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HEARING ON U.S. CAPITOL POLICE BUDGET
CONCERNS

THURSDAY, JULY 29, 2010

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CAPITOL SECURITY,
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:00 a.m., in room
1310, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Michael E. Capuano
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Capuano and Lungren.

Staff Present: Jamie Fleet, Staff Director; Matt Pinkus, Profes-
sional Staff/Parliamentarian; Kyle Anderson, Press Director; Joe
Wallace, Legislative Clerk; Darrell O’Connor, Professional Staff;
Ryan Caimi, Intern; and Katie Ryan, Minority Professional Staff.

Mr. CApUANO. The hearing will come to order. The purpose of the
hearing is to exercise the subcommittee’s oversight function. In
considering the Inspector General’s audit of the Capitol Police
budget, formulation process, significant problems were discovered
earlier this year. The subcommittee would like some explanation as
to what went wrong and how it is being corrected.

Today we have I believe only two people testifying, Chief Morse
and Mr. Hoecker from the Inspector General. And with that, I am
going to forgo any introductory comments and yield to the ranking
member.

[The information follows:]
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UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE
WASHINGTON, DC

INSPECTOR GENERAL

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 furtherance of our
responsibility to identify and prevent fraud, waste, abuse, and
mismanagement within the programs and operations of the United States
Capitol Police.

This report is the result 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 herein 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.

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

Cont W ek

Carl W, Hoecker
Inspector General

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 0O1G-2010-03 June 2010
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Executive Summary

The United States Capitol Police (USCP or Department) did not formulate its Fiscal Year (FY)
2010 budget submission accurately. During the Department’s work with the House and Senate
Appropriations Subcommittees, the Department was provided an opportunity to resubmit its FY
2010 budget request for further consideration. This resubmission was to be utilized by the
Subcommittees to determine the enacted appropriation provided to the Department for FY 2010.
After the first quarter budget execution review, the Department determined that the FY 2010
resubmission upon which appropriation was made also was calculated incorrectly. The
Department then carried forward already noted miscalculations into its FY 2011 budget
submission, which resulted in the Department submitting an amended FY 2011 budget request to
Congress.

Therefore, on March 10, 2010, the Chief of Police (Chief) requested that the Office of Inspector
General (OIG) conduct an audit to (1) assess whether the Department has established adequate
controls over the budget formulation process to ensure accurate data is collected and developed;
(2) if so, determine if staff complied with those controls during the formulation process of the
FY 2010 and 2011 budgets; (3) if not, note exceptions and root causes; and {4) determine the
reasonableness of the FY 2010 and 2011 revised budgets for personnel compensation and
benefits. Our scope included the original and revised/amended FY 2010 and 2011 budget
submissions and processes/controls utilized to formulate those submissions.

OIG found that the Department does not have adequate controls over the budget formulation
process to ensure that accurate data is collected and developed. Specifically, the Department has
insufficient policies and procedures to accurately document and define the budget formulation
processes. The budget execution and monitoring Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) also are
incomplete and outdated. Additionally, the Department has not clearly delineated the roles of the
Office of Financial Management (OFM), Office of Human Resources (OHR), and Operations in
the formulation of the personnel compensation and benefits. Furthermore, the Department has
not established a formal budget formulation process that links personnel compensation and
benefits (more than 80 percent of its budget) to the Department’s strategic and human capital
plans.

During the formulation of the FY 2010 and 2011 budgets, the Department did not follow its
proven past budget practices or comply with prior controls over the budget process. Specifically,
during the formulation of the FY 2010 budget, the Department did not fully utilize its Force
Development Process designed to analyze environmental risks and prioritize new general
expense initiatives and resulting workforce requirements while linking all to its strategic goals.
Moreover, the Department did not apply the FY 2009 format or consistently follow the past best
practices for developing the personnel compensation and benefits. For instance, during the
formulation of the FY 2010 budget, USCP utilized Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) in their budget
submission as required by report language rather than positions as utilized in FY 2009, resulting
in confusion among Department and Appropriations subcommittees staff.

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process CI1G-2010-03 June 2010



7

Furthermore, an environment existed whereby noncompliance with the funds control process was
permitted, or worse, the process was intentionally circumvented. This absence of consistent
compliance with controls and monitoring processes results in the Department being at risk of
requesting insufficient funding or overspending its appropriations.

Contrary to the Chief’s vision, the Department’s administrative management has failed to
establish a strong “tone at the top™ by allowing inadequate financial controls to persist, which
have existed for years and by neglecting to hold individuals accountable for implementation of
the recommendations pertaining to these weaknesses. The Department also continues to face
major challenges in recruiting and retaining qualified civilian staff and, thus, has not made
significant progress towards improving its financial management operations, to include the
budget process, as well as other administrative operations. Combined with the inadequate
controls, not following proven past practices, the untimely implementation of recommendations,
which both the Chief and Board made a priority, and the ineffective management of the
administrative workforce, this lack of leadership and management has critically affected
administrative operations, impaired the ability to fully support core mission operations, and has
caused a severe decline in employee morale.

Consequently, OlG found that miscalculations, omissions, and other factors contributed to the
insufficient budget submissions for FY 2010 and 2011, resulting in a significant deficit for the
Department. For FY 2010, OIG projects the salary and benefits budget shortfall to range
between $3.8 million and $5.1 million depending on the actual attrition for the remainder of FY
2010 and the impact of the Department cost-cutting measures implemented by the Chief in
response to this budget crisis. In the Department’s projected worst case scenario (only
mandatory attrition), our projection for the budget shortfall is about $1.7 million less than the
Department’s revised projection of $6.8 million. This is primarily due to more attrition than
expected and the Department cost-cutting measures, such as restricting new hires. OIG believes
the Department’s FY 2010 revised projection of $6.8 million and resulting utilization of
appropriation is reasonable.

For FY 2011, OIG projects the salary and benefits budget shortfall to range between $9.3 million
and $14.8 million depending on the actual attrition and the Department’s cost-cutting measures.
OIG’s projection for FY 2011 is about $5.4 million more than the Department’s amended budget
submission of $9.4 million. This difference is primarily because the Department miscalculated
its number of FTEs.

Although, OIG’s scope did not include the validation of general expenses, a review of documents
and interviews indicated a potential funding shortfall in the radio modernization project budget
estimate included in the FY 2011 budget submission. The $16 million' indoor coverage estimate
was based on a 32 percent vendor discount from vendor list price for economies of scale and did
not include the NAVAIR labor costs associated with the Distributed Antenna System (DAS)
installation, the Architect of the Capitol’s (AoC) building infrastructure site costs to support the

! The Department requested the 816 million for indoor coverage as a component of the total radio modernization project of $97.6 milkion

2
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DAS installation, and the Department’s insider fiber costs. Prior to requesting additional
funding, the Department plans to conduct an internal project requirement and scope review.

Furthermore, other matters came to our attention during fieldwork, which we believe resulted
from behavior which was considered deficient or improper when compared with behavior that a
prudent person would consider reasonable and necessary business practice given the facts and
circumstances. Through interviews, review of emails and source documents, and analysis of
testimony, we found indicators that individuals should have known there were serious problems
with the FY 2010 and 2011 budgets earlier than February 2010. In March 2009, Appropriations
staff pointed out that the Department salaries budget did not “appear” accurate. In fact, one
staffer stated the “Salaries and benefits were 81.1 percent of the budget in FY 2009 and 65.5
percent in FY 2010.” In May 2009, OFM and the CAO knew that they had omitted some
benefits and requested a 34 percent benefit rate to cover these omissions. This is confirmed by
an email and by the Department receiving a higher benefit rate to cover these omissions.
Furthermore, OIG identified potential conflicting statements. procurement, time and attendance,
pay, and ethical issues. As required by Government Auditing Standards, Audits referred these
issues to OIG Investigations.

One of the most immediate problems facing the USCP is their need to address a considerable
lack of confidence in their ability to validate and justify its FY 2011 budget request and to build
and formulate an FY 2012 budget request. Thus, our report recommendations, shown in
Appendix A, provide a genuine opportunity to strengthen controls over processes involved in
budget formulation and enable the Department to move toward the level of accountability and
transparency expected.

We conducted an exit conference with the Department on May 24, 2010. [n addition, we
conducted a June 3, 2010, follow-up meeting with the Department to clarify its comments on the
draft report. The Department generally agreed to take action to implement the recommendations
and further stated that it believes that at least two of the recommendations are already being
accomplished. However, the Department did not agree with all our findings and conclusions.
Therefore, OIG has incorporated the Department’s comments in the body of the report as
applicable and in their entirety (except for the attachments to the comments, which contained
sensitive and/or privacy information) in Appendix B and C. In accordance with Government
Auditing Standards, OIG also evaluated the validity of the Department comments and explained
our reasons for either agreement or disagreement in Appendix D.

Background

The Department incorrectly formulated both its FY 2010 original and revised budget
submissions (revised projected shortfall of $6,839,198). Further, the Department carried forward
these miscalculations into its FY 2011 budget submission, which resulted in the Department
submitting an amended FY 2011 budget request in March 2010, and projecting a shortfall of
$9,451,463.

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 01G-2010-03 June 2010



According to 2 USC §1903, the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) shall:

* Prepare and submit to the Capitol Police Board an annual budget for the Capitol Police; and
* Execute the budget and monitor through periodic examinations the execution of the Capitol
Police budget in relation to actual obligations and expenditures,

Additionally, 2 USC §1903 states that the CAO shall develop and maintain an integrated
accounting and financial system for the Capitol Police, including financial reporting and internal
controls, which provides for complete, reliable, consistent, and timely information which is
prepared on a uniform basis and which is responsive to financial information needs of the
Capitol Police. Furthermore, according to the FY 2010 budget submission dated March 2009,
the CAO supervises the delivery of administrative services such as financial management,
including budget development, planning and execution, accounting, procurement of supplies and
services, personnel services and benefits, payroll, employee relations, work force planning, labor
relations, staffing, training; employment law, fleet management and maintenance, asset
management, internal controls, strategic planning, and information technology services.

The Budget Division within the Office of Financial Management (OFM) provides budget
planning, execution, and funds control, maintains external liaison with Congressional entities and
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and ensures compliance with appropriations law.

The Office of Human Resources (OHR) develops. implements, and administers human resource
programs and services, including workforce planning, recruiting and hiring, personnel security,
position classification, pay, staffing, employee relations, labor relations, payroll, and human
resources systems and reporting.

The management and control of overtime is an effort that involves all bureaus/offices and
divisions which fall under the Chief of Operations and the CAQ. An individual within
Operations provides the overtime calculations {(based on overtime hours required and an
overtime rate provided by OFM) to the Budget Division for rollup into the budget.

All bureaus and offices are involved in providing general expense (GE) data to the Budget
Division for rollup during the annual budget call. Once the Budget Division has completed its
analysis of the GE requests, a briefing book is prepared highlighting decision points to the
Investment Review Board (IRB). Each of the Bureaus is represented on the IRB. Once the IRB
and the Executive Team? (ET) review and concur with the budget request, the Budget Division
prepares the budget for the CAO to submit to the Board. Following presentation to and
concurrence of the budget by the Board, it is submitted to the Congress for consideration.

% The Chief, Assistant Cheef, and the CAO comprise the Executive Team
4

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 01G-2010-03 June 2010




10

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

March 10, 2010, the Chief requested that the O1G conduet an auditto (1) assess whether the
Department has established adequate controls over the budget formulation process to ensure
accurate data is collected and developed; (2) if so, determine i stafl complied with those
controls during the formulation process of the FY 2010 and 2011 budgets; (3) if not, note
exceptions and root causes: and (4) determine the ressonableness of the FY 2010 and 2011
revised bud oF pe ma;m‘: cmhp ensation and benefits. Our scope included the original and
revised/amended F g ons and practices/processes utilized to
formulate those su%mz s d the Department’s FY 2009 budget subwnission format
and formulation processes as a %7. Hine because the Department and Appropriators thought the
FY 2009 format was better than FY 2010

Salaries and General Expenses for
Funding levels for FY 2009 actual

The Department receives two annual dg\pm;maimns
personnel and non-personnel ex
acted, and 2011 reqn

PR Current aul
< realigniment of one p

To ensure that we did not duplicate any on-going work and place an undue burden on the
Department, OIG coordinated with the Government Accountability Office (GAO). Inthe
Conference Report (LR, 2918), both the House and Senate reports reque the GAO work
with the Chief and the C a;mmi Police Board on improving workforee mar
including overtime. Additionally, the Committees requested that GAG e
epartment to include a review and validation of the accuracy 05" its "’\’ 20
GAQ reviewed the Department’s initial budget
interviewed wimdm officials to gain an unders
their FY 2011 budget request for the Salaries account. Where data were avatlable, GAO looked at
budget trends for comparison and overall divection of res > npeds. GAO s review detected
indications of probiems with under budgeting for FY 2011 salaries and over budgeting for
benefits.”

d

t5. Italso
wding of the assumptions dﬁd dfm undu ving

As the Department Bureaus/Offices did not identi
general expe

s any deficiencies with the formulation of the
we budget submissions for FY 2010 and 2011, O1G limited #ts validation of the

Audit of L

P Budget Formulation Process
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accuracy of the Department’s FY 2010 and 2011 to the personnel compensation (salaries) and
benefits submissions. OIG also did not review overtime controls or validate the accuracy of the
FY 2010 or FY 2011 overtime budget numbers or determine any impact of overtime on the FY
2010 or 2011 budget shortfall because overtime was a fixed amount “overtime cap” in the budget
submissions.

Additionally, although the tone from the Chief for this audit was one of full cooperation, the
auditors faced unexpected difficulties during their fieldwork, effectively limiting the scope of the
audit. Instances occurred in which Department staff delayed responding to, and, in some cases,
indicated that they did not know or could not focate documents necessary for supporting the
numbers behind budget totals. Calculations were not located in central files, as we would have
expected, and electronic files did not always have sufficient notations on how data was
formulated, or when, or by whom that data was developed. In addition, two employees directly
involved in the FY 2010 and 2011 budget formulation were placed on administrative leave by
the CAO shortly before the audit. The remaining key administrative staff divested responsibility
for any involvement in the budget formulation process. While most staff were responsive and
cooperative with OIG’s requests, several staff members were not. As required by Government
Auditing Standards, Audits referred these issues to OIG Investigations. However, we do not
believe the scope limitations presented by the Department undermined the validity of any of the
audit findings, conclusions, or recommendations. However, conditions noted in this report may
be more serious than reported, and there may be additional findings that OIG was unable to
discover, develop, and report.

In planning the audit, we drew upon other Legislative Branch financial and budget offices, other
Federal Law Enforcement Agencies’ budget offices, and Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Circular A-11, Preparation, Submission, and Execution of the Budget, OMB Circular A-
123, Management’s Responsibility for Internal Control, and GAO/AIMD-0021.3.1, Standards
JSor Internal Control in the Federal Government. As a legislative branch agency, the
Department is not statutorily required to comply with OMB requirements; however, USCP has
agreed to follow the general guidelines as a best business practice.

We also reviewed the following OFM Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs):

Budget Execution and Monitoring (OFM-B07-01) June 26, 2007

Budget Modifications and Reprogramming (OFM-B06-02) August 22, 2006
Receipt of Budget Authority (OFM-B07-02) June 26, 2007

Overtime Tracking and Monitoring (OFM-BO7-03) June 29, 2007

USCP Budget Development (OFM-BO6-03) August 24, 2006

Attachment A, FY 2008 Budget Formulation Guidance For Non-Personnel Costs

e o s 0 s &

To gain an understanding of the Department’s budget formulation processes, controls, and
policies and procedures, we interviewed 17 current and former USCP personnel and conducted
10 follow-up interviews with USCP personnel directly involved with the formulation of the FY
2010 and 2011 budgets. We also interviewed two contractors that were involved in the FY 2010
budget formulation process. Additionally, we interviewed a detailee from the Library of

6
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Congress (LOC), who assisted in the development of the FY 2009 budget submission,
specifically the salaries and benefits. We further reviewed pertinent business plans, testimony,
Questions for Record (QFRs), budget data call guidance, the Board's and the Chief’s priorities,
and the Executive Management Team® (EMT) Charter.

To determine what occurred because of unavailable data, we obtained pertinent FY 2008-2010
emails and Excel spreadsheets to build a chronology of events. Using FY 2009 budget (actual)
as the baseline, we analyzed the final and revised budget submissions for FY 2010 salary
projections (Revised Senate mark @ 2.0 percent as of September 21, 2009, which enacted the
$265,188.,000 salary budget in Public Law 111-68 to an electronic copy of FY 2010 payroll
projections with YTD Actual, which was the revised budget for salary submitted to the
Committee on March 2, 2010).  Additionally, we compared the FY 2010 original projected
shortfall of $5.5 million to the Department’s revised FY 2010 shortfall of $6.8 million to
determine differences in budget categories such as Budget Object Class (BOC), assumptions, and
calculations to determine if the projected budget shortfall was reasonable.

