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
immediately determine the availability of funds from prier years and correct
any payment(s) made from the wrong appropriation.
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Amounts Exceeded Annual Pay Limitation

Pub. L. 108-7 states in addition to the regularly scheduled rate of basic pay, each
employee holding a position designated under this section shall receive an amount
determined by the Chief, except that

...such amount may not be paid in a calendar year to the extent that, when added to the
total basic pay paid or payable to such employee for service performed in the year, such
amount would cause the total to exceed the annua!l rate of basic pay payable for level IT of
the Executive Schedule, as of the end such year....

The pay rates for the Executive Schedule, Level I, for FY 2005, 2006, and 2007, was
$162,100, $165,200, and $172,200, respectively. To determine if any employee
receiving additional compensation for specialty assignments and proficiencies exceeded
these caps, we analyzed the USCP Pay Cap Reports for FYs 2005, 2006, and 2007, the
applicable controls, and compared at risk employees to leave and eamings reports
obtained from NFC. We noted eight instances when an employee was going to exceed
the annual pay limitation and the Department deferred payment for specialty assignment
and proficiencies until the next calendar year. However, Pub. L. 108-7 is silent with
regards to compensation deferral.

Although the Department is not subject to executive branch guidance, the Office of
Personnel Management (OPM) states that when an agency authorizes a discretionary
payment for an employee, the agency must defer any portion of the payment that, when
added to the employee's estimated aggregate compensation, would cause it to exceed the
applicable aggregate limitation. An agency must pay the amounts that were deferred
because they were in excess of the applicable aggregate limitation as a Jump-sum
payment at the beginning of the following calendar year.

Nevertheless, we noted five instances of an employee’s total compensation exceeding the
USCP annual aggregate compensation limitation, which is set in the annual pay schedule
approved by the Department’s oversight committees, as shown in Table 4. Amounts that
exceeded the pay cap ranged from $22 to $4,840. This pay limitation is applied on an
annual basis (2 U.S.C sect. 1932; USCP Pay Regulations, sect. d.)

Table 4 - Employee Compensation Exceeding Salary Cap during FYs 2005 and 2006

Aggregate Leave & Cap

Employee cY Cap Earnings Exceeded Status Burean
1 2005 $156,848 $156,870 $22 | Sworn-exempt PSB
2 2005 $156,848 $160,705 $3,857 | Non-exempt PSB
3 2005 $156,848 $161,688 $4,840 Non-exempt P5B

4 2005 $156,848 $160,563 $3,715 | Non-exempt PSB

5 | 2006 $159,828 $160,700 $872 | Non-exempt PSB
TOTAL $13,306
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Source; CY aggregate salary cap and employee leave end eamings statement. Amounts ronnded.
Conclusions

Pub. L. 108-7 and USCP’s annual payable rates conflict. For 2005, the pay rate for
Executive Schedule, Level IT was $162,100, while the Department’s maximum annual
payable rate was $156,848 a difference of $5,252. Pub. L. 108-7 was silent with regards
to compensation deferrals to the next fiscal year when an employee was going to exceed
the USCP annual salary limitation. During 2005 and 2006, the Department paid amounts
in excess of USCP's maximum annual payable rate.

Recommendation 8: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
take action(s) to clarify its Maximum Annual Payable Rate in light of Public
Law 108-7. In addition, we recommend that the Chief of Police request the
Office of the General Counsel provide a legal opinion regarding: (1)

USCP authority to defer payments to the next calendar year when an
employee may exceed the annual salary limitation; and, (2) appropriate
options for collecting amounts from employees who received amounis in
excess of the annual salary limitation.

Program Management

Pub. L. 108-7 states the Chief may establish and determine, from time to time, positions
in salary classes of employee of the Capitol Police to be designated as employees with
specialty assignment or proficiencies, based on the experience, education, training, or
other appropriate factors required to carry out the duties of such employees. USCP
Administrative Dircctive [ R s - i< coal of
the USCP is to attract and retain a highly skilled, trained, and diverse sworn workforce.

However, OIG found that the Department did not have any specific criteria or
benchmarks for determining eligible positions, payment amounts, and/or payment cycles
for specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs. Furthermore, the Departmen:
bad not linked the specialty assignment pay program objectives and measurss to
recruitment and retention. As a result, the Department did riot know if its program was
effective or achieving its intended purpose.

The Department has paid hazardous duty pay differential and clothing allowance for
members required to wear civilian attire since 1997. As of October 2007, the following
specialty assignment and proficiencies programs provide additional compensation to
employees.

. directive was effective November 1, 2003, Prior to 2003,
USCP General Order was applicable to hazardous duty allowance. The
program was designed exclusively for civilian and swom employees assigned to:

21

Review of Specialty Assignment and Proficlency Pay Programs OIG-2008-06 Julr 2008



Hazardous Devices Section (HDS), K-9 Instructors, Containment Emergency Response
Team (CERT), Hazardous Materials Response Team (HMRT), and Tactical Flight
Officer. There was no evidence of how these five units were determined as eligible cther
than the policy statement that USCP provides additional compensation to employees
whose assigned duties require exposure to hazards and or physical conditions that
regularly exceed those typically associated with other assignments in the Depanment.

irective was effective November 1, 2003. Prior to 2003, USCP
eneral Orde as applicable to clothing allowance. The program was
designed to offset the cost clothing and its maintenance to $womn employees whose duties
require the wearing of plainclothes. The directive states that the Chief has sole discretion
to update the units eligible. There was no evidence provided to determine how the initial
list of organizations was selected.

o  The [ irctive became effective on February 19,
2004. The program is eligible to all sworn and civitian USCP employees. Currently, the
Department does not have any physical fitness standards and sworn employees are not
required to qualify annually. The Capitol Police Board action items dated November 30,
2007, listed physical fitness for USCP officers that incorporates criteria from the Library
of Congress program,

o The [ ircctive becanic effective November 18, 2005.
The program is for sworn employees at the rank of Sergeant/Special Technician and
below.

o The [ circctive provided is still in draft and does not have an
effective date. This program is available to all USCP sworn employees. (Emphasis
Added)

o The [ dicctive provided is still in draft and dees
not have an effective date. FTOs must meet the criteria established by the Training
Services Bureau. Additionally, any bureau can determine their need for a Field Training
program and upon approving authority from the Training Bureau any bureau can create
FTOs. (Emphasis Added)

OIG was unable to determine what process the Department used for identifying cligible
positions for the specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs. OHR officials
explained that upon the passage of Pub. L.108-7 in 2003, the then Chief, Assistant Chief
and the sworn Bureau commanders planned the direction of the specialty pay programs.
The law enables the Chief to establish and determine the positions designated as specialty
assignments. The legislation does not specify how the Chief will determine the
assignments. We found no supporting documentation to demonstrate how the
Department interpseted the law in developing the policies adopted in the then Deputy
Chief’s memorandum dated Ociober 20, 2003, which identified positions eligible for

specialty pay.
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However the memo did state that, “Based on the computation of the draft

Directive recently conducied by the Operational Services Bureau, the following Specialty
Pay recommendations are made.” Evidence to document the process used by USCP was
in the form of the “FY 2006 Review of Proposed Specialty Pay Assignments for 2006".
The document describes that a panel of six USCP Bureau Commanders/Office Directors
recommended or declined a specialty pay proposal submitted by the requesting bureau.

OIG found that the proposals were merely justifications for specialty pay prepared by a
requesting bureau, which identified criteria from the directive and discussed how a
specific criterion applied. This process relied on the judgment and experience of the
Commanders and Directors approving the proposals and the integrity of the Bureau
preparing the proposal. We found no other evidence to support the information in the
proposals provided.