For FY 2011, we reviewed the submission of salary and benefits and recalculated the budget
amounts based on information noted on an electronic copy of USCPLIB #444055-v7, FY 2011
Salary Projection (COLA @]1.6 percent as of 12/3/09), which was submitted to the Committees
on January 19, 2010. We recalculated and validated the FY 2011 budget submission to
determine if there is a budget shortfall for FY 2011 salary. Additionally, we compared the
electronic copy of FY 2011 Payroll Projections with YTD Actual-Final, which was the amended
budget request for FY 2011 salary and submitted to the Committees on March 2, 2010 to
determine if the projected budget amendment meant to address the shortfall in the Department’s
original FY 2011 budget submission was reasonable.

Additionally, to determine guidance provided by the panel, the differences in amounts and
assumptions from the original budget submissions to the revised/amended submission, we
interviewed the financial panel (Architect of Capitol, Chief Financial Officer and Director of
Office of Security Programs; House Sergeant at Arms, Senior Advisor for Security and prior
USCP Deputy Chief; and Senate Sergeant at Arms, Chief Financial Officer) appointed by the
Board to review the Department’s revised FY 2010 (total salary and benefits budget of
$269,099,921 dated February 26, 2010) and FY 2011 (total salary and benefits budget of
$275,283,802, undated) budget submissions. These projections showed a shortfall of $5,538,522
for FY 2010 and $6,423,385 for FY 2011.

To ascertain the overarching causes of the budget formulation deficiencies, we interviewed staff,
reviewed personnel files for experience and performance evaluations, reviewed prior GAO,
Grant Thornton (OFM consultant on internal controls) and OIG reports and recommendations
and determined the status of applicable open recommendations, reviewed organization charts,
staffing patterns, and current OFM staff vacancies.

’ Representatives from all Bureaus/Offices comprise the Executive Management Team.

7
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Furthermore, we benchmarked the USCP budget formulation process against similar operations.
We interviewed other Federal agencies’ budget officials (Congressional Budget Office, GAO,
Government Printing Office, LOC, Pentagon Force Protection Agency, Department of Homeland
Security, and Department of Interior Park Police) to determine best practices, and benchmarking
of staff requirements.

We conducted fieldwork in Washington, D.C. from March through May 2010. We conducted
this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives, except for the effects, if any, of the scope
limitations, as explained above.

We conducted an exit conference with the Department on May 24, 2010. In addition, we
conducted a June 3, 2010, follow-up meeting with the Department to clarify its comments on the
draft report. While, the Department agreed to take action or has already taken some action(s) to
implement all of the report recommendations, the Department did not agree with all our findings
and conclusions. Therefore, O1G incorporated the Department’s comments in the body of the
report as applicable and in their entirety in Appendix B and C. In accordance with Government
Auditing Standards, O1G conducted an evaluation of the Department’s comments and explained
our reasons for either agreement or disagreement in Appendix D.

Results

Currently, the Department does not have adequate controls over the budget formulation process
to ensure that accurate data is collected and developed, which resulted in a budget shortfall for
FY 2010 and projected shortfall for FY 2011, During the formulation of the FY 2010 and 2011
budgets, the Department did not follow past proven budget practices or comply with prior
controls over the budget process. Contrary to the Chicf’s vision, the Department’s
administrative management has failed to establish a strong “tone at the top™ by allowing
inadequate controls over financial weaknesses to persist for years and by neglecting to hold
individuals accountable for implementation of those recommendations. The Department also
continues to face major challenges in recruiting and retaining qualified civilian staff and, thus,
has not made significant progress towards improving its financial management operations, to
include the budget process.

O1G found that miscalculations, omissions, and other factors such as COLA and atirition
contributed to the insufficient budget submissions for FY 2010 and 2011, resulting in a
significant deficit for the Department. Our review of documents and interviews indicated a
potential funding shortfall in the radio modernization project budget estimate. One of the most
immediate problems facing the USCP is their need to address a considerable lack of confidence
in their ability to validate and justify its FY 2011 budget request and to build and formulate an

8
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FY 2012 budget request and improve overall financial management. Thus, our report
recommendations provide a genuine opportunity to reduce the Department’s vulnerability of
preparing incorrect budgets and not requesting sufficient funds to cover personnel compensation
and benefits, and for a new course toward accountability and transparency that the Chief, the
Board, and the Congress expect and deserve.

Furthermore, other matters came to our attention during our fieldwork that involved behavior
which was considered as deficient or improper conduct. As required by Government Auditing
Standards, OIG Audits referred these issues to Investigations.

Inadequate Controls

The Department does not have adequate controls over the budget formulation process to ensure
that accurate data is collected and developed. Specifically, the Department has insufficient
policies and procedures to accurately document and define the budget formulation processes.
The current execution and monitoring SOPs also are incomplete and outdated. Additionally, the
Department has not clearly delineated the roles of OFM, OHR, Operations, and the EMT in the
formulation of the personnel compensation and benefits. Furthermore, OIG noted that the
Department has not established a formal budget formulation process that links personnel
compensation and benefits (more than 80 percent of its budget) to the Department’s strategic and
human capital plans. As a result. the budget formulation process is inefficient and ineffective
and has resulted in a significant deficit for the Department, which as impaired its ability to fully
support the Department’s mission. Exhibit 1 summarizes the Department’s budget process.

Insufficient Policies and Procedures

OIG found that the Department has insufficient policies and procedures to accurately document
and define its budget formulation process. GAO/AIMD-0021.3.1, Standards for Internal
Control in the Federal Government states:

Internal control and all transactions and other significant events need to be clearly documented,
and the documentation should be readily available for examination. The documentation should
appear in management directives, administrative policies, or operating manuals or may be in
paper or electronic form. All documentation should be properly managed and maintained.

However, the Department relies primarily on word of mouth and the annual budget call to
provide guidance to the Bureaus/Offices for formulation of the annual budget request. The
budget call is a formatted Excel worksheet provided to each USCP Bureau/Office with which to
input their general expense budget request. Additionally, the Department has no specific
guidance on formulating personnel compensation and benefits.

The lack of Department-wide written policies and procedures has caused consistencies and

confusion for staff, which must administer policies without guidance, and can be a contributing

factor to inadequate and incorrect budgets. Combined with the Department’s high turnover rate

these factors have created a deficiency in qualified staff that have institutional knowledge of the
9

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 01G-2010-03 June 2010




15

budget formulation process. In just over two years there have been two CAOs, two OFM
Directors, and three budget officers. Our analysis of position descriptions, resumes, and
personnel files showed that 5 of 12 employees directly and indirectly involved in the budget
formulation process did not have direct hands on budget formulation and execution experience.
The average experience fevel of the Budget Division staff was about 10 years. In fact, of the
current four budget staff, only one employee has been with the Department over two years. This
lack of written policies and procedures places the Department at risk of justifying and obtaining
necessary resources for operations. Insufficient policies and procedures to accurately document
and define key processes have been reported previously by GAO and OIG, as well as Grant
Thornton in its assessment of financial management processes and controls report dated May
2008.

Outdated and Incomplete Standard Operating Procedures

OFM’s policies and procedures for budget execution and monitoring are outdated and
incomplete. OFM-B07-01, Budget Execution and Monitoring, was last revised on June 26,
2007, and does not contain up-to-date reference documents or include certain internal controls
that have been implemented by the Department in recent years. For instance, the SOP dated FY
2007, does not mention the weekly Budget Task Force meetings that were put into place in FY
2008 as an additional control for tracking and monitoring USCP appropriations.

According to a former budget officer, there are incomplete SOPs in USCP’s Document
Management System, Hummingbird, such as, budget formulation and execution documents.
Prior to leaving the Department, this former budget officer attempted to draft simple budget
procedures for a new employee to follow. OIG found a document in Hummingbird that
explained how to prepare the salaries portion of the budget request; however, no one knew this
document existed. We also noted that USCP relies heavily on one individual’s knowledge of
certain procedures, and the process comes to a halt when that individual is unavailable as
exhibited by the November 2008 departure of the budget analyst that was responsible for
formulating salaries. Currently, OFM has assigned a senior accountant to update, complete, and
distribute the aforementioned SOPs, but the Budget Division has been too busy to assist with the
revisions of the SOPs.

Office Roles and Responsibilities Not Clearly Delineated

The Department has not clearly delineated the roles of OFM, OHR, Operations, and the EMT in
the budget formulation of the personnel compensation and benefits. GAO/4IMD-0021.3.1,
Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, p. 10 states:

Management and employees should establish and maintain an environment throughout the
organization that sets a positive and supportive attitude toward internal control and conscientious
management. An agency’s organizational structure should provide management’s framework for
planning, directing, and controlling operations to achieve agency objectives. A good internal
control environment requires that the agency’s organizational structure clearly define key areas of
authority and responsibility and establish appropriate lines of reporting.

10
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However, there is no Departmenta! guidance that establishes office accountability or
methodology or data sources for the calculations of salaries, benefits, promotions, attrition,
accessions, and overtime. A former OHR Director stated that:

OHR worked extremely close with the Budget Division, and was regularly consulted by the
Budget Officer and staff on the construction of formulas and computations for salaries and
benefits. As the recognized owner/administrator of payroll/personnel systems, OHR was the sole
provider of data to OFM for such things as average salaries, average overtime, FTEs calculations,
payrol! calculations for night differential, Sunday premium, payments for clothing allowance,
hazardous duty, specialty pay, etc. Because it was OHR’s line-of-business, OHR was relied upon
as being the subject matter experts with regard to all components of salary and pay and all the
details that went into the computations of such matters.

Based on interviews, however, this OHR/OFM process has changed over time with the turnover
of staff. According to staff, new Administrative managers disregarded previous processes
because they considered past controls and processes broken.

OIG noted that OFM calculated salaries and benefits with minimal input from OHR except for
attrition and accessions during the FY 2010 and 2011 budget formulation process. Additionally,
Operations calculated overtime hours and funding requests (based on an overtime rate provided
by OFM) and the Budget Division rolled these numbers up into the budget submissions without
understanding what mission requirements were behind these numbers. The absence of well-
defined roles and responsibilities creates a lack of accountability, a differing understanding of
business process functions, inconsistencies in policy implementation and problem resolution,
suboptimal decision making, and increased risk of incomplete and inaccurate budget formulation
and resulting impacts on mission.

In further demonstration of unclear roles, OIG experienced delays by staff in responding to our
requests because they did not know or could not locate documents supporting the numbers
behind budget submission totals. This occurred primarily because caleulations were not located
in central file/location; electronic spreadsheets contained hard numbers instead of formulas,
lacked dates and sources as to when data was calculated and by whom; two employees involved
in the FY 2010 and 2011 budget formulation were placed on administrative leave; and some
administrative staff who were involved in the Department’s recalculation and resubmission of
the amended FY 2011 budget denied responsibility, rather than providing the source data used to
develop and validate the recalculations used for the revised/amended submissions.

Budget Formulation Process Does Not Link to Strategic Plan

Furthermore, OIG noted that the Department has not established a formal budget formulation
process that links personnel compensation and benefits (more than 80 percent of its budget) to
USCP’s strategic and human capital plans. We noted that the Department does have a process
where Bureau/Offices map out their strategic initiatives and required resources for general
expenses (Force Development Process). However, the fack of a budget that ties all costs to the
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strategic and human capital plans also contributes to insufficient support and funding for new
initiatives.

During the financial statement audit, we recommended that OFM revise the Department’s FY
2008 financial statements to add more detail about all costs in its Statement of Net Costs by
breaking out all costs by USCP’s four strategic goals:

1. Assess the Threat;

2. Prevent;

3. Respond; and

4. Support the Mission.

As the auditors had concerns with OFM’s allocations and methodology, ultimately the ET
reviewed and revised allocations and certified the costs.

As a legislative branch agency, the Department is not statutorily required to comply with OMB
requirements; however, USCP has agreed to follow the general guidelines as a best business
practice. Government Performance Results Act of 1993 Sections 3 states the strategic plan shall
cover a period of not less than five years forward from the fiscal year in which it is submitted,
and shall be updated and revised at least every three years. OMB shall require each agency to
prepare an annual performance plan covering each program activity set forth in the budget of
such agency. Such plan shall:

s Establish performance goals to define the level of performance to be achieved by a program
activity.

¢ Express such goals in an objective, quantifiable, and measurable form.

e Briefly describe the operational process, skills, and technology, and the human capital,
information, or other resources required to meet the performance goals.

e Establish performance indicators to be used in measuring or assessing the relevant outputs,
service levels, and outcomes of each program activity.

e Provide for a basis for comparing actual program results with the established performance
goals,

¢ Describe the means to be used to verify and validate measured values,

Furthermore, a poorly prepared and justified budget submission can contribute to fewer
resources from Congress for the Department, although the Congress believes it has fully funded
the Department’s justified needs. Without clearly defined priorities tied to the USCP mission,
there can be no established process for allocating appropriations that are less than the level
requested.

Conclusions

The Department does not have written policies and procedures for its budget formulation
process. OFM’s SOPs for budget execution and monitoring also are outdated and incomplete.
Neither has the Department established clear guidance on office roles and responsibilities nor
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methodologies, sources of data, and records management in the budget formulation of personnel
compensation. Furthermore, the Department has not established a formal budget formulation
process that links all costs to its strategic and human capital plans. A lack of clear guidance
creates inefficiencies when staff has no reference material to help them perform their duties.
These overarching themes have been noted in prior GAO and OIG reports, as well as the Grant
Thornton, 4ssessment of Internal Controls, report dated May 2008. Thus, OIG is making the
following recommendation.

Recommendation 1: We recommend the United States Capitol Police immediately
establish a formal budget formulation and allocation process that links all costs to
its mission, goals, and objectives within its strategic and human capital plans. This
process should include written policies and procedures delineating each office’s
roles and responsibilities to include specific methodology, sources of data, and
records management for calculating personnel compensation and benefits, as well as
general expenses. This will provide formal representation of the USCP’s plan for
accomplishing stated goals and objectives, more effective budget submissions, set
priorities for the allocation of limited resources, and help define clear lines of
accountability for those resources.

Past Processes and Practices not Followed

During the formulation of the FY 2010 and 2011 budgets, the Department did not follow its
proven past budget practices or comply with prior controls over the budget process. For FY
2010, the Department did not fully utilize its Force Development Process designed to analyze
environmental risks and prioritize new general expense initiatives and resulting workforce
requirements, which links to its strategic and human capital goals. As for FY 2011, the Office of
the Chief conducted the Force Development Process at the Chief’s request, since he did not see
the commitment from OFM to follow the process. The Department also did not apply the FY
2009 budget format or consistently follow the past practice for developing the personnel
compensation and benefits. For instance, during the formulation of the FY 2010 budget and in
response to report language, USCP utilized Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) in their budget
submission instead of positions as utilized in FY 2009. However, the Department did not
properly apply FTEs calculation methodology to its request formulations resulting in about $5.5
million less than needed for the FTE level requested in its FY 2011 amended submission. The
budget format also was different from previous budget submissions, which caused confusion
with Department and Appropriations staff. Furthermore, the funds control process was
circumvented. The lack of consistent controls and processes can lead to incorrect budgets,
leaving the Department at risk of requesting insufficient funding to support its mission or over
spending its appropriations.

Abbreviated Force Development Process

During FY 2010 and 2011 budget formulation process, OFM did not utilize the Force
Development Process (FDP). FDP was created in FY 2007, designed to link business planning

-
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to budget planning so that resource initiatives could be analyzed and prioritized from a
Department-wide focus. Staff explained the FDP was recommended; however, staff stated that
an environmental assessment was not done in FY 2010. In fact, according to staff, the former
OFM Director would not participate in the FDP process. The FY 2011 process, which was
conducted by the Office of the Chief, was condensed to make it work with the budget
formulation timeline. OFM’s role in the FY 2011 process was limited to leading the costing
portion of the business cases that presented to the ET for consideration.

During interviews, staff complained that new employees disregarded past processes and
considered these processes broken and inadequate. Additionally, a contractor, hired to assist
OFM, conducted a project to understand the budget formulation process and business
relationships. The contractor interviewed key personnel involved in the budget process, such as
financial liaison officers (FLOs), OHR, OFM, and Operations personnel. However, this project
covered only non-personnel costs. The contractor confirmed that staff does not share
information and there is a total lack of communication and trust. The turnover of staff and
numerous revisions and re-work of the budget occurred, causing the Department to lose sight of
the end goal in preparing the budget, which should create the following:

» Logical and well organized budget justifications and necessary to secure resources

to accomplish the mission.