As part of the development of the Department’s directive, a work group of Bureau
Commanders, chaired by OHR, identified criteria against which positions throughout the
entire Department were assessed. The workgroup reviewed the results of the criteria,
made adjustments to assumptions and criteria; and agree 1¢ the number of criteria that
must be met to qualify for designation of "specialty assignment.” The outcome of these
discussions resulted in the development of the Administrative Directive [JJij. which
clearly indicates the approved Designated Specialty Assignments by major organizational
unit and identifies the qualifying criteria for each.

Payment Amounts

OHR was unaware of any criteria used by previous officials in determining the payment
amounts for each specialty assignment and proficiency pay program. The prior OHR
dircctor provided copies of emails and memos sent to USCP officials that indicate that
there was a decision making process in place when the amounts were decided; however,
these memos were incomplete and there was no analytical study or survey conducted to
determine that the amounts would be the most effective in meeting USCP objectives. In
fact, one official stated the amounts were determined by the availability of funds. The
amounts of payment and intended benefit of each pay programs are shown in Table 5.

Table 5 - Specially and Proficiency Pay Programs Payment Amount and Benefit

Specialiy Assignment

and Proficiency Pay Pavment Amount Iniended Benefit

Specialty Assignment $3.000 | Increased compensation for special skills

Hazardous Duty $2,000 | Compensation for bazardous exposure

Plainclothes $1,200 | Reimbursement of expenses

Firearms Proficiency Up to $500 | Award for achievemeni of proficiency

Physical Fitness Up to $500 | Award for Fitness Incentive Test (80% or better)
$25 per | Pair op certified training officer with newly

Field Officer Training Trainee/day | sworn

Source: USCP Directives snd Draft Directives as of Aprit 2008,
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As stated previously in the report, some of the specialty assignment and proficiency
programs intended benefit duplicated the criteria for another program such as firearms
proficiency is & criteria for some units receiving specialty assignment and hazardous duty
pay. ;

Payment Cycles

OIG found no criteria for the current established payment cycles for these programs.
Most of the Department’s cutrent payment cycles for specialty assignment and
proficiencies pay programs are inefficient and ineffective and contributed to an arduous
accounting process. As shown in Table 6, an employee must wait 6-months before the
Department pays the individual for hazardous duty and plainclothes. If this payment is
needed to purchase civilian attire, the employee should be paid when first assigned to the
eligible unit.

Table 6 - Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay Program Payment Cycles

Program Pay Cycle Conditions

Specialty Assignment Annual Must complete 12 months of service prior to pay
Physical Fitness Incentive Results are submitted to OHR for immediate
Pay Annnal payment

Forms are submitted throughout the year and
FTO Pay Semi-annual | OHR tallies the resulis

Results are submiited to OHR for immediate
Firearms Pay Semi-annual payment
Plainclothes Pay Semi-annoal Must complete 5-months of service prior to pay

Every two

Huazardous Duty Pay weeks Must complete 6 months of sexvice prior to pay

Source: USCP Ditcctives and Draft Directives as of April 2008.

Benchmarking with Other Law Enforcement Organizations

The Department did not benchmark against other law enforcement organizations when
establishing its specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs. OIG found that none
of the executive branch police forces had authority for specialty pay programs. However,
OPM (5 U.S.C. 5545 (d) has establithed a schedule of pay differentials for such
specialties as hazardous duty. 5 CFR 550.904 allows an agency to approve payment of
hazardous duty pay when the hazardous duty or physical hardship has not been taken into
account in the classification of the position. An employee may receive no more than 25
percent of his or her rate of basic pay and hazardous duty pay is paid only for the houss in
which the employee is in a pay status on the day on which the hazardous duty is
performed.

Our review of respective executive branch police force websites showed that USCP
starting salary exceeded all executive branch agencies as shown in Table 7. Also, as
shown in Table 8, the Department’s starting salary for a police officer also exceeded all
regional police forces’ starting salaries.
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Table 7 ~-USCF/Executive Branch Starting Salaries

Police Foree Starting Salary
Secret Service Uniform Division $48,470
Park Police - $48,470
Pentagon Police $51,388
USCP $51,859
Source: Respective executive branch police force websites as of April 2008.

USCP website as of July 2008. Upon successful completion of training,
USCP's salary for a police officer facreases to $53.677.

Table 8 - Starting Salaries for Police Officer

Regional Police Forces | Starting Salary

Alexandria $43,600
Arlington $45,300
Fairfax County $45,700
Loudoun $41,300
MPD DC $48,715
Montgomery $45,200
Prince Georges _ $44,100
Prince William $44.100
USCP $51,859

Source: OHR. provided (Public Safety Forum Data) as of October 2007.
USCP website as of July 2008,

Furthermore, based on OHR’s research in the federal pay arena, other Federal Law
enforcement agencies did not pay sworn employees specialty assignment or proficiency
pay. OHR explained that Metropolitan Police Department, D.C. (MPD) did not have pay
programs for firearms proficiency, physical fitness incentive, or field officer training as
this is considered duties of a police officer. However, MPD did compensate its officers
for technical skills such as hazardous duty.

Conclusiens

The Department did not have a formal process for determining, eligible positions,
payment amounts, and/or payment cycles for specialty assignment and proficiency pay
programs. In addition, the payment cycles were inefficient and ineffective and, in some
cases, caused OHR to defer and/or obligate funds to an incorrect appropriation. OIG's
benchmarking with executive branch and regional police forces showed that other law
enforcement organizations did not pay officers’ specialty assignment or proficiency pay, -
but included it the position classification with equivalent salary.
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The starting salaries for USCP officers exceeded all but one other police force surveyed.
Furthermore, the Department also had not linked the specialty assignment pay program
objectives and measures to recruitment and retention. As a result, the Department did not
know if these programs added value or were effective in achieving its intended purpose
of recruitment or retention. If these types of additional compensation programs are
needed, the Department must tailor their use of specialty assignment and proficiency pay
programs to meet their specific human capital management goals. Thus, OIG is making
the following recommendation.

Recommendation 9: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
consider whether these specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs
are needed to compete with other police forces and, if so, then the
Department should link its goals and measures of these programs with
retention and recruitment of Department personnel.
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Schedule 1
Pagelof 1

United States Capitol Police
Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay Programs
FYs 2005, 2006, and 2007

Schedule of Questioned Costs’

Questioned Costs

Unallowable/ Unsupported
Unauthorized

Notes

$16,860

$18.600

Division did not qualify and/or
employee did not perform the
duties for more than 50 percent of
the previous 6-months.

Missing [ forms.

$31,750

Criteria

Ineligible employees already
receiving specialty assignment pay
that identified fitness as criteria for
such pay.

$41,779

Time and division eligibility
requirements.
50 percent of the previous 6-month
riod.
missing to cancel
_payments to ineligible employees.

$50,000

$12,000

12 months of service.

45-day absence limit.
Dlisbursement to ineligible
employees who did not meet
annual performance rating criteria,

Incorrect classification of BOC.
not properly approved by
line officials.

|1

$2,725

$2,300 charged to wrong

appropriation,
$425 duplicate payment

Draft Directive

$13,306

Exceeded annual pay limitation.

USCP Annual Compensation
Limitation

Source: OIG generated. Amounts rounded.

Review of Specialty Assignment and Preficicncy Pay Programs
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7 A “questioned cost” denotes thal one or more of the fallowing three situations exist. (1) an alleged violation of a
provisiv eof a law, regulation, contract, grant, cooperative agreemenl, other azgreement, or ducument governing the
expenditure of funds: (2) a finding that. at the time of the audit. such cost is not supported by adequate
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Schedule 2
Pagelof 1

United States Capitol Police

Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay Programs

FYs 2005, 2006, and 2007
Schedule of Funds Put to Better Use

FUNDS PUT TO BETTER USE’

$259,844

Dircctix-cs_banc-m silent about whether a sworn officer sergeant and
below could recewve both hazard duty and specialty assignment pay. During FYs
2005, 2006, and 2007, the Department could have avoided unnecessary payments for
employees who received payments from both programs for the same qualifying
criteria.