Construct strong, clear links to strategic plan.

Demonstrate the use of best practices.

Discontinue programs, projects, and activities that do not produce effective outcomes.
Seek, find, or create ways to improve efficiency and effectiveness and leverage resources.

*» 8 o =

During the FY 2010 budget formulation process. on October 31, 2008, the Chief questioned the
CAO and OFM as to why there had been no IRB and FDP meetings. The Chief explained that
he sees FDP as a repeatable process. However, the Department did not conduct the
environmental scan to identify budget initiatives for the FY 2010 budget submission as was done
in FY 2009. As stated previously, the FY 2011 budget formulation followed FDP at the Chief’s
request, which focused on accomplishing the mission in the future. Full and consistent
implementation of the FDP provides the Department with a standardized, repeatable, and
uniform process for linking resources to goals and providing for transparent decision-making, as
well as a higher level of accountability.

Inconsistent Practice in Usage of FTEs/Positions and Budget Format

The Department did not consistently follow proven past practices for developing budgeted
personnel compensation and benefits. For instance, during the formulation of the FY 20610
budget, USCP utilized Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) in their budget submission instead of
positions as utilized in FY 2009. Further, personnel involved in the formulation of the FY 2010
budget failed to apply the format and the assumptions used in the formulation of the FY 2009
budget. The FY 2009 format, which should have been used as a template, directly laid out in
detail the necessary budget requirements, such as projected hires, COLA, sworn promotions,
projected attrition, and pay types, i.e. Lump Sum Payment, Hazardous Duty Pay, and Holiday
14
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Pay, all of which were elements omitted in the final FY 2010 budget submission. However, a
former budget officer drafted simple procedures for staff to follow in formulating the salaries and
benefits portion of the budget, which was stored in Hummingbird. In fact, the Department
followed these procedures in formulating its FY 2009 salaries and benefits projection, according
to the Library of Congress (LoC) official who assisted the Department in its FY 2009 budget
formulation.

The CAO explained that during the formulation of the FY 2010 budget, there was confusion
regarding the change from using positions and managing to FTEs and recommended training for
budget personnel. According to the CAO, 2009 appropriation language directed the Department
to manage to FTEs as all other legislative branch agencies do.

GAO/AIMD-0021.3.1, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government states:

Internal control and all transactions and other significant events need to be clearly documented,
and the documentation should be readily available for examination. The documentation should
appear in management directives, administrative policies, or operating manuals or may be in
paper or electronic form. All documentation should be properly managed and maintained.

Additionally, GA4O/AIMD-01-1084SP, Results Oriented Budger Practices in Federal Agencies,

states:
Agency management should provide written guidance to program managers on budget
formulation (sometimes called a “spring planning call” or “budget call™) that sets the reporting
requirements and funding targets for program-level budget formulation activities. The guidance
contains the major factors program managers need to consider as they prepare their requests for
resources. Major factors should include the agency’s goals for the formulation year, performance
issues, and funding targets that will constrain program proposals for increased spending.

The Department also did not use a consistent format for its budget presentation to Congress.
According to staff, the Appropriations staff thought the FY 2010 budget format was confusing
and preferred the FY 2009 budget format. A former contractor stated that the preference of the
Committee staff is not primarily “how” the information is provided but it is also “what”
information is provided and “disclosing” the complete and accurate story. For example, if
funding is being requested to mitigate certain risks, what is the expected result if funding is not
provided. The contractor’s comparison of FY 2009 and 2010 budget submissions is shown in
Table 2.
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Currently, the funds control process within the Budget Division is inadequate to ensure that
expenditures, specifically related to hiring, are made within budgetary guidelines. 31 USC
§1301 states:

Appropriations shall be applied only to the objects for which the appropriations were
made except as otherwise provided by law. 31 U.S.C. 3528 states, "A Certifying Officia] is
responsible for the legality of a proposed payment under the appropriation or fund involved.”

OMB Circular A-11 Section 150- Administrative Control of Funds also states that the
Antideficiency Act requires that your agency head prescribe, by regulation, a system of
administrative control of funds. The system is also called the fund control system and the
regulations are called fund control regulations. The purpose of your agency's fund control
system is to:

» Restrict both obligations and expenditures (also known as outlays or disbursements) from each
appropriation or fund account to the lower of the amount apportioned by OMB or the amount
available for obligation or expenditure in the appropriation or fund account.

s Enable the head of your agency to identify the person responsible for any obligation or
expenditure exceeding the amount available in the appropriation or fund account, the OMB
apportionment or reapportionment, the allotment or sub-allotments made by your agency, any
statutory limitations. and any other administrative subdivision of funds made by your agency.

The CAO is the responsible official within the Department for a system of administrative funds
control. In response to a FY 2008 Financial Statement finding, OFM implemented an internal
control whereby the Budget Officer was responsible for certifying funds availability for all new
hires. However, during discussions with OHR and OFM, we learned that critical staffing
decisions were being made without input from the Budget Division. As a result, the Department
has experienced mismanagement of resources and has suffered significant payroll shortfalls.

According to the CAO, in May 2009, “the Budget Division stopped signing off that funds were
available for new hires because it slowed the process.” As of May 2010, this essential budget
control is not in place. This lack of control to ensure funds availability impairs USCP’s ability,
specifically the CAO as certifying officer and the Chief as the disbursing officer, to maintain
proper fund control, leaving the Department at risk of over obligating or overspending its
appropriations in violation of the Antideficiency Act.

Conclusions

The Department did not follow past proven budget practices or comply with existing controls
over the budget process. Specifically, the Department did not utilize the Force Development
Process designed to analyze the environmental risks and prioritize new general expense
initiatives, which link to its strategic goals. The budget format also was different from previous
budget submissions, which caused confusion with Department and Appropriations staff and
resulted in a deficit to the Department. Furthermore, the funds control process was
circumvented. The lack of consistent processes and controls can lead to incorrect budgets
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resulting in the Department being at risk of requesting insufficient funding to support its core
mission or over spending its appropriations. Thus, OIG is making the following
recommendations.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure
that the Force Development Process is fully implemented during the annual budget
formulation process. Further, establish a mechanism to review specific programs
each year, evaluating their effectiveness, efficiency, and how they contribute to
achieving a specific strategic goal(s). This would place a greater emphasis on
examining programs and resource needs at the Investment Review Board/Executive
Management Team and Executive Team levels.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
immediately consult with Congressional stakeholders to determine the format for
future budget submissions that would be useful and meet stakeholder needs.

Recommendation 4: We recommend the United States Capitol Police immediately
reinstate the funds availability control. Further, USCP should implement and
document processes, procedures, and controls to identify and help ensure that key
funds control personnel, including funds certifying officials, are properly trained so
that they can fulfill their responsibilities to prevent, identify, and report potential
Antideficiency Act violations.

Overarching Cause “Tone at the Top”

“Tone at the top” refers to management’s philosophy and operating style, which sets the degree
of risk the organization is willing to take in its operations and programs, including the budget
formulation process. OlG concluded that the overarching root cause is that the Department’s
administrative management failed to establish a strong “tone at the top.” Administrative
management has allowed inadequate financial weaknesses that persisted for years to continue,
neglected to hold individuals accountable for implementation of those recommendations, and
ineffectively managed its workforce. Weak tone at the top is contrary to the Chief’s vision that
change must occur from the top down. In a November 2006 memo, Rising 1o the Challenge,
provided contemporaneously to EMT and to the CAO when hired in 2008*, the Chief stated

The key to achieving these goals rests with our supervisors. Officials at every level, from the
Chief down, are expected to set the example....They must be attentive to their duties, consistently
apply Department policies and procedures, identify and correct deficiencies, identify and
commend good performance, and project a professional image. Most importantly, they must
effectively communicate with the personnel under their command. ... This initiative underscores
our need to attend to the basics of police service and police management. It provides direction,

* The Board, upon appointing the Chief, also provided him with its prionties for the Department. The Board’s prionities were consistent wath the
GAO and OIG reported tindings and recommendations.
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responsibility, accountability, reward and consequence. However, we cannot achieve our goals
through punitive action. To do so invites resistance and failure. Rather, compliance at all levels
should be achieved through encouragement, example, guidance, coaching, counseling, mentoring
and pro-active supervision.

As the Chief emphasized, positive change, consistent process improvement, and transparency are
all critical aspects of tone. However, the previously stated failure to establish adequate controls
and not following proven past budget practices and existing controls, the untimely
implementation of recommendations, which both the Chief and Board made an administrative
priority, and the administration’s ineffective workforce management, bring to light serious and
pervasive leadership problems or weak tone at the top in the administrative area.

Untimely Implementation of GAO and OIG Recommendations

OMB Circular A-123, Management s Responsibility for Internal Control, Section V. Correcting
Internal Control Deficiencies, states:

Agency managers are responsible for taking timely and effective action to correct deficiencies
identified by the variety of sources discussed in Section 1V, Assessing Internal Control. Correcting
deficiencies is an integral part of management accountability and must be considered a priority by the
agency.

However, the Department continues to face major challenges in the implementation of GAO and OIG
recommendations. This overarching issue continues to keep the Department from making significant
progress towards improving its financial management operations and contributed to the latest incident
refated to the budget shortfall. Specifically, GAO, Grant Thornton in 2008, and OIG have all
reported similar financial weaknesses and made recommendations to correct such weaknesses, such
as establishing, documenting, and formalizing specific policies and procedures. However, as stated
before, OFM has not established or documented its budget formulation process, a very basic and
fundamental managerial responsibility.

O1G also noted that the Department has failed to establish meaningful timeframes for corrective
actions in fully implementing recommendations made by GAO and OIG. Instead, managers
continuously revise due dates in their action plans. We noted that the CAO has not held individuals
accountable for adhering to established timeframes or linked managers’ performance standards and
evaluations to full implementation of prior audit recommendations, or any positive changes. As of
April 2010, the CAO stated the Department has identified a total of 180 audit recommendations made
by GAO (51) and USCP OIG (129). Of the 180 recommendations, 149 address financial
management weaknesses and some recommendations date as far back as January 2004. GAO made
38 of these recommendations while OIG made the other 111. Of the 149 recommendations, 76 (12
GAO and 64 OIG) have been closed and 73 remain open (26 GAO and 47 OIG) as shown in Table 3.
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and personnel files showed that 5 of 12 employees directly and indirectly involved in the budget
formulation process did not have direct hands on budget formulation and execution experience.
The average experience level of the Budget Division staff was about 10 years. However, of the
current four budget staff, only one employee has been with the Department over two years.
There has been a high level of turnover and staff vacancies within OFM. According to the OFM
organization chart dated March 8, 2010, there are five vacancies in the Procurement Division,
one vacancy in the Accounts Payable Division, one employee is on administrative leave in the
Budget Division, as well as the OFM Director having resigned in April 2010. As stated before,
in just over two years there have been two CAOs, two OFM Directors, two OFM Deputy
Directors, and three budget officers.

We also noted a lack of understanding of the causal effect of administrative practices on the
Department’s ability to support its core mission — the protection of the Congress and the
legislative process. Many of the individuals within the administrative functions of the
Department who were interviewed for this audit did not demonstrate a clear understanding or
appreciate the mission of the Department and the resources needs required to fully support that
mission.

OI1G further noted that administrative management has not provided sufficient supervision to
ensure that internal control objectives are achieved through performance evaluation. Such
evaluations are designed to help employees understand the connection between their
performance and the organization’s success. Our review of 60 personnel files for 12 employees
showed that 10 of 12° or 83 percent did not have a current performance evaluation and, if
apptlicable, there was no link to implementation of recommendations or the Department’s
strategic plan. In fact, one employee stated that OFM did not have a process for evaluating its
staff. Moreover, we noted that several OFM employees were either granted within grade
increases or promoted without a current performance evaluation or current position descriptions.
According to OHR officials, the Department is piloting an electronic Performance Evaluation
and Communication system (ePECS) with two Bureaus and two offices to assist in ensuring all
employees receive performance appraisals. OHR officials expect the final ePECS systems
implementation completed by July 2010.

According to OFM and OHR staff, civilian employees are constantly overwhelmed with an
unmanageable workload and lack of performance feedback because resources are not always
properly utilized. For example, one OFM employee was hired to assist in the financial
statements; however, OFM assigned the employee to work in accounts payable. Thus, employees
are often required to perform additional duty hours just to complete their simple day-to-day tasks
as demonstrated during the current budget crisis.

According to an October 2009 contractor’s report on the Department’s budget process, USCP
staff, both inside and outside of OFM, do not have a trust of each other and have a lack of
confidence in OFM staff both in their technical and interpersonal skills. There has been a high

3 One employee had only been with the Department six months and an evaluation was not due and another employce’s evaluation was due in
April 2010, which we counted as current.

21
Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 01G-2010-03 June 2010




27

turnover of management and conflicting data provided by divisions within OFM. Processes have
changed, but not for the best. For example, “new approvals for 1Qs® used to take | to 2 days,
now takes a month.” Accordingly, civilian employees have no incentive to remain with the
Department because of the high level of stress that accompanies their job and the lack of
supervisory support from managers. This has caused a severe decline in civilian employee
morale. These issues are indicative of not managing workforce and its processes effectively.

OIG did not conduct a workload study. However, we did benchmark with other Legislative
Agencies’ budget officials and Chief Financial Officers, and 6 of 8 stated that, once a budget
process is established, vetted, and approved, four employees within USCP’s Budget Division
should be adequate to support such a simple budget, which is primarily salary driven. In fact, a
former OFM contractor also stated that the USCP budget was simple and three to four employee
should be sufficient to support the budget formulation and execution process.

Conclusions

Contrary to the Chief’s vision, the Department’s administrative management has failed to
establish a strong “tone at the top™ by allowing inadequate financial weaknesses to persist for
years and by neglecting to hold individuals accountable for implementation of those
recommendations. The Department also continues to face major challenges in recruiting and
retaining qualified civilian staff and, thus, has not made significant progress towards improving
its financial management operations to include the budget process. Combined with the
inadequate controls, not following proven past practices, the untimely implementation of
recommendations, which both the Chief and Board made a priority, and the lack of effective
management of the administrative workforce, this lack of leadership and management has
critically affected administrative operations, has impaired the ability to fully support mission
requirements, and has caused a severe decline in civilian employee morale. Thus, OIG is
making the following recommendations.

Recommendation 5: We recommend that the Chief of Police evaluate whether the
Department has the appropriate leadership and management within the Office of
Administration with the necessary skill-sets to perform the financial management
activities of the Department and whether assistance is needed to sustain its
administrative operations. Additionally, the Chief should evaluate whether the
financial management weaknesses identified by the GAO and OIG and previously
thought to be closed have recurred as demonstrated by the current audit.

Recommendation 6: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure
that skill needs are continually assessed and that the organization is able to obtain a
workforce that has the required skills that match those necessary to achieve
organizational goals. Training should be aimed at developing and retaining
employee skill levels to meet changing organizational needs. Qualified and
continuous supervision should be provided to ensure that internal control objectives

¢ 1Qs: Hemized Request.
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are achieved. Performance evaluation and feedback, supplemented by an effective
reward system, should be designed to help employees understand the connection
between their performance and the organization’s success. As a part of its human
capital planning, management should also consider how best to retain valuable
employees, plan for their eventual succession, and ensure continuity of operations.

Inaccurate Salaries and Benefits Budget Submissions

The Department submitted inaccurate salaries and benefits totals in its FY 2010 and 2011 budget
submissions. OIG reviewed four salaries and benefits submissions (two for FY 2010 and two for
FY 2011). We found miscalculations, omitted BOCs, and other factors such as COLA and
attrition, which were unknown at the time of formulation, contributing to a significant shortfall in
FY 2010 and 2011 salaries and benefits submissions.

After reviewing the data available and the assumptions utilized by the Department, OIG projects
that the FY 2010 salary and benefits budget shortfall will range from $3,763,845 to $5,137,279
depending on the actual attrition from PP 07 to PP 20 in FY 2010 and Department cost-cutting
measures. For FY 2011, OIG projects the salary and benefits budget shortfall to range from
$9,338,007 to $14,848,263 depending on FY 2011 appropriations level, the actual attrition in FY
2011, and Department cost-cutting measures.

The submission of inaccurate salaries and benefits occurred primarily because the Department
has not addressed the identified management challenges related to budgetary processes and does
not have standardized procedures, methodology. or a template for formulating salaries and
benefits. Additionally, the Department has not established a quality assurance process for
ensuring the validity and integrity of data behind the salaries and benefits numbers. Unlike the
Department’s general expenses budget formulation process, which is decentralized and each
Bureaw/Office provides general expense input into the budget request, the formulation and
execution of salaries and benefits is centralized within OFM with input from OHR.