$19.375

The draft Operational Directive ||| N i silct cbout
whether a sworn officer could receive hazardous duty, specialty assigament pay, and
firearms pay for the same qualifying criteria. Employees assigned to CERT, HDS,
DPD, and were already receiving specialty assignment pay that identified
maintenance of certification or proficiencies such as weapons qualifications as a
criteria,

$279.219

Source: OIG generated.

Amounts rounded.

& A recommendation it funds be put 1o better use is o revommendation by the OIG thar funds could be
used more effivienly i Depatment masagement wok aetions w0 aplement wod compleie the
recommendations, including: reductions by owfays, deobligation of funds fium mogians o0 operations,
withdrawsl vf interest subsidy costa on foans or loan gearantees, insurancc., or bonds, eosts ot incwrred by
implementing recommended improvements related o the vperations of the Department, s contractor, or o
sruntee, avoidance of unnecessary expendires noted in preaward reviews of contract or gram dgreements;
oF any other savings which are specifically identified.
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Schedule 3
Page 1 of 1

Ukaited Sintox Capiiol Police
Specinity Assignment and Proficiency Pay Pay Programs
005, 2008, AND 2007
Matrix of Wiitiple Payrents
oty Asugnrnent e
Empioyee Fiinass FTO T
1 1,847 8,000 CO 12500 90 971 52
2 & $7.
3 2923, 00 500 1,500.00] $7923M
4 1,500.00 852, 5,000.00 S00. $16,092.64
S 250.00 83284 [ .00 ,000.00 $16,142.84
3 892, Lo 314, B4
11,892.04
3l ﬁ 850 5.000.00 13.832.83
D z.g.g{ 6.615. 00000 318,115
L ,000.00 1
2 ,ﬂ’m‘ 5,882, .00 $15,392 83
ik 1,500, : 3,500, $14,100.
1'; ) 1 1 z
1 S00.00 34,350
7 1,500.00] g £ 58
17 "~ FEER $17,632 64|
£} 1,250.00 3692 132 64]
B =00.00 $13,225.00
20 .
21 16.240.98
22 1,000.00( 513,785
& 1.250 00| 5
24 $6,873.37
25 $12.479.31
26 1,500 00 $4.425 34
27 1,500.00 $7.673.
28 1,500.00 S17,43098
29 $11,12353
30 $00.00 $8.025.00
) 500,00 15,
32 €00 00] $9,525 0D
33 1,000.00 $13.600.00
kL) 14 802 54|
35 12,865.98
35 16,692.84
N S00.00 13.100.00
35 S8 252 21
a3 11,867 75
40 A
a1 $15,000 68
42 1,500.00] 316,757 .84
a3 S00.00 $4.350.00|
A4 <€00.00 $4.,100.00
$17.357.50
a5 510,538 97
a7 1,000 00 $4,600.00
a3 2001 $2.750.00]
50 1,£00.00 $17.017.84
51 $5.923.34
53 $12.352.84)
3 $11.359.665
54 18,512.21
S5 19,3
55 Lz__g.omi $0,132.64
57 £00.00 5 $16, 1
% 13 31164838
; ET!!‘S 34 12535
&0 4,738, 3,000.00 7.738.69
61 5692 84 9,000 00 1% $15017.84
62 55190 9,000.00 125. 1,000 $16.740.90
& —— 3777310000 [ o
| Tota! | | 3783.276.61)
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Appendix A

Page 1 of 1
United States Capitol Police
Specialty Pay and Preficiency Pay Programs
as of October 1, 2007
Program Organizational Elements Amount Frequency of | USCP Directive
Enfitled Payments
Plainclothes | Office of the Chief (IAD) $1.200 Payments [
Pay Protective Services Buredu disbursed on a
Uniformed Services Burean semi-annual Directive cancelled
Operational Service Bureay basis ($600)
Chief of Operations {Special
Eveunts)
Security Services Bureau
Office of Human Resources dated
(Recruiting Division) August 11, 1997
Physical Employees who reach 90% to $500 Annual ﬁ
Fitness 100% on the current FLETC Beginning cach _
Incentive Physical Efficiency Battery fiscal year
Program (PEB) .
Employees who score 80% to $250
89% according to FLETC PEB |
Hazardous Hazardous Devices Section $2.000 Prorated in |_ '
Duity Pay K-9 Instructors bi-weekly pay
Containment Emergency calculations Directive cancelled |
Response Team (CERT) General Order
Hazardous Material Response i
Team (HMRT)
Tactical Flight Officer
August 11, 1997 |
Specialty Designated Specialty $3,000 Annually end of - |
Assignment Assignments fiscal year
Program Threal Assessment Section
Criminal Investigation Section
Dignitary Protection Division |
Firearms Al sworn officers Upto 5500 | Semi-annual DRAFT B
Proficiency Operational
Pay Directive I
Field Officer Cerlified FTO $25per Serni-annual DRAFT |
Training Pay trainee/day |
Soureg: USCP Dircetives a3 of October 1, 2007,
30
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Appendix C

Page1of 4
DEPARTMENT COMMENTS
:
P INRI-2000 i
|
UNITED STATES cAPITOL polfEeEP ~018 |
Canemener T M2? M e 92
VARMIEWG YO, B JOMOTATT
June 13, 2008
MEMOBANDUM oA 2o
TO: Carl W. Hoecker
nspecior Generel
FROM: Phillip 1. Movse, Sr.
Chief of Police

SUBJXECT: Responseto Draft Repors Audis of United Smiss Capirol Police Specially
Azsighment ond Praficiency Pay Programs (Report Mo. OLG-2008-3¥)

The purpose of thia memorandum ig to provide the United Stares Capiwl Police
Department’s responss 0 the Office of the Incpactor Genenal’s (O1G's) Dryft Repert
Audit of United States Cepitol Police Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay
Frograms (Report No, OIG-2008-XX).

Adfter review of the sudit findings and recommendations, the Department
generally concurs with alt of the recommendstions provided in the draft repott.

Recommenidation I: Wa recommend that the United States Capitol Police
devalop and implemuni a sound, effective method of accounting for vach speclalty
assignmeni and proficiency pay program in the Notional Finance Cemer and the
accounting systems. Dwring the interim. the Office of Human
sowrces showld eswablish written procadures for proveasing and reconciling its
oxgf records with actual dishursements.

USCP Responge: Concur, The Deparanont agrees that it should develop and
orplement sound, affsctive accounting procedores for each specialty assi 1
aod proficivooy pay program ntilizing National Finance Center xnd

accounting syttems, The Office of Human Resources and the Offee of Financral
Management heve worked topether to develop & repart entitled “Mopping ol
Salaries Appropriation Budgst Object Codes™ which will be uasd to reconcils
disbursements. OHR will be shie $o crosswalk payments bahveon NFC and
m &ccounting systems, OFM has slso developed a reconciliation report
1 provided to OHR every six months, in pay peviods 7 and 20, when
bulk payments are issned.

Recommendation 2: We revommend that the United States Capitol Polive take

acdion(s) ic collect questioned cois totaling 316,420 and provide supporting
documeniation for 530,600

Nulartally Arsastsiod ap $h Comvaission on Accratttien Ry L Bularcomant AQessos, ke
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QIG Audit Respotnse 2 hane 13, 2008

USCP Réspense: Concur, The Deparimert agress that it shouid take acoion to
collect gqurestionad costs. The Office of Human Resouress will review and
evaluate questionable payenents and take the appropriste action 1o comect or
collect the payments. Currcatly, the Department is sceking » fogal opinion from
tha Qffice of General Counssl on it authority ks waive unaBowsble costs.

Recommendation 3t We recommend that the United Siates Capliol Pollce

consider whether all the specialty assigrment and proficiency pay programs are

needed and, if so, determing the most effkdent and effective method of

Wmmmmwwmmwmme
pregram.