This lack of integration and communication between the Bureau/Offices and the Administrative
Offices related to salaries and benefits does not provide the checks and balances needed to
ensure accurate salaries and benefits budgets or involvement of the EMT in the overall
management of the Department. Communication between these bodies is essential for good
business and effective governance. OIG believes that EMT would have identified most of these
deficiencies had the opportunity been provided for such a review.

FY 2010 Salaries and Benefits Budget Deficiencies (Final Submission and Enacted)

OIG analyzed and recalculated the final FY 2010 submission of salaries and benefits and
recalculated the budget amounts based on information noted on the spreadsheet [USCP FY 2010
Salary Projections (Revised Senate mark @ 2.0 percent as of 9/21/09)]. OIG found that
miscalculations and omissions contributed to the FY 2010 budget shortfall as summarized on the
next page in Table 4.

23

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 0O1G-2010-03 June 2010




i

Arnow

Canse

$168.891 532

NiMiscodculation

2,184,000

s {half year)

R [

1,596,000

Atdrivion {sweorn 140}

380,340}

Attrition {civilian 30}

1,260.000)

Backfills {sworn-provated for 1 class

Mvisealewdation

each OTRY

Baci

hatf year)

d Promotion Anpu

a Presentation
signment Pay g } i Presentation

2.0 New COL& {prorated) o Preseniation
Ineorrect SSLHTHD I

o fon

o Omission

o }{Dmission
FHolickay Pay {3180 [ Orevssion
Lump Sum Termingd Leove {1183] £ sion
Hozardous Duty Poy {1187] o
CONA 242% {prorated) o
Torol Suiary 53 5373, 038 163

Benoills and Other

WAGS and Promotion Annualized

[~

BOC Selary

fncantive Awards,
Pay/Stu

actalty

Spaeciaity Assignment Pay

300,000

s

BOC Sofury

Metre Transit Subsidy

347,566

.0 New COLA (prorated)

2,624 110

Miscaleuiation

60,238,960

Miscalculation

2
2009 Base Benefits

s Rote higher thon Actunt a
incorrec gssumption - Benefits I 2EHMiscolewlotion
Qverté a sien
Senefi i Dmission
?gs;;‘;ts to Former Emplovess o Omission
Total Benefits and Other 58,550,338
Overiime 25,500,000
Tt Qvertime 25,500,000
Yotsl S265,188,498
Source 5d G analyzes snd recal

w
Prosentation

The Diepartment inappropris

Audit of USCP Bud

et Formulation Process




30

Miscalculations

O1G noted that the Department incorrectly caleulated the zm
projection, Specifically, the 2009 base salary for sworn and civilians cumulati
not total cmru:*}\ Mm?; res ui*un ina unﬁgrmw of $304,000 less than the requeste

! *sulmw ma d&ﬁcw}w of §

e of its FY 2010 salary

I
“,
=
=3
&
I
&
SN
o
o
=4
ot
<
:‘*
w
8

Specifically, the F EE
not agree with author

OMB Circular No. A-11, Section 83 states that personnel compensation directly related to duties
;‘seribrrx'm;\‘ for the Ge mrmmm by Federal civilian employees, military personnel, and nop-

iuai;ﬁcmsmc are BOC 11,1 th rough 1.8, Personnel benefits are covered in object classes
2.1 10 However, we noted that the 1 kmm nent immsz‘mm'saﬂ ely included three components
wse salaries in benefits, Specifically, the “Total Salary” caleulation did not include the
following:

a. WIGS and Promotic
b. Specialty A
o, 20 New C

n Annualized
gament Pay
A (provated)

Furthermore, we recaleulated and compared FY 2010 salary and benefits to the USCP
submission, which showed $643,757 in differences for three components, as shown in Tat
The net impact to the FY 2010 salary budget due to miscaleulations is $126,715 as shown below
in Table 5. USCP budget personnel could not find the electronic copy to justify the caleulations
or explain the differences. Accord o the CAQ, two OFM employees placed on
administrative leave were responsible for these calevlations. However, an email dated May
2010, states the CAO was responsible for this resubmission.

2008 Base Salary Ervor $168,891,532  $169.195,532

Calouiation for Less FTE 2,242 2,243 {213 0428
Backfills (sworn-prorated for | class
each QTR) 35,8
2.0 New COLA {prorated) 10
2009 Base Benefits 18,960 5‘19 970086

(L8

Total difference of thy

Lomponents

Net fmpact of Calewintion Evvors
Source: OIG anat FUSCP FY 2010 Satary Projections (Revised §

wning

nate wark o 2.0 percent

i)
L
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Omissions

OoMB C muhr A-T1
faw {3
each account.

ection 83 states agencies must report object class information because the
requires the President's Budget fo present obligations by object class for
on 8§3.6 states which BOC and definitions should be used as shown below,

Sect

L COMPENSATION This major objeet olass consists of 12, and 130

11 Personned compens

12 Personnel benefits Benefits for currently
noneFederal personi

13 Benefits for formar parsonnel

Based on our review of the FY 2010 final submission and confirmed by the USCP personnel
during interviews, the FY 2010 final submission did not include all BOCs for salaries and
benefits. Thus, we requested mc FY 2008 and 2009 actual payroll by BOC in order to pro
the FY 2010 amounts for the above BOCs, We first caleudated the increase by BOUs from
2008 to FY 2009 and projected the Y 2010 amounts to be the FY 2009 actual plus the
pereentage of increase based on FY 2008 and 2009 actuals. We used FY 2009 actuals to be
conservat We determined that the BOCs omitted from the base salary and benefits would
result in an additional estimated amount o 8,674 as shown below in Table 6.

vabory and Beneflis

bt and Sunday Differential

1180 T Tond

ay Pay i
1183 Lump Sum Terminal Leave 4
§ 187 . $4{& 77‘7
e 113434
T (sm% %@iru y $6,363,234
1204 Overtime Benefits (FICA - Agency 1,930,750

{ ontribution)

Salary Left Out
1303 Beoefits to former employees
Total Benefits
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Based on interviews with Departiment personnel and review of emails, OFM was aware that
differentials, lump sum payments, ete. were left out from the original FY 2010 budget
submission, as weil as the Department’s resubmission in May 2009, and i‘cqiic&‘wd a higher
J{:Wéh‘i rate of 34 percent to cover the omissions. In June 2009, the Department received a

it benefit, which OFM thought would cover the omitted B(N% OFM personnel
e CAQ that BOCs had been omitted and that was the reason for requesting a higher
benefits rate. Moreover, an email conflrmed this statement. We found no evidence that this
information was provided to the Chief.

The benefits factor applied to the | 7\-’ mm alary was 33.634%. The actual benefits tactor in FY
2008 and FY 2009 was 29.16° v iy The benefits factor in FY 2010
payroll projection was 30.3% i"m,mi on the %‘1 *Mi} payroll projection with actual data (PP 20 0
cd on aa:m&i §, roll information). Based on our calculation, USTP a cushion
rate i*w muhw {h\m tm actual benefit rate

and

hortage of

(33 :
omissions 3{%@"3‘}&6;4} in the amzxi FY 3()? 3 %udsm submsam: resul {mi ina
54,058,497,

Other Factors

Furthermore, other factors not known at formulation contributed to the budget shortfall. We
d the impact of other factors to the FY 2010 salary and benefits and determined the
followi ing:

1. COLA increase: The actual COLA increase wa
anticipated COLA wsed fo the §
salary and benefits was {721,061

2 which is 0.42% higher
010 budget formulation. The calculated Impa

[

Average Salary Increaser USCP applied an average salary in FY 2010 salary ar
: however, the actual average salary increased for both sworn and civi
7. Extrapolating the average salary increase to all sworn
and benefits is $(1,921,900),

impact to the salay

Table

2009 hd‘»t‘ pay
Actual based on N?( report as

of 12/21/09 85,340
Difference (1.34%)
Souree Qumc PE stians {Revised Senate mark (@ 2.0

3. New Hires: During Interview,
and the faster rate Tor %u‘
have contributed to the budget shor

the ¥ mi (\& arfer m ;?‘Y ZIGm co
not gonforming to the budget

an f:mpicwm
As such ending
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submission and Operating Plan. We analyzed the actual FTEs for sworn and civilian employees
and agreed that the front loading classes resulted in the sworn FTEs to be more than the authorized
sworn FTEs: however, the civilian FTEs were actually less than the authorized FTEs. In each pay
period in FY 2010 (actual from PP 20 to PP 06 and projection from PP07 to PP20), the total FTEs
for sworn and civilian are less than total authorized FTEs of 2,243, The front loading recruit class
in the First Quarter of FY 2010 did not result in any budget shortfall. We found that the
Department hired less FTEs in FY 2010 than projected FTEs for new hires in the budget
submission; the financial impact is $4,961,669 ($3,807,881 in salary and $1,153,788 in benefits

4. Attrition: The attrition numbers presented in the FY 2010 budget submission were 140 for sworn
and 30 for civilian. OHR was responsible for projecting attrition and providing that data to OFM
for utilization in the budget formulation. OHR stated that the projected attrition numbers were
based on eleven years of historical data. However, after interviewing USCP personnel and
conducting a review of OHR’s FTEs Attrition Projection Tables, we determined attrition is
actually being used as a plug figure in order to reach the Department’s authorized FTEs level.
Attrition was initially changed from 140 to 127 for sworn and from 30 to 38 for civilian on
October 1, 2009. Further, attrition was changed again from 127 to 81 for sworn and from 30 to 52
for civilian on March 1. 2010. Of 81 projected sworn attritions, only 12 sworn attritions were for
mandatory retirement in FY 2010.

USCP projected 140 attritions for sworn officers and 30 civilian attritions in FY 2010 but it did
not specify the timeframe for these 170 attritions for budget purposes. The salary give back for
140 sworn positions was budgeted for half year, which was $5,380,340 for 70 FTEs; the salary for
30 civilian positions was budgeted for half year, which was $1,260,000 for 15 FTEs. We noted
that FY 2010 attrition decreased significantly from prior years. Using the actual attrition through
PP 06 and projected attrition from PP 07 to PP 20 or mandatory retirement from PP 07 to PP 20,
we calculated that the impact to the FY 2010 salary budget is between $(2,024,047) (including
$(1.514,620) salary and $(509,427) benefits) and $(3,397,481) (including $(2,542,378) salary and
$(855,103) benefits) depending on the actual attrition between PP 07 and PP 20 and Department
cost-cutting measures.

The net impact to the FY 2010 salary budget due to other factors is between $294,652 if using
projected attrition between PP 07 and PP 20 and $(1,078,782) if accounting for only mandatory
retirement.

Conclusions

The Department FY 2010 budget submission was inaccurate due to miscalculations, omissions,
and other factors as shown in Table 8. OIG projects the FY 2010 salary and benefits budget
shortfall to range from $3,763.845 to $5,137,279 depending on the actual attrition from PP 07 to
PP 20 in FY 2010 and Department cost-cutting measures implemented by the Chief as a result of
this budget crisis.
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Offset from Higher Benefit Rate

Net of Other Factors (Projected Attrition™)
Votal Budget Shertiall
Net of Other Factors {Mandatory Reti
Total Budget Shortfall

Semrpe

rement®*) {1,078, “8 }
$EI3T2T

el
Hddandatory Retires

Review of Revised Submission of FY 2010 Salary and Benefits Budget (March 2010)

O1G also analyzed the Department’s revised FY 2010 salary benefits budget dated March 2010
to determine reasonableness. Based on mandatory atirition only, however, our projection

totalin 137,279 for Y st shortfall is $1,701.919 less than the Department’s
projection of $6,839,198,

i SWOTn separated from the Department between PP 03
;md 5"? Gé‘ ther : $989,284 due to salary and
2 should NOT be
and FY 2010 ummw PP are credit
3. e did not include
.1 through
4. The revised budget included an increase of $168,067 for transit plan in the payroll proj
5. UsCp hwgezcd $460.388 the ““i& {fect of Promotions™; we did not include this amount in

g jection because the of mommmm should be covered in the actual amount
H %Eme permanent staff (BOC 1101} through PP 02 and projected WIGS of
48 929 and projected Promaotions Sworn of $129,540 between PP 03 1o PP

OIG also noted that the Department’s revised budget didd not include an amount for new hires for
sworn: a class of 24 is scheduled for pay period 14 should attrition require the class for the
Department to remain at its authorized sworn strength.

Fuarthermore, we noted that the procedures, methodology, and assumptions used in ;?{‘x}p%f%ﬂ” the
revised submission were not documented. We also noted that theve was no quality assurance of
the budget for accuracy. Although the Board appointed a financial panel to review the budget
revision, panel members when interviewed for this audit dmmucmad the review as a Hraited
scope review. One member stated “We looked at the best information as o There was
no time to look at source documents or ealeulations. This was not an audit”  Another panel
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mer ;Nr xmtgd This review had a window to resubmit and was to be done very quickly in order
for the Chief to resubrmit the USCP FY 2011 budget.” cording to all members, the individuals
that pre m the revised budget “were struggling and did not understand the numbers or where
they amc from.”

Conclusions

OIG concluded that the March 2010 revised submission of FY 2010 salary and benefits budget s
reasonable and that the revised submission included BOCs previously omiited and those amounts
were reasonable. OIG projected the 010 salary and benetits budget shortfall to range from
$3,763,845 10 $5,137.279 d nding on the actual attrition from PP O7 0 PP 20 in FY 2010 and
Department cost-cutting measures, Bi sed on mandatory retivement only, our projection for FY
2010 budget shortfall is 1@& i 1,919

int Table 9.

tion of $6,839,198 as

55 than the Department’s

1OWH

e
§(5,137.279)
$(6,839.198)

§1,701 919

USCP FY 2018 Payroll Projection

Difference

16 attrition between PPO2 and PPOG 580 284
Check Reissue (BOC 1195 14700

Limited Pavabifity Credit (BOC 1198}

inm{:cm e Transit Plan
“ffect of Promotions

Different Projection Methods®

Total

Additionally, the Department did not document its procedures, methodolog
used in ;m,pmm’ the original or revised submissions
explaining what was behind the numbers to the Boar
this audit.

, and assumptions
SCP staff had a difficult time
s financial panel, as well as to QUG during

FY 2011 Salary and Benefits Budget Deficiencies (Januwary 20168)

Y 2011

O1G reviewed the original 3
fsheet [USCPLIB

benefits noted on the sy

nission dated January 2
44055-v7, FY 2
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Miscaleniations
Miscalculations in the original FY 2011 mhmmm contributed to a shortfall in %aiar\* as‘ad
benefits. We compared our caleulation of ¥ v and benefits to §§'1 i
and noted differences totaling fBE 33,963 for two components as shown in Tab
budget officer could not explain the caleulations in the priginal submis
involved in the FY 2011 origt ‘észsbmisa

C

Yable 11 — FY 2011 Salary and Bene,

St M’A 478
2,994

New Civilian
Total

Source: 016 &

sy o add

also noted the s still confusion mw FT1
FY 2011 %mn, i bm]s on. ForF

and positions during the formulation of the
72011, the Department reg FTEs for sworn and

an. However, the Department did ne ient funding to support
Hu‘;t Department applied 1.834 FTEs in its calculation of sworn salary, which

{ FTEs in the caleulation of civilian

a result, the Department caleulated for
), including $(1,827.975) o
2y of benefits (34%).  For miscaleulations, the net
991 as shown below in Table 12

are 18 less than the requested 1,852 FTEs, and applied 450
salary xish are 5 less than the requested 455 FTE
ulting in a ditference of $(2.471,95:
$(22.467) of COLA increase, and $(621
fmpact to the FY 2011 salary budget is

ME}‘,

and Benefit

incorrect FTEs caleulation

Total

Source: OIG

terated abers may not add due Lo round

Ohotssions

OMB Circular No, A-11 Section 83.6 5
{personnel compensation), 12 {personnel bene i N Amd (W;Nm for fo
However, OIG noted that the Department fwgie cted to mdudu thes

salar its.

2011 m%‘amissxm. contributing to a shortfall in and benefits. Ba “,d on our review of the
FY 2011 submission and confirmed by the USCP personnel during interviews, the Department
left out Msn salary and benefits as shown in Table 16, We compared the FY 2010 payroll

w prorated Al
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D!’ié}t‘ci%su with YTI Actual to the FY 2009 actual and found that the total of BOC 1180 10 BOC
1187 increased 7 percent. Therefore, we projected the amov sm% for BOC 116010 BOC 1187 in
FY 2011 to be FY 2010 amounts plas a 7 percent increase. We determined that the BOCs left
out from the base salary and bene would result in an addmmmi es
$10,910,772, See Table 13 below for breakout.

imated amount of

md'w ? i
ﬁmi ‘)mmi\ 7ﬂ ferential

Sum Terminal Loave
rdous Duty Pay
COLA 1.6%
Total Salary

{prorated)

1201 Overtime Benefits (FICA — Ageney
Contribution)
Benefits for Salary Left Qut (30.9%)

1303 Benefits to former empiovees
Total Benefits

The benefits factor applied to the FY 2011 salary was 34%. The actual benefits factor in FY
2008, FY 2009 and F 310 (actual through PP 08 and proj mi';i } is "9 16%, 29% and 30.
g We dc%ermin»d the benefit rate o be 30.9% (3¢ 2010+ 0.6% FERS
7Y 2011 because the agency contribution for F er Public |

S aw
ﬁc -ause e the benefit rate for budget is higher than the actual hm fit factor, USCP has a

1,039 from the higher benefit rate (34% - 30.9%) to cover a portion of the
i Q?‘S{E 337,991) and omissions of $(10,910,772) in the FY 2011 budget
submission, therefore, the FY 2011 budget subm 5(7.5

as shown in Table 14,

sion resulted in a net shortage of

O

Offset from Higher Benefit Rate
Total

Souree: OIG Generated based on analysis and recalculations. Numbers may not
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Oither Factors

Furthermore, other factors not known at formulation contributed to the budg
reviewed the 2011 payroll projection and analyzed the Impact of change

¥ &
submission of FY 2011 salary and benefits and determined the following:

ot shortfall, We
s to the original

1. ed from 1.6% to 1.4 'P adjusted the COLA from 1.6% to 1.4%; thus the FY
il benefits was over by 3360914,
2. m:cim average s
sworn is lower than the
below. Extrapolating the averag the \mgzd“* ‘o 13
vy and benefits is $(211,913) hown in Table
3. g total of 168 attrition, 121 for
Han. The FY 2011 attrition then doumm.d to 80 for sworn and 40 for
T80 sworn attritions, only 20 ¢ emzmaﬁamw 1“61&&"@*)}3&% T ¢ hack for 168
I J n
imd i‘y(’ ihn ém;mu 0 Xim FY
487,531 salary and $(459.771) beneilt ‘3“’%3{ m}v ng
760,511 benefits) depending on the actual @rmcm inFY 2011,
4. * decreased the budget for overtime from § submission

and $1.809,62¢

smbmasszen. T iw m;}aci of this change 15 $36,418 ncluding

The net impact to the FY 2011 salary budget due to other {actors is between ${1,762.283) using
projected attrition and ${(7.272,539) accounting for only mandatory retirement as shown in Table
16.

*Per Payroll FY 11 Projection 3-1-10 Final Rev1.xls, AOC Dome Project/R Tunnel related OT (with benef
51,945,351 = 51,809,629 073,
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“hange from 1810 1.

1./

Average Salary Increase

Overtime Changes
Attrition (Projected 120

Attrition (Mandatory 20}

Total (Frojected Attrition)

Total (Mandatory Retirement) $(7,272.53%)

Conclusions

The Department’s FY 2011 budget submission was inaccurate due to miscateulations, omissions,
and other factors. We project the FY 2011 salary and benefits budget shortfall to be between
$9,338,007 and $14,848,263 depending on the actual attrition in FY 20171 and Department cost-
culting measures as summarized in Table 17,

$(2,337.991

(HL910,77T0)

er Benefit Rate 5,673,039

Net of Other Factors {Projected Atirition) (1,762,283)

Total Budget Shortfall

§{9,338.087)
Net of Gther Factors (Mandatory Retirement) (7.272.539)

Total Budget Shortfall S(14,848,263)
Sourve: {

Ders may nof add due o rounding

seneratesd from

hers may not ad

Additionally, the Department did not document its p 5, methodology, and niptions
used in preparing the original or revised submissions and OFM staff had a difficult time
explaining what was behind the numbers to the Board’s financial panel, as well as to OIG during
this audit.

Review of Amended FY 2011 Pavroil Projection (submitted on March 2, 2018%)

The current budget officer and the Acting ted an amended FY 2011 P
prajection showing an FY 2011 budget shortfall of $9,451,463. However, O1G noted the
following deficiencics and differences:

w
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for salary in F
than m but

for civitian), which is
for eivilian). The financial impact
E tevel of 2,307 as shown in Table 18,

Difference
Ay

[}
$86.546

ce Salary

Impact to Sal

216,790

1,302,988}

Impact o Benef
Total $(8,819.778)

Souree

5. Numbers may not add due o voundi

Incorrect calculation for 12 new civilian hives and 52 new sworn hir
payroll profection caused the revised submis m o be over- budget for sala
ctment used the same budget amount for 12 1 ilian and 32 new
nission xm‘mm Em_ 'zg the formula or verifving the caloulation. In add%tio& UBCP u
ginal submission, not the 32% ben » applied in the re

on the rev

( ’%Of‘ 105 $25,000; we did not includ
tal amount and actual amounts in FY 2009
cotively.

BOC inour
and FY &

The Department budgeted NFC
BOC should NOT be budgeted b
PPOZY are cradit amounts, which were m*gam

1185y for 318
amounis in FY 20

C? ore, this

Ot hmmg}s

USCP budgeted for the Limited Pavability Credit (BOC 11
this BOC in our ;:\:‘oésc?‘ion beca
11.8 per OMB A-11,

from 10 sworn on average on extended
absence section. We did not include this in our pm utsm; b@xausc we did not find such potential

The Department included a potential saving of

saving in FY 2010 budget.

ceounted for
5 million from the origmai
snificantly in FY 2000 but

Thus, accounting for only 2{)

The Department applied a worst case sce g altrition and only a
mandatory u.mumam We also noted that the attrition decreased §7
submission to the revised submission. The atirition rate decreased
there were 60 attritions as of FP 06 in PY

fevelwi

civiliang for a total

0F gwn
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best practice, which will most
spment at the

P with only
l\dd.iwmn during 13
s, it was sru;;ga&icz\i to the Department to look at

mandatory attritions S ot seem wmmec ort

Tikely result i as

Furthe ‘m ore, we noted that the procedures, methodology, and assumptions used in pre gmmw the
revised submission were not documented, We also noted that there was no q*miit_\' urance of
§‘¢2 bxxdm for accuracy. As stated before, although, the Board appointed a financial panel to
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Furthermore, as stated before. the Department did not document the procedures, methodology,
and assumptions used in preparing any of its revised submissions and there was no quality
assurance of any of the budget submission for accuracy. As stated before, the Capitol Police
Board appointed a financial panel to review the budget revision. However, panel members
interviewed for this audit characterized the review as a limited scope review for reasonableness
and described Department personnel struggling to explain what was behind the numbers as well
as OIG did during this audit.

OIG benchmarked the USCP budget formulation process against similar operations to determine
best practices. We interviewed other Federal agencies’ budget officials to determine best
practices and benchmarking of staff requirements. About half of those agencies interviewed
used a decentralized approach in formulating salaries and benefits. For example, the Pentagon
Force Protection Agency utilizes their Bureaus and Offices to formulate its salaries and benefits
budget. The budget office then checks the accuracy of the calculations and rolls up the data into
the budget by cost center. Guidance is provided during the annual budget call and a template is
provided to assist in the salary and benefit calculation.

A decentralized approach provides a genuine opportunity to reduce the Department’s
vulnerability of preparing incorrect salary budgets; incorporates checks and balances as well as
integration of strategic goals and performance measurements; and training of employees in the
budget formulation process. As stated before, the Department uses this type of approach in
formulating its general expense budget. Furthermore, this will place the Department on a course
toward accountability and transparency that the Chief, the Board, Congress, and the public
expect and deserve. One of the most immediate problems facing the USCP is their need to
address a considerable lack of confidence in their ability to build and formulate an FY 2012
budget request. Thus, OIG is making the following recommendations.

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that
Bureau and Office units, in accordance with clear and definitive guidance, provide
and/or review position/FTEs input information (numbers and levels of staff and
timing for new additions) and review draft budget to ensure that unit inputs are
incorporated into the draft budget.

Recommendation 8: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police take action
to formally integrate the Investment Review Board and Executive Management
Team into the review and approval process for the salary and benefit components of
the draft budget request (in addition to their existing role in reviewing and
approving the general expense component of the draft budget request) to enhance
the accountability and quality assurance of the review and approval process.
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Potential Shortfall in the Radio Moderuization Project

Although, OIG’s scope did not include general expenses, our review of documents and
interviews showed there is also a potential funding shortfall in the radio modernization project
budget estimate. According to GAO Cost Estimating and Assessment Guide, Best Practices for
Developing and Managing Capital Program Costs:

1t is reasonable to expect the unit costs decrease not only as more units are produced but also as the
production rate increases. This theory accounts for cost reductions that are achieved through economies
of scale....Conversely, if the number of quantities to be produced decreases, then unit costs can be
expected to increase. Because certain fixed costs have to be spread over fewer units. At times, an
increase in production rate does not result in reduced costs....

Accordingly, GAO (GAO-05-183, Sensitivity Analysis, form Defense Acquisitions) found that
analysts often factored in savings based on expected efficiencies that never materialized.

We noted that the $16 million'? indoor coverage estimate, which was requested in the
Department’s FY 2011 budget submission and most recently submitted to OMB for inclusion in
an emergency supplemental funding bill, was based on 32 percent vendor discount from vendor
list price for economies of scale. No vendor discounts have been realized to date as NAVAIR
has not issued the request for proposals for solicitation. Thus, OIG projects that a minimum of
$7 million dollars will be needed if the discounts are not realized.

This funding request for $16 million also did not include the NAVAIR labor costs associated
with the DAS installation and the AoC’s building infrastructure site costs to support the DAS
installation or the Department’s insider fiber costs, both of which have funding estimates that are
higher than originally anticipated.

In March 2010, the Chief appointed an Executive Sponsor. Prior to that, the CAO was
responsible for this project. The Department subsequently discovered the appropriation for
contingencies of the radio project may have been allocated for expenditure in the absence of
sufficient and accurate estimates. “It appears prior to the change in Executive Sponsorship, the
project management did not track changes between estimates, which supported the appropriation
and the actual radio project expenditures.”

At the direction of the Chief, the new Executive Sponsor has executed a Radio Modernization
Project Charter, which provides detail for the roles and responsibilities of the Department, AoC,
and NAVAIR. Prior to requesting additional funding to replenish contingency funds to meet
projected cost overruns, the Department plans to conduct an internal project requirements and
scope review with NAVAIR in order to identify potential project savings from the use of new
technology, as well as grade of service, coverage, and “up time” needs vs. requirements, Actual

' According to the Department's comments on the draft report, the $16 million for indoor coverage estimate was
requested as a coraponent of the total radio modemization project of $97.6 million.
39
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costs for the major NAVAIR procurements will not be known until responses to the requests for
proposal are received from vendors.

Conclusions

Our review of documents and interviews showed there is also a potential funding shortfall in the
radio modernization project budget estimate. We noted that the $16 million indoor coverage
estimate, which was requested in the Department’s FY 2011 budget submission and most
recently submitted to OMB for inclusion in an emergency supplemental funding bill, was based
on 32 percent vendor discount from vendor list price for economies of scale. Thus, OIG projects
that a minimum of $7 million will be needed if the discounts are not realized. Additionally, this
FY 2011 request for $16 million did not include the NAVAIR labor costs associated with the
DAS installation and AoC’s building infrastructure site costs to support the DAS installation or
the Department’s insider fiber costs, both of which have funding estimates that are higher than
originally anticipated. The Department is conducting an internal project requirements and scope
review with NAVAIR. Thus, OIG is not making a recommendation at this time.

OTHER MATTERS

Other matters came to our attention during fieldwork, which involved behavior that was
considered either deficient or improper when compared with behavior established that a prudent
person would consider reasonable and necessary business practice when given the facts and
circumstances. Instances occurred in which Department staff delayed responses and in some
cases did not know or could not locate documents supporting the numbers behind budget totals.
Necessary calculations were not located in central files. Electronic spreadsheets did not always
have formulas on how data was formulated, or when, or by whom. Two employees directly
involved in the FY 2010 and 2011 budget formulation were placed on administrative leave by
the CAO shortly before the audit. The remaining key administrative staff divested responsibility
for any involvement in the budget formulation process. While most staff were responsive and
cooperative with the OIG’s requests, several key staff members were not. Our audit brought to
light serious and pervasive issues in the administrative management of the Department. There
was insufficient oversight over the budget formulation process by the Office of Administration
leadership and the Department did not have adequate systems in place to protect the Department.
To the degree the Department had these systems in place; they were not always followed, and, in
one significant case, circumvented.

Through interviews, review of emails and source documents, and analysis of testimony, we
found indicators that individuals should have known there were serious problems with the FY
2010 and 2011 earlier than February 2010. In fact, in March 2009, Appropriation staff pointed
out that the Department salaries did not “appear” accurate. In fact, one staffer stated the
“Salaries and benefits were 81.1 percent of the budget in FY 2009 and 65.5 percent in FY 2010.”
In May 2009, OFM and the CAO knew that they had omitted specific BOCs and requested a 34
percent benefit rate to cover these omissions. This is confirmed by an email and by the
Department receiving a higher benefit rate to cover these omissions. Furthermore, OIG
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identified potential conflicting statements, procurement, time and attendance, pay, and ethical
issues, which Audits referred to OlG Investigation for review and final disposition.

41
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Appendix A
Page 1 of 2

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: We recommend the United States Capitol Police immediately
establish a formal budget formulation and allocation process that links all costs to its
mission, goals, and objectives within its strategic and human capital plans. This process
should include written policies and procedures delineating each office’s roles and
responsibilities to include specific methodology, sources of data, and records management
for calculating personnel compensation and benefits, as well as general expenses. This will
provide formal representation of the USCP’s plan for accomplishing stated goals and
objectives, more effective budget submissions, set priorities for the allocation of limited
resources, and help define clear lines of accountability for those resources.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that the
Force Development Process is fully implemented during the annual budget formulation
process. Further, establish a mechanism to review specific programs each year, evaluating
their effectiveness, efficiency, and how they contribute to achieving a specific strategic
goal(s). This would place a greater emphasis on examining programs and resource needs
at the Investment Review Board/Executive Management Team and Executive Team levels.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police immediately
consult with Congressional stakeholders to determine the format for future budget
submissions that would be useful and meet stakeholder needs.

Recommendation 4: We recommend the United States Capitol Police immediately reinstate
the funds availability control. Further, USCP should implement and document processes,
procedures, and controls to identify and help ensure that key funds control personnel,
including funds certifying officials, are properly trained so that they can fulfill their
responsibilities to prevent, identify, and report potential Antideficiency Act violations.

Recommendation 5: We recommend that the Chief of Police evaluate whether the
Department has the appropriate leadership and management within the Office of
Administration with the necessary skill-sets to perform the financial management activities
of the Department and whether assistance is needed to sustain its administrative
operations. Additionally, the Chief should evaluate whether the financial management
weaknesses identified by the GAO and OIG and previously thought to be closed have
recurred as demonstrated by the current audit.

Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 01G-2010-03 June 2010
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Appendix A
Page 2 of 2

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS (Continued)

Recommendation 6: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that skill
needs are continually assessed and that the organization is able to obtain a workforce that
has the required skills that match those necessary to achieve organizational goals. Training
should be aimed at developing and retaining employee skill levels to meet changing
organizational needs. Qualified and continuous supervision should be provided to ensure
that internal control objectives are achieved. Performance evaluation and feedback,
supplemented by an effective reward system, should be designed to help employees
understand the connection between their performance and the organization’s success. Asa
part of its human capital planning, management should also consider how best to retain
valuable employees, plan for their eventual succession, and ensure continuity of operations.

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that
Bureau and Office units, in accordance with clear and definitive guidance, provide and/or
review position/FTEs input information (numbers and levels of staff and timing for new
additions) and review draft budget to ensure that unit inputs are incorporated into the draft
budget.

Recommendation 8: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police take action to
formally integrate the Investment Review Board and Executive Management Team into the
review and approval process for the salary and benefit components of the draft budget
request (in addition to their existing role in reviewing and approving the general expense
component of the draft budget request) to enhance the accountability and quality
assurance of the review and approval process.
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DEPARTMENT RESPONSE
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June 1,2010

COP 100579
MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Carl W. Hoecker
tnspectar General

FROM: Phillip D. Morse, Sr.
Chief of Police

SUBJECT: Response to OIG draft report on its Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Pracess
(Repart No. 01G-20610-03).

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the United States Capitol Police response w the
recommendations contained within the Office of the Inspector General's (OIG's) draft repont
Audit of USCE Budget Formularion Pracess (Report No. O1G-2010-03),

These responses are provided 10 the best of our ability based on our limited knowledge of the
information provided by the respondents during the audit. Should the Inspector General have
verified and validated information which effects the Deparmment’s responses to these
recommendations, we will gladly review and revise our responses, if appropriate. Additional
comments on the draft audit report will be provided wnder separate cover.

OFf note, it is the Department’s policy to reirain from including information or references to
investigatory matters that might implicate, allege or make references to wrong doing in
documents intended for distribution. in order to protect the due process rights of the individuals
involved unti! such time s the investigative findings are documented and reported. Therefore,
we would ask that a single reference be placed in the report and that all other references be
removed to protect the due process rights of the individuals involved. {Suggested fnvestigatory
reference is *As required by Government Auditing Standards. any matters identified as deficient
or imnproper during the audil were referred o the Assistant Inspector General for Investigation.™)

R dation I Weree wnd the United States Capitol Police immediarely establish a
Jormal budget formulation and allocation process that links all cosis to iis mission, goals. and
abjectives within us steategic and human capital plans. This process should include written
policies and procedures delineating each office’s roles und responsibilities o include specific
methodology. sources of data, and records management for calciduting personnel compensation
and benefits. us well us general expenses. This will provide formal representation of the USCP '
plan for accomplishing stated goals and objectives. more effective budger submissions, set
priorities for the all of limited resources and help define clear lines of accountability for
thuse resources.

Natonally Accredited by the Commission an Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, inc
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Appendix B
Page 2 of 5

Department Response (Continued)

USCP Response: The Department generally agrees with this recommendation. Inan
effort to formalize the Department’s budget formulation and allocation processes which
are linked to our strategic and human capital plans, the Department is currently
developing inan i ! manner the y dard operating proced:
governing the processes, roles and responsibilities for the formulation of the annual
budget request, as well as for the overall allocation and cxecution of the budgel. As you
“kniow, the Department has acquired new software to use in our budget formulation and
execution and the Office of Financial M: will begin deploying it as personnel
and resources become available for training, testing, and validation.

R dation 2: We r: d that the United States Capitol Police ensure thal the
Force Development Process is fully implemented during the annual budger formulation process.
Further establish a mechanism to review specific programs each year, evaluating their
effectiveness, efficiency, and how they contribute to achieving g specific strategic goal(s). This
would place a greater emphasis on examining programs and resource needs at the Investment
Review Board/Fxecutive Monagement Team and Executive Team levels.

USCP Response: The Department gencrally agrees with this recommendation for the
review of specific programs, in order to evaluate their effectivencss, efficiency, and
contribution to achieving our strategic goals as well as for greater involvement by the
IRB, the EMT acd the ET in the overall budget review process. As a part of the
Department’s efforts to impl R dation 1, the Dey will ensure that
the Force Devel Process is implanted and utilized annually in the development of
our budget request. For the FY 2012 budget process, the Department plans to utilize 5
process based approach for the evaluation of program effectiveness, efficiency, and
contribution to the Department’s strategic and human capital goals and objectives.
Further, the Department plans to follow the principles of GPRA, to include the issuance
of a Performance Accountability Report Through our Investment Review Board’s annual

o i specific p will be identified for this evaluation
process.
The Department does not however agree with the total d lization of the formulation

of the Salaries and Benefits portion of the USCP budget, as it has the potential to cause
more extensive errors and an undo burden on operational commanders, as well as
requiring significantly increased training, controls, and oversight of each unit’s
submissions and updates which the Budget Division does not have the resources to do.
The Department will examine ways to work collaboratively with burcaus and offices in
the development of the Salaries and Benefits portion of the budget to ensure greater
controls and oversight of the budget formulation process without creating control
weaknesses.

R dation 3: We that the United States Capitol Police immediately consull
with Congressional stakeholders to determine the format for future budget submissions that
would be usefil and meet stakeholder needs.

USCP Rosponse: The Department generally agrees with this recommendation,
Following the issuance of the Inspector General’s audit report, the Department plans fo
consult with its stakeholders to identify a unified method for the development and
presentation of our annual budget request. This unified method will be institutionalized
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Appendix B

Department Response (Continued)

Page 3of 5

into our standard operating procedurcs and verified annually to confirm the stakeholder’s
agrecment based on current circumstances.

As you know, stakeholders change and do not always agree on a single format that is most
useful to all of their individual needs from one year to the next. Consequently, we strive to
satisfy as many of their needs as possible with the budget submission format.

R dation 4: We re d the United States Capitol Police immediately reinstare the
Junds availubility control. Further, USCP should impl and d processe.
procedures, and controls to identify and help ensure that key funds control personnel, including
JFunds certifying officials, are properly trained so that they can fulfill their responsibilities to
prevent, identify. and report p ial Antideficiency Act violati

USCP Response: The Department agrees that funds availability controls are important
and that it has these controls in place. While the processes are not formally documented,
they are followed and do provide for the funds control recommended by the Inspector
General.

In April 2010, following the identification of our recent salaries shortfall, the Department
implemented a funds availability control related to civilian hiring, career ladder
promotions and reclassifications. This control is designed to determine the salary and
benefits funding made available from the salaries base as a result of each civilian
departure. The cumulative total of the available funding from departing civilians is
tracked, 50 that critical civilian hiring may be made against thosc funds. For each

critical civilian position that the Department wishes to hire, the salary and bencfits impact
of the hiring action is calculated to determine the impact to our salaries funding. The
hiring action funding impacts are then balanced against the available funding from
departing civilians to ensure that we have sufficient funding from within the base to
support the eritical hiring action prior to finalizing the hiring action. Additionally, career
ladder promotions and reclassification actions are also intended 1o be balanced against
available funding from within the base.

Per the Chief Administrative Officer, who serves as the Department’s certifying officer;
the funds availability control referenced in the draft report was not cffective and in fact
was inconsistent with effcctive and efficient operation of our financial management
activities. Consequently, this control was eliminated. Therefore, we do not believe that
we need to reinstate the control of having our Budget Officer sign off that funds arc
available when we have and had other mitigating controls that achieve the same
objective.

However, the CAO believes that the bi-weckly funds availability certification reports
which she signs related to payroll processing and the Office of Financial Management’s
funds execution validation through the bi-weekly salaries projection, as well as the process
for funds availability related to civilian hiring mentioned above, provide for more efficient
and effective funds availability control and oversight. Furthermore, the CAO believes that
the effectiveness of these mitigating controls as well as other controls in place in all aspects
of our financial P arc evidenced by the significant decrease in
Departmental reprogramming requests in the past fiscal year.
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Department Resp (Continued)

The Department plans to fully d these pr procedurcs, and controls o
ensure they are followed, Before formalizing these processes the Department will
evaluate government best practices in this area and may amend our procedures, if
necessary. Furthermore, the Department wil] ensure that financial management and
funds control personnel receive and understand these documented processes and their
responsibility in complying with them, in order to prevent, identify and report potential
Antideficiency Act violations.

Reconmendation 5: We recommend that the Chief of Police evaluate whether the Department
has the appropriate leadership and management within the Office of Administration with the
necessary skill-sets to perform the financial management activities of the Deparnnem
Additionally, the Chief should evatuate whether the ial ide d
by the GAQ and OIG and previously thought to be closed have reucmm ed as demonsrated by
the current audit.

USCP Response: The Department generally agrees that continual workforce

should be plished to provide that the appropriate leadership
and management within the Office of Administration with the y skill-sets to
perform our financial management activities are in place. We believe that we can and do
evaluate each position according to cur current structure upon the advertisement and
hiring for the position to assure that the position requires the requisite level of
knowledge, skills and abilities to perform the specific positional duties. Additionally, the
candidates for vacant civilian positions are evaluated against the identified and
documented knowledge, skills and abilities. However, the Department believes that to
farther hen our existing p , we must undertake severa! additional steps.

First, we belicve that we must evaluate the current structure of the Office of
Administration against the mission support functions it provides and implement revisions
and enhancements if necessary. Sccond, following this evaluation, we believe we must
undertake a comprehensive civilian staffing assessment to determine the knowledge skills
and abilities necessary to perform the documented functions. This may be accomplished
by either finishing the work started in the most recent Grant Thornton evatuation of our
financial management activities or undertaking a new study to demonstrate if we have the
appropriate structure, management and supervision necessary to perform the
responsibilities of the necessary positions. We also believe that in order for the
Department to be competitive in recruiting and retaining civilian positions to perform
critical mission suppon functions, we will need to work with our stakeholders to address
the current pay structure and line of succession staffmg Recently, while trying 10 recruit
best qualified candidates for civilian leadershi the Depariment was unable to
be competitive with other federal entities as a result of the pay structure limitations.

Reeommenda/mn 6: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that skill needs
are i and the organization is able to obtain a workforce that has the required
skills that malch those vy to achigve organizationdl gools. Training should be aimed at
developing and retaining employee skill levels to meet changing organizational needs. Qualified
and continuous supervision showld be provided to ensure that internal conirol objectives are
achieved. Performance eval) and fecdback I i by an effe reward system,
shauld be designed to help employees understand the connection between their performance and
the organization’s success. As a part of ifs human capital planning, management should also
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Appendix B
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Department Resy {Continued)

consider how best to retain valuable employees, plan for their eventual succession, and ensure
continuily of operations.

USCP Response: We generally agree and believe that this is already being accomplished
through our strategic human capital planning process,

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the {nited States Cupirol Police ensure that Burean
and Office units, in accordance with clear and definitive guidance, provide position’FTE inpit
informution (eumbers and levels of staff and timing for new additions) and review draft hudgers
o ensure that init inputs are incorporated into the drafl budgels,

USCP Response: We generafly agree and currently do this with our general expense
budget formulation procedures. We will develop procedures 1o incorporale the
involvement of our Bureau and Office units in the formulation of our Salaries budget. as
wel as the review of the draft budpet submission prior to its presentation,

Reconunendation 8: We reconumend that the United Statex Capitol Police take action to
Jormadly integraie the Investment Review Board and kxecurive Management Team info the
review and approval process for the salary and benefit components of the draft budget request
(in addition ta their existing role in reviewing and upproving the general expense component of
the draft budge! requesi) ro enhance the ace ility and guality assurance of the review and
approval process.

USCP Response: We generally agree and currently do this with our general expense
draft budget review processes. We will develop procedures to integrate the review and
approval of the Investment Review Board and the EMT in the salary and benefit
components of the draft budget request.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the OIG’s draft report. We will be available to meet
and discuss any changes 10 your report that you make as a result of the Depantiment’s comments,,

Very respectfully.

,:%-'24.2

Phillip D. Morse. Sr.
Chief of Police
Anachments
cer Chiel Adminisirative Officer

Assistant Chief of Police
LISCP Audit Liaison
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DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Teien 02 Yra whon

UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE
OFfie SrTHE Crage
e D STREET ML
WASHING (0N, DT 20910728

June 1. 2010
COP 1ouse

TO: Carl Hoecker
inspector General

910-428h

[T R A )

FROM: Phitlip D). Morse, Sr.
Chief of Police

SUBJECT: Response to DI draft report on its Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process
{Report No., 0I1G-2010-03).

The purpase of this memorandum is 1o provide the United States Capitol Police comments on
the Office of the Inspector General's (O1G’s) draft repont Audit of USCP Rudget Formulation
Process (Repont No. OR3-2010-03).

After meeting 10 review the audit findings and recommendations in the draft rcpﬂﬂ the
Executive Team would like o provide a tist of for your Prior
o issuing the final audit report, the Executive Teom would appreciate mecting with the Qffice of
the Inspector General to discuss these comments/congerns, so we may have a better
understanding of the vonlext in which they were provided within the draft repon.

Please find below a list of comments/concerns:

«  Comment Pra\'ldcd By the CAQ - Page 2. “Contrury to the Chiel's vision, the

has failed to establish a strong “tone at the top™
by nl)m\mb i 3] i weaknesses 1o prosist which have existed

- for years and by neglecling to hold individuais accoumablc for implomentation of the
recommendations ]‘k.rldmlng to those weaknesees “ the current CAQ has focused most
of her ion on improving the of the Department - from
aggressively hiring highly qualified and cxpcncnccd civilian s!aff(&; mlerrmed on page
27 of the drafl report) w holding weekly i with senior admi ve office
managers where each office is required to report regularly on xhcw individual office
business plans, imternal controls practices. and audit ¥ ive actions.

o Coammien Provided By the CACQ - Page 2. “OlG’s projection for FY 2011 is $5,396,800
more than the Department’s amended budget submission. This difference is primarily
because the Depanument miscalculated its number of FTFs. OIG believes the
Depurtiient™s FY 2011 amended budget submission is not reasenable and may not be
sufficicnt.” Rased on standard budgeting principles, the new swormn paositions reguested
are for one half year and are calentated hased on class schedules to coincide with the half

Natriay Ancrecrtea By o C tor £ v Ao won, e

49
Audit of USCP Budget Formulation Process 01G-2010-03 June 2010




55

Appendix C
Page 2 of 7

Department C ts (Conti 1)

year time-frame. Similarly, the 12 civilian positi d are also b d for one
hudf yeur ut the actusl grades they are expeued 10 be recruited. These are stated clearly in
the budget justifications that were provided to the OIG during its audit. Also, in
formulating the March 2810 resubmission, the caiculations of 50 civilians and 4 swom on
& half year basis was based on 8 Board/Management decision to fund those positions in
that uanner. Therefore, this OIG draft report finding is incorrect and misfeading. Jo fact,
of the 73 open recommendations shown on Table 3 on page 19, 36 have completed
carreclive actions and another 32 are expeeted to be comnpleted by the end of this year.
This information was rcadily available to the OIG in the Department's QFR response, yet
be did B0t include it in the draﬁ report. Itis lmpmmnl 0 note also that several of the

d in the OIG reponts relate to
Department wide issues and are not solely dependem on ths actions of the adm:mstmhve
offices. Also, the CAOD’s i d foeus on d in the
Departmient receiving a clean opinion on its FY 2008 Finsncial Statement andit a full
Year 500827 than dated by the D s oversight i and tess than one
yeor after the Depsriment was not able 1o produce complete and accurate Financial
Starements. antead the OIG's draft report cites prior employees® claims of poor

P and that the CAO should follow past practices that
resulted in many of the ial L identified in the prior GAO
and OIG reports. In fact, most of the ﬁndmgs in !hnsc xcports are based on practices
followed prior to the current i g s employ by

the Depariment.

e Commen: Provided By the CAQ - Page 5. The dmft report states “As the Department
Buresus/Offices did not identify any deficiencies with the general expense budget
subinissions for FY 2010 and 2011, OIG limited its scope to the personnel compeusation
{salaries) and benefits submissions.” Yet much of the draft repord cites past practices and
processes and pmceduns that are only applicable 1o the Department’s general expense
budget tor ing the Rudic Modernization Project, which is not only a
general expease initiative but is also funded through supplemental appropnuuons rather
than the annual budget process. Addi 1Ly, most of the support the
expansion of the gcncra! expense formulation processes and imply that this process is
cusily and i i to the fc it of the on and
benefits budget submission, mdicaﬂns the OIG's lmk of undersfmndm.g of th
Depr s data T nd geting principles in Lhe federal
povernment

s Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 11. ‘The draft report Matcs that assumptions and
source data used to develop and validate the used for the
subrnission were not provided. As described above at page 2 and below ut pages 23 and
30, OFM staﬁ'developed the FY 2611 budget resubmission and provided it to the
appropriators in March 2010, This resubmission was provided to the OIQ at the
beginning of its audit. The OFM staff responded to all additional data requests and
clarifications sought within reasonable time considering the short-staffing and meeting
other demands from the Hill and other stakehold In many i these staff
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responded to calls from the OIG auditors without prier notice and provided impromptu
information as requested.

o Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 17. Conclusions. None of the 3 findings related to
the conclusions thet resulted in Recommendations 2, 3, and 4 are relevant to the errors in

the D °s budget submissions. “The Department did not follow past practices or
comply with prior controls over the budget process. Specifically, the Department did not
utilize the Force Develop Process designed to analyze the envir I risks and

prioritizing new general expense initiatives, which link to its strategic goals.” This
concluston has no bearing on the Salaries and Benefits portion of 1he budget formulation
process and therefore has no relevance to the scope of the audit and the problems with the
Department’s budget submission errors. “The budget format also wes different from
previous budget submissions, which caused confusion with the Department and
Appropriations staff and resulted in a deficit to the Dupaﬂment.’ The Depariment was
required in report language by the appmpnawrs to use FTEs i its reports rather than
only positi The different ion formatl was discussed with the appropriators and
the differences cited in the draft report at Table 2 were only related to the general expense
submxssmn, not the salaries and benefits. The draft report does not show a causal

ip 16 the Depi "s budget submission errors. “Furt} the funds
control ptocess was cmumvemed * As stated in the Department response to the draft
audit report's the Di utilized other mitigating controls that

prechaded the need to have the Budget Officer sign off that fands are available for each
individuai civilian hire. Again, the draft report does not show & causal relationship of not
using this specific fund control procedure to the budget submission errors.

= Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 21. "OIG did not conduct a workload study.
However, we did benchmark with other Legislative Agencies' budget offices and Chief
Finencial Officers, aud 8 of 10 stated that, once a budget process is established, vetted,
and approved, four ernployees within USCP’s Budget Division should be adequate to
support such a simple budget.” The Department’s budget is not “simple” and as 8.

Legislative Branch Taw- en.forcemem agency it has many more complexitiss than most

civilian This additi lexi reqmws an und ding of differing
payroll requi dxffcrcnt pe and req rc!ated to civilian and law-
1 as well as di in laws and i licable to both

the leglslauve and executive branches. In addition, The Department has multiple
appropriation types to deal with simultanecusly - multi-year, no-year, annual, and
supplemental appropriations - all of which require expertise and knowledge to handle
regulatory and reporting requirements, in addition to managing the funds control process.

USCP Benchnarks: The following table illustrates how several legislative branch and
law enforcement organizations have staffed their budget operations to manage their
annual budget submissions. The staff numbers cited below only includes FTBs, as we do
not have inft ion on any additi { help that are employed.
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AGENCY

BUDGET

REQUESTS FY11

Budget Stafl 4

C508A (LEO)

212,000,000

[

LOC

674,785,000

10

AOC

650,735,000

it

GAO

581,679,000

9

Given the problems noted in the draft report with the Depariment’s budget formulation
process, it seems iflogical to assert that more can be done more efficiently and effectively
with the same level of rosources. Many of the changes recommended have not been
implemented in the past due to 1 lack of financinl management resources.

»  Comment Provided By the CAO - Page 23 and 30. “OIG found that miscalculations and
omissions contributed 1o the FY 2010 budget shorifall as summarized ... in Table 4
...and...to the FY 2011 budget shortfall a3 sumomarized in Table 10.” Actually, the
miscaleuiations and omissions cited in Table 4 and Table 10 were found by the staff the
OIG accuses of being non-cooperative. The shortfall (“worst case™) caleulated by the
OFM staff was $6.8 million for FY 2010, which the OIG agreed was reasonable. The
shortfall calculated by the OFM staff wss $9.4 million for FY 2011 and as explained
above, the OIG lated its esti d shortfall, The original subruissions
were calculated by the prewous Budget Officer who was placed on edministrative leave,
The individuals that prepared the revised submission in March 2010 were not responsible
or involved in the original budget submission which is why they had a difficult time
explaining what was behind the orlginal numbers to the Board’s financial pancl, as well
as the OIG. As the panel member stated “this review was {0 be done very quickly in
order for the Chief to resubmit the UUSCP FY 2011 budget™.

»  Comunenis Provided By the CAQ - Page 36, Average sworn salary shown in Table 18
and used to caleulate the draft report’s FY 2011 revised projection FTE difference which
is carried forward into Table 19 is inaccurate and disegrees with the average salary shown
in Table 15 on page 34. It appears the OIG used the average new recruit salary (o arvive
at the average salary in Table 18 in error. The Department uses the average salary of all
sworn officers (both new recruits and on-board swom officers) for budget purposes.

*  Comment Provided By the CAQ - Pages 38-40. The section on the potential shortfall in
the radio modemization project is misleading since it implies that the $16 million was
being requested in isolation rather than as a component of the total radio modernization
project estimate of $97.6 million. The CAOQ relied on the NAVAIR experts who assured
her in December 2009 that they were comfortable with the amount of additionat funds
that were requested in the fiscal year 2011 budget submi Sut to D
2009, other matters occurred such as AQC's revision to their building infrastructure site
costs where estimates are higher than originally anticipated. Also, the Chief appointed an
Executive Sponsor in March 2010 not in January 2010, and the CAQ was never formally
appointed as the Executive Sponsor prior to that date. She was and remains in an
oversight role related to this project. The other comments in the paragraph on the
Executive Sponsor "change” are i The project team has been
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tracking changes between estimates since this project started and contingencies were not
allocated without support or justifications for the allocations.

*  Comment Provide By the Chief - Page 1, paragraph 2, last full sentence - The word
"amended" should be inserted after the word “revised”. The Department submitted
original, revised and amended budget submissions.

»  Comment Provided By The Chief - Page 1, p ph 4, last full - h
the funds control process was either ci d or i was permitted.”
Based on the OIG's ideration of the D response to funds availability

controls, this sentence may need to be revised.

«  Comment Provided By The ET - Page 2, first full paragraph, first sentence - What was
this sentence based on?

s Commen Provided By The ET - Page 2, first full paragraph, last sentence - How is the
decline in employee morale d? The di ipl morale is
supported by what facts?

»  Comment Provided By The ET - Page 2, last partial paragraph - As stated previously in
the D dati p durn, the Department does not
make toi igatory activities in d that are intended for publication.

s Comment Provided By The ET - Page 3, first partial paragraph ~ As stated previousty,
comments on investigatory matters should remain neutral until the investigation is
concluded in order to protect the due process rights of those involved.

«  Comment Provide By the ET - Page 3, first full paragraph - Is the assertion that the lack
of d inthe D t's budget submissions meant to be correlated to the OIG
recommendations? If so, the Department would request more clarity in the paragraph.
Further, the Department would suggest an altemative to the first sentence - “The
Department will have more confidence in their budget submissions if they implement the
reconunendations contained within this audit report. The use of words such as "seems”
and “appears” aff not definitive, which is expected from the outeomes of an sudit.

«  Comment Provided by the ET - Page 4, fourth full p ph, last - The
should read "by the board, it is submitted to the Congress ..."

«  Comment Provided by the Assistant Chief - Page 5, first full paragraph following Table 1
- Recommend removing all but the first sentence of the paragraph. The Government
Accountability Office's work has little or no impact on the Department’s formulation
process. Additionally, the 1o the GAD's d ion of indi of probl
with under budgeling was not reporied out to the Department during our exit conference
with the GAO on their FY 2011 budget submission review.
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»  Comment Prav)ded by the KT - Psgc 6, first partisl paragraph, second to the last sentence

- If the scope Jimi d by the Dep 4id pot undermine the validity of
the audit repert findings, conclusions, or dations, then why is this refarenced
within the mport? -

*  Comment Provided By The ET - Page 20, first full puragraph - The Department wishes to
provide the attached chart to demonstrate the c\ment OPM vacancies dats for your

cansideration, which includes the faltowi list, Contract
Specialist, Deputy Procurcmont Officer, Ducctor. Fmanmal Managemm:, Financial
Programs Operations Specialist.

+  Conmuent Provided By The ET - Page 24, Table 1 - The Depariment belicves that a third
column representing the revised ($6.8 Million) FY 2010 budget request should be added
in order to provide clarity in compariog budget submission versions. Addhtionally, we
believe that the word “Omission” should be remaved from the 01.A 2.42% (prorated)
line under "Salary", as all Legislative Branch entities had this issue and it was therefore,
ROt ap omission.

v Comment Provided By The Assistant Chief - Page 24, Table 1 - The references to civilian
overtime and civilian overtime benefits should be removed. All overtims, regardless of
for sworn or civilian personnel, is included witkin the $25.5 Million overtime cap.

+  Comment Provided By The Assistant Chief - Page 26, Table 6 - The references to civilien
overtime aud civilian overtime benefits should be ren d. All overtime, of
for swom ot civilian personnel, is included within the $25.5 Million overtime cap.

*  Comment Pravided By The ET - Page 31, Table 10 - The Department believes that o tiird
column representing the revised ($9.4 Million) FY 201 1 budgct request should be addcd
in order to provide clarity in comparing budget sub ion versions. Additi
believe that the word "Omission” should be removed from the COLA 2.42% (prorated)
lne under “Salary", as alt Legislative Branch entities had this issue and it was therefore,
not an omission.

Commeni Provided By The Assistant Chicf - Pags 33, Table 13 - The references to
civilian overtime and eivilian overtime benefits should be removed. All overtime,
regardless of for sworn or civilian personnel, is included within the $25.5 Million
overtime cap.

«  Comment Provided By the ET - Page 38, second full paragraph - As steied in our
comments related to Page 3, is the assertion that the lack in confidence in the

p 's budget submissions meant to be lated 10 the OIG dations?
If so, the Department would request more clerity in the paragrapb. Further, the
Department would suggest an ive to the first c Dep will

have more confidence in their budget submissions if they m\plemmt the
recommendations cantained within this audit report. The use of words such as "seema”
and “"appears” are ot definitive, which is expected from the of an audit.
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»  Comment Provided By The Chicf- Page 39, third full paragraph - The new Executive
Sponsor was appointed in March 2010, rather than Janvary 2010,

*  Comment Provided By The ET - Page 40. first full paragraph under "OTHFR
MATTERS” - As stated previously in the Department’s recommendations response
memorandum, the Department does not make reference to investigatory activities in
di that are intended for publication in order to protect the due process rights of
those involved.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the draft audit repart and we look
forward to meeting with you on these issues at your earliest convenience prior to the final report
being published.

Should you have questions of concems in the meantime, please let me kaiow,
Respectfully,

vl

Phiflip D. Morse, Sr.
Chief of Police

25 Chicf Administrative Officer
Assistant Chief of Police
USCP Audit Liaison
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OIG Evaluation of Department Response to Draft Report

Government Auditing Standards state that when the audited entity’s comments are inconsistent or in conflict with
the findings, conclusions, or recommendations in the draft report, or when planned corrective actions do not
adequately address the auditors’ recommendations, the auditors should evaluate the validity of the audited entity’s
comments. If the auditors disagree with the comments, they should explain in the report their reasons for
disagreement. Conversely, the auditors should modify their report as necessary if they find the comments valid and
supported OlG’s evaluation of the Department responses (COP100579 and COP100576 both dated June 1, 2010) to
the draft report as follows.

Department Comments (COP100579)

Recommendation 1: We recommend the United States Capitol Police immediately establish a_formal budget
Sormulation and allocation process that links all costs to its mission, goals, and objectives within its strategic and
human capital plans. This process should include written policies and procedures delineating each office’s roles
and responsibilities to include specific methodology, sources of data, and records management for calculating
personnel compensation and benefits, as well as general expenses. This will provide formal representation of the
USCP’s plan for accomplishing stated goals and objectives, more effective budget submissions, set priorities for
the allocation of limited resources and help define clear lines of accountability for those resources.

USCP Response: The Department generally agrees with this recommendation. In an effort to formalize the
Department’s budget formulation and allocation processes which are linked to our strategic and human capital plans,
the Department is currently developing in an incremental manner the necessary standard operating procedures
governing the processes, roles and responsibilities for the formulation of the annual budget request, as well as for the
overall atlocation and execution of the budget. As you know, the Department has acquired new software to use in
our budget formulation and execution and the Office of Financial Management will begin deploying it as personnel
and resources become available for training, testing, and validation.

QIG Response: The Department’s reply is responsive and if the proposed corrective actions are fully
implemented in a timely manner this should assist in its formulation and allocation processes.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that the Force Development
Process is fully impl 1 during the ! budget formulation process. Further establish a mechanism to
review specific programs each year, evaluating their effectiveness, efficiency, and how they contribute to
achieving a specific strategic goal(s). This would place a greater emphasis on examining programs and resource
needs at the Investment Review Board/Executive Management Team and Executive Team levels.

USCP Response: The Department generally agrees with this recommendation for the review of specific programs,
in order to evaluate their effectiveness, efficiency, and contribution to achieving our strategic goals as well as for
greater involvement by the IRB, the EMT and the ET in the overalf budget review process. As a part of the
Department’s efforts to implement Recommendation 1, the Department will ensure that the Force Development
Process is implanted and wtilized annually in the development of our budget request. For the FY 2012 budget
process, the Department plans to utilize a process based approach for the evaluation of program effectiveness,
efficiency, and contribution to the Department’s strategic and human capital goals and objectives. Further, the
Department plans to follow the principles of GPRA, to include the issuance of a Performance Accountability Report.
Through our Investment Review Board’s annual environmental assessment, specific programs will be identified for
this evaluation process.
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The Department does not however agree with the total decentralization of the formulation of the Salaries and
Benefits portion of the USCP budget, as it has the potential to cause more extensive errors and an undue burden on
operational coramanders, as well as requiring significantly increased training, controls, and oversight of each unit’s
submissions and updates which the Budget Division does not have the resources to do. The Department will
examine ways o work coliaboratively with bureaus and offices in the development of the Salaries and Benefits
portion of the budget to ensure greater controls and oversight of the budget formulation process without creating
control weaknesses.

OIG Response: The Department’s reply is responsive and if the proposed corrective actions are fully
implemented in a timely manner this should assist in its formulation and allecation processes. However,
recommendation two did not recommend that the Department decentralize the formulation of the salaries
and benefits portion of the USCP budget.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police immediately consult with
Congressional stakeholders to determine the format for future budget submissions that would be useful and meet
stakeholder needs.

USCP Response: The Department generally agrees with this recommendation. Following the issuance of the
Inspector General’s audit report, the Department plans to consult with its stakeholders to identify a unified method
for the development and presentation of our annual budget request. This unified method will be institutionalized
into our standard operating procedures and verified annually to confirm the stakeholder’s agreement based on
current circumstances.

As you know, stakeholders change and do not always agree on a single format that is most useful to all of their
individual needs from one year to the next. Consequently, we strive to satisfy as many of their needs as possible with
the budget submission format.

OIG Response: The Department’s reply is responsive and if the proposed corrective actions are fully
implemented in a timely manner this should assist in the development and presentation of its annual budget
submission.

Recommendation 4: We recommend the United States Capitol Police immediately reinstate the funds availability
control. Further, USCP should impiement and document processes, procedures, and controls to identify and
help ensure that key funds control personnel, including funds certifying officials, are properly trained so that
they can fulfill their responsibilities to prevent, identify, and report potential Antideficiency Act violations.

USCP Response: The Department agrees that funds availability controls are important and that it has these controls
in place. While the processes are not formally documented, they are followed and do provide for the funds control
recommended by the Inspector General.

In April 2010, following the identification of our recent salaries shortfall, the Department implemented a funds
availability control related to civilian hiring, career ladder promotions and reclassifications. This control is designed
1o determine the salary and benefits funding made available from the salaries base as a result of each civilian
departure. The cumulative total of the available funding from departing civilians is tracked, so that critical civilian
hiring may be made against those funds. For each critical civilian position that the Department wishes to hire, the
salary and benefits impact of hiring action is calculated to determine the impact to our salaries funding. The hiring
action funding impacts are then balanced against the available funding from departing civilians to ensure that we
have sufficient funding from within the base to support critical hiring action prior to finalizing the hiring action.
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Additionally, career ladder promotions and reclassification actions are also intended to be balanced against available
funding from within the base.

Per the Chief Administrative Officer, who serves as the Department’s certifying officer; the funds availability
control referenced in the draft report was not effective and in fact was inconsistent with effective and efficient
operation of our financial management activities. Consequently, this control was eliminated. Therefore, we do not
believe that we need to reinstate the control of having our Budget Officer sign off that funds are available when we
have and had other mitigating controls that achieve the same objective.

However, the CAO believes that the bi-weekly funds availability certification reports which she signs related to payroll
processing and the Office of Financial Management’s funds execution validation through the bi-weekly salaries
projection, as well as the process for funds availability related to civilian hiring mentioned above, provide for more
efficient and effective funds availability control and oversight. Furthermore, the CAO believes that the effectiveness of
these mitigating controls as well as other controls in place in all aspects of our financial management processes are
evidenced by the significant decrease in Departmental reprogramming requests in the past fiscal year.

The Department plans to fully document these processes, procedures, and controls to ensure they are followed.
Before formalizing these processes the Department will evaluate government best practices in this area and may
amend our procedures, if necessary. Furthermore, the Department will ensure that financial management and funds
control personnel receive and understand these documented processes and their responsibility in complying with
them, in order to prevent, identify and report potential Antideficiency Act violations.

OIG Response: Based on interviews, staff was aware of only the funds availability control and practice
referred to in this draft report. In fact, emails and interviews confirm that several employees requested that
this control be reinstated because of concerns of over execution of the budget. GAO/AIMD-6021.3.1,
Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government states internal control and all transactions and other
significant events need to be clearly documented, Furthermore, maunagement and employees should establish
and maintain an environment throughout the organization that sets a positive and supportive attitude toward
internal control and conscientious management. An agency's organizational structure should provide
management’s framework for planning, directing, and controlling operations to achieve agency objectives. A
good internal control environment requires that the agency’s organizational structure clearly define key
areas of authority and responsibility and establish appropriate lines of reporting.

In our follow-up meeting on June 3, 2010, the CAO centended this funds availability was not effective and
inconsistent with effective and efficient operation of financial management activities,

However, OIG does not agree with the CAO that effective funds availability contrels were in place during
June 2009, to April 2010. In contending that effective funds availability controls are in place, the CAO
provided the Bi-weekly Hiring Chart, Payroll Certification, Funds Certification Report, and Payroll
Projection. Yet, these documents are prepared on a bi-weekly basis and the information contained in the
documents is primarily based on actual amounts, which is after the fact that new employees are hired.
Additionally, these documents do not provide any certification if sufficient funds are available prior to hiring
new employees, making promotions, or performing reclassifications. Additionally, none of the mentioned
controls are linked to the Department’s operating plan, which exposes the Department to unnecessary risk or
potential over execution. GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government states that the fund
availability control should be an internal control to “serve as the first line of defense in safeguarding assets
and preventing and detecting errors and fraud.” Therefore, these procedures cannet serve as a control to
certify if the Department has sufficient funds available to hire new employees, make promotions or reclassify
positions.

Surprisingly, staff informed OIG that in April 2010, to assist in managing the budget crisis, the Office of the
Chief implemented a funds availability control related to civilian hiring, career ladder premotions, and
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reclassifications. OlG noted the purpose of this control is almost identical to the funds control that was
eliminated by the CAO.

OIG does agree that the April 2010, control put in place by the Chief to manage the FY 2010 budget crisis, if
fully and consistently implemented, is adeq to ensure that expenditures are made within budgetary
guidelines. Proper funds control has become critical because significant excess or end-of-year funds are not
available as they have been in the past. This risk of being deficient has wide ranging impact including

political, budgetary, programmatic, and public.

Recommendation 5: We recommend that the Chief of Police evaluate whether the Department has the
appropriate leadership and management within the Office of Administration with the necessary skifl-sets to
perform the financial management activities of the Department. Additionally, the Chief should evaluate whether
the financial management weaknesses identified by the GAO and OIG and previously thought to be closed have
recccurred as demonstrated by the current audit.

USCP Response: The Department generally agrees that continual workforce assessments should be accomplished
to provide assurance that the appropriate leadership and management within the Office of Administration with the
necessary skill-sets to perform our financial management activities are in place. We believe that we can and do
evaluate each position according to our current structure upon the advertisement and hiring for the position to assure
that the position requires the requisite level of knowledge, skills and abilities to perform the specific positional
duties. Additionally, the candidates for vacant civilian positions are evaluated against the identified and documented
knowledge, skills and abilities. However, the Department believes that to further strengthen our existing processes,
we must undertake several additional steps.

First, we believe that we must evaluate the current structure of the Office of Administration against the mission
support functions it provides and implement revisions and enhancements if necessary. Second, following this
evaluation, we believe we must undertake a comprehensive civilian staffing assessment to determine the knowledge
skills and abilities necessary to perform the documented functions. This may be accomplished by either finishing
the work started in the most recent Grant Thornton evaluation of our financial management activities or undertaking
a new study to demonstrate if we have the appropriate structure, management and supervision necessary to perform
the responsibilities of the necessary positions. We also believe that in order for the Department to be competitive in
recruiting and retaining civilian positions to perform critical mission support functions, we will need to work with
our stakeholders to address the current pay structure and line of succession staffing.

OIG Response: OIG believes that it is imperative that the Department immediately evaluate its
administrative operations to ensure that it does not impair its ability to fully support core mission operations.
The Department’s response did address our recommendation as to whether the financial management
weaknesses identified by the GAO and OIG and previously thought to be closed have reoccurred, as
demonstrated by the current audit. OIG, through its usual practice of evaluating the Department’s progress
on recommendations, will close this recommendation when both the evaluation of the Office of
Administeation and of those recommendations previously thought to be closed are evidenced.

Recommendation 6: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that skill needs are continually
assessed and the organization is able to obtain a workforce that has the required skills that match those necessary to
achieve organizational goals. Training should be aimed at developing and r g employee skill levels to meet
changing organizational needs. Qualified and continuous supervision should be provided to ensure that internal
control objectives are achieved. Performance evaluation and feedback i d by an effective reward system,

should be designed to help employees understand the connection between their performance and the organization’s
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success. As a part of its human capital planning, management should also consider how best to retain valuable
employees, plan for their eventual succession, and ensure continuity of operations.

USCP Response: We generally agree and believe that this is already being accomplished through our strategic human
capital planning process.

O1G Response: OlG does not agree with USCP that the recommendation related to performance evaluation
and feedback has already been accomplished. OIG did not find performance evaluations for employees in the
personnel file during the fieldwork of this audit and in one instance there was no current position description.

Recommendation 7: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police ensure that Bureau and Office units,
in accordance with clear and definitive guidance, provide position/FTE input information (numbers and levels of
staff and timing for new additions) and review draft budgers to ensure that unit inputs are incorporated into the
draft budgets.

USCP Response: We generally agree and currently do this with our general expense budget formulation
procedures. We will develop procedures to incorporate the involvement of our Bureau and Office units in the
formulation of our Salaries budget, as well as the review of the draft budget submission prior to its presentation.

O1G Response: The Department’s reply is responsive and if the proposed corrective actions are fully
implemented in a timely manner this should assist in the develoj t and pr ion of its annual budget
submission.

Recommendation 8: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police take action to formally integrate the
Investment Review Board and Executive Management Team into the review and approval process for the salary
and benefit components of the draft budget request (in addition to their existing role in reviewing and approving
the general expense component of the draft budget request) to enhance the accountability and quality assurance
of the review and approval process.

USCP Response: We generally agree and currently do this with our general expense draft budget review processes.
We will develop procedures to integrate the review and approval of the Investment Review Board and the EMT in
the salary and benefit components of the draft budget request.

OIG Response: The Department’s reply is responsive and if the propesed corrective actions are fully
implemented in a timely manner this should assist in the development and presentation of its annual budget
submission.
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Department Comments (COP100576)

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 2. “Contrary to the Chief's vision, the Department’s administrative
management has failed to establish a strong “tone at the top” by allowing inadequate financial management
weaknesses to persist which have existed for years and by neglecting to hold individuals accountable for
implementation of the recommendations pertaining to those weaknesses.” The current CAO has focused most of
her attention on improving the financial management of the Department - from aggressively hiring highly qualified
and experienced civilian staff (as referenced on page 27 of the draft report) to holding weekly meetings with senior
administrative office managers where each office is required to report regularly on their individual office business
plans, internal controls practices, and audit recommendation corrective actions.

O1G Response: GAQ, Grant Thornton in 2008, and OIG have all reported similar financial weaknesses and
made recommendations to correct such weaknesses, such as establishing, documenting, and formalizing
specific policies and procedures since 1998, 1n fact, OIG has identified material weakness in financial
management since 2006, and as referred in the draft report, there are 73 open GAO and OIG financial
management recommendations,

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 2. “OIG’s projection for FY 2011 is $5,396,800 more than the
Department’s amended budget submission. This difference is primarily because the Department miscalculated its
number of FTEs. OIG believes the Department’s FY 2011 amended budget submission is not reasonable and may
not be sufficient.” Based on standard budgeting principles, the new sworn positions requested are for one half year
and are calculated based on class schedules to coincide with the half year time-frame. Similarly, the 12 civilian
positions requested are also budgeted for one half year at the actual grades they are expected 1o be recruited. These
are stated clearly in the budget justifications that were provided to the OIG during its audit. Also, in formulating the
March 2010 resubmission, the calculations of 50 civilians and 4 sworn on a half year basis was based on a
Board/Management decision to fund those positions in that manner.

O1G Response: OMB Circular A-11 has no reference of new hires budgeted for one half year or average
satary. OMB Circular A-11, Section 32.1 Personnel Compensation, (d) Vacancies, states for vacancies
expected to be filled in the budget year, use the entrance salary for the vacancies involved. Based on the
auditors’ judgment and understanding of USCP’s past budget practices, OIG accepted that the Department
applied the average salary for new civilian positions.

The CAO stated that the Department calculated the 12 new civilians at their actual grade. However, we
found that the Department did not use the actual grade, Instead they used an average salary for civilians.
For the 52 new sworn positions, the Department stated they calculated using the average salary; however, we
found the Department used the new recruit salary in projecting the salary amounts.

OIG attempted to reconcile the CAQ’s comment that the calculations were based on a Board/Management
decision. However, neither the Department nor the Capitol Police Board Executive Assistant found any
decision memo related to this issue. In fact, in a June 4, 2010, email the CAO stated “l am not awareof a
decision memo or email supporting this decision. 1 just looked and don’t see anything related to this issue in
my files. From my recollection, it was based on discussions with the Board representative who reviewed the
budget and internal management discussions.” Although, one panel member that reviewed the FY 201]
amended budget stated “the FY 2011 payroll projection chart distributed to us at the first review meeting
included references to 52 (sworn) and 12 (civilian) new positions funded for half of the year. The half-year
funding decision was made before we began our review. 1 think we concurred that it was a reasonable
approach to take.”
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CAO stated the Department followed standard budgeting principles. However, OMB Circular A-11, Section
85, Estimating Employment Levels and the Employment Summary (Schedule Q) states:

85.1 How should my agency’s budget address workforce planning and restructuring?
Your budget submission must identify the human capital management and development objectives, key activities. and
associated resources that are needed to support agency accomplishment of programmatic gouls.

Furthermore. your budget submission should deseribe the specific activities and/or actions planned 1o meet the
standards tor suceess under human capital initiatives, the associaled resources. the expected oulcomes. and how
performance will be measured. Por examiple. you should:

Identify the organizational changes you are proposing to:

®  Reduce the number of managers, reduce organizational layers. and reduce the time it takes 1o make decisions.

®  Increase the span of control and redirect positions within the ageney to ensure that the largest number of

employees possible are in direct service delivery positions and retrain and/or redeploy employees as part of
restructuring efforts o make the organization more citizen centered.

Identify the rraining. development. leadership development. and statfing actions you propose to take to:

®  Ensure continuily «f leadership.

*  Ensure that keaders and managers effectivels manage people.

*  Sustain a learning environment that drives continuous improvement in performance.
L]

Prepare for and respond to changes driven by e-Government and competitive sourcing.

Present ageney competency and skill needs (or gaps) you identify as part of your workforee planning
eftort and how you plan to address those needs through recruitment. development. and related strategies.

85.3 What should be the basis for my personnel estimates?

(1} Staffing requirements. Base estimates for statfing requirements on the assumption that improvements in skills.
arganization. procedures. and super ision will produce a steady increase in productivity,

85.5 What do | nced to know about FTE budgeted levels?

() Determining FTE usage

To determine current yeur and budget vear FEHE employment estimates, divide the estimated total number of regular
hours by the number of compensable hours in each fise

Comment Provided by CAO: Therefore, this OIG draft report finding is incorrect and misleading. In fact. of the
73 open recommendations shown on Table 3 on page 19, 36 have completed corrective actions and another 32 are
expected to be completed by the end of this year. This information was readily available to the OIG in the
Department’s QFR response, yet he did not include it in the draft report. 1t is important to note also that several of
the financial management weaknesses identified in the numerous OLG reports relate to Department wide issues and
are not solely dependent on the actions of the administrative offices. Also, the CAQ’s increased focus on financial
management culminated in the Department receiving a clean opinion on its FY 2008 Financial Statement audit a full
year sooner than mandated by the Department’s oversight committees and less than one year after the Department
was ot able to produce complete and accurate Financial Statements. Instead, the OIG’s draft report cites prior
employees’ claims of poor management practices and suggests that the CAO should follow past practices that
resulted in many of the financial management weaknesses identified in the prior GAO and OIG reports. In fact,
most of the findings in these reports are based on practices followed prior to the current administrative leadership
and management’s employment by the Department.
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OIG Response: The CAO has not provided the supporting documentation to address the open
recommendations to GAO or O1G. Thus, corrective actions have not been tested to conclude that
recommendations can be closed. Additionally, the Independent Auditors issued a clean opinion that the
financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the USCP as of September
30, 2008. However, in that same audit report, the auditors reported three material weaknesses in the internal
controls of payroll processing, financial management, and information systems. Furthermore, to ensure that
the auditors were fair with the new CAO and administrative gers, the auditors stated that there was
limited time for the new administrative personnel to make a significant impact in resolving the financial
management weaknesses in FY 2008,

OIG recognizes the significance of accomplishing a clean opinion. However, we will not make or agree with
an assertion that a clean opinion on the financial statements equals the budget formulation and execution
processes and controls are effective and efficient. The budget processes and controls of the Department
operate separately from the financial reporting system.

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 5. The draft report states “As the Department Bureaus/Offices did not
identify any deficiencies with the general expense budget submissions for FY 2010 and 2011, OIG limited its scope
to the personnel compensation (salaries) and benefits submissions.” Yet much of the draft report cites past practices
and processes and procedures that are only applicable to the Department’s general expense budget formulation,
including the Radio Modemnization Project, which is not only a general expense initiative but is also funded through
supplemental appropriations rather than the annual budget process. Additionaily, most of the recommendations
support the expansion of the general expense formulation processes and imply that this process is easily and
immediately transferable to the formulation of the personnel compensation and benefits budget submission,
indicating the OIG’s lack of understanding of the Department’s data management practices and standard budgeting
principles in the federal government.

OIG Response: As stated in this report, O1G’s scope included the original and revised/amended FY 2010 and
2011 budget submissions and practices/processes utilized to formulate those submissions, OIG utilized the
Department’s FY 2009 budget submission format and formulation processes as a baseline because the
Department and Appropriators thought the FY 2009 format was better than FY 2010. As the Department
Bureaus/Offices did not identify any deficiencies with the formulation of the general expense budget
submissions for FY 2010 and 2011, OIG limited its validation of the accuracy of the Department’s FY 2010
and 2011 to the personnel compensation (salaries) and benefits submissions. OIG also did not review
overtime controls or validate the accuracy of the FY 2010 or FY 2011 overtime budget numbers or determine
any impact of overtime on the FY 2010 or 2011 budget shortfall because overtime was a fixed amount
“overtime cap” in the budget submissions.

During our June 3, 2010 follow-up meeting with the ET, OIG asked that the CAO clarify “data management
practices”. CAO later clarified via email on June 4, 2010, that “The data management practices referred to
in the last sentence of the first bullet on page 2 was that FTE are not decentralized and assigned to individual
bureaus and offices consistently or maintained this way currently, which would prevent us from using a
decentralized process for formulating our salary and beuefit portion of the budget in the near term.
Currently, the incremental increases in FTE and salary and benefits are calculated by OFM when a new
initiative is approved because they understand how to calculate these more effectively using standard
budgeting principles...When we get to the point where FTE are correctly assigned and tracked by burean
and office and the FTE are tied to our strategic goals effectively, we might be able to have a decentralized or
hybrid approach, but we are a fong way from that point and could not do this immediately in our current
environment.”
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OIG fully understands how FTEs are calculated by OFM. However, OIG noted that the FTEs fevel applied
in the Department’s FY 2011 amended submission submitted te Committee on March 2, 2010, did not agree
with the FTEs level presented in its budget book.

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 11. The draft report states that assumptions and source data used to develop
and validate the recalculations used for the amended submission were not provided. As described above at page 2
and below at pages 23 and 30, OFM staff developed the FY 2011 budget resubmission and provided it to the
appropriators in March 2010. This resubmission was provided to the OIG at the beginning of its audit. The OFM
staff responded to all additional data requests and clarifications sought within reasonable time considering the short-
staffing and meeting other demands from the Hill and other stakeholders. In many instances, these staff responded
to calls from the OIG auditors without prior notice and provided impromptu information as requested,

O1G Response: As stated in this report, instances occurred in which Department staff delayed responding to,
and, in some cases, indicated that they did not know or could not locate documents necessary for supporting
the numbers behind budget totals. Calculations were not located in central files, as we would have expected,
and electronic files did not always have sufficient notations on how data was formulated, or when, or by
whom that data was developed. In addition, two employees directly invelved in the FY 2010 and 2011 budget
formulation were placed on administrative leave by the CAQ shortly before the audit. The remaining key
administrative