USCP Reaponse: Concwr. The Department agrees thet it should detamine if
specially sstignment and proficieocy pay programs are needed, and if 30,
detarmine tha most efficient and offective mothad of uplemenation. The Office
of Human Resowrces will begin a review of these programs to determine if the
programs are wamanted,

Recommendation £: We recommend that the United States Police, inthe

interim. clari

ﬂ irectives regarding a i0m3 or pavmentis) from maltiple
programs whon uzing the same defining criteria such as physical fitmess, fircarins
proficiency, risk to self and mainienance of certification or proficienciey, thereby
avoidiag cosis of £279.219 and putting funds to betser use b) the aggregate of 50
percent of the previgus sit-monih period for pay purposes for hazardous duty and
plainclothes ¢} the 45-catondar day reguirement for specialty assignment pay.

: Concur. The Departrnent agrees that it should review the
eppropriate vegulations and clirify the intent of Department directives. The
Office of Humzn Resources will soview direttives and regulations and muke
recommendations coneerning the eligibility eritesia of the programs and the
appropriaencss of making payments fr multipie programs using the same

e,

Revommeendmiion 5: We recommend thas the United Stotey Capitol Police
finalize its drafl firemrms and field officer training divecives and enforce the
consistent use of a siandard Form.

USCP Response: Concwr. The Department agreos that it should iske action to
finalize tha policies. The Office of Human Resources will work to put procodures
in place to snsure consistent useotthc-‘nrm.
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OFG Audit Responge 3 Jane 13, 2008

Recommaendation 6: We recommend that the United Stetes Capitol Police
strangthen tracking and reconciliation procedures to cnsure employees do wot
improperly receive paysnents within the same fiseal year or when ineligible Yor
mch pay.

LSCP Respogge: Concar. The Department agrees that tracking end
reconifistion prooadiures need to be strengthened to easure that employees do not
receive payment for which they ars not entitled.

Becommendation 7: We recommend that the United Stetes Capitol Polive
Lremediately determine the availability of funds from prior yeary ard correct any
paymants made from the wrong appropriation.

USCE Responss: The Department agrees that it should inunediately determine
the availability of funds from prior years and canect any payrents that were
made from the wrong sppropriation. The Office of Human Rezournes is currenily
reviewing available funding feom prior yeans and will make the sppropriate
corrections for payments that were chargad 1o fhe wrong appropristion,

Recommendasion 8: We recommend that the Unised Stciex Capitol Police take
action(s) io clarify its Maxtmon Arvunl Payable Rate in Hyht of Public Law 108-
7. In addition, we recommend that the Chigf of Police request the Office of the
General Coumsel provide a legal opinion regarding: (1) USCP muthority to defer
payimaiis to the noxt calendar year wier an emplovee may excesd the annna!
salary Heiitation; and, (2} oppropriate options for collorting amoRnts fron
emplayees who received amounts in excess of the anrmal salary imitetion.

USCYE Rosponse: The Department apreas that it should seck 3 lcgnl opinion from
the Office of General Counei vegarding the USCP's anthority to defer payments
to the next calendar yoar if a paymant would cause the emplovee to exered the
annasl salary Limitation and o detsrine the options for collsstion amounts from
employess who received amounts in 2xcess of the armusd salary Hmitation.

Recommendatipn 8: ¥e recommentd that the Unitad States Capitol Police
consider wheiher these specialty assignment and proficiency pay programs are
needed lo compere with other police forces then the Department shauld link it
goals and maasure of these programs with retension and recruitment of
Dgpartmant personngl.

USCP Response: The Departrnent agreas that it should evalsate the sffectivencse
of these programs to determine if they are necessary, and if 5o, Tk e programs
with the Department’s receiitment and rétention goals. The Office of Human
Resomrces will begin a review snd eveluation of these programs and make &
recormnendation.
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OIG Audit Responss 4 June 13, 2008

Thank you for the cppommity 1 respond o the OIG"s draltreport.  Your
wnﬁnudm@of@mmdmmof&emm&pimmk

<c!

Assigiant ChizfofPolice
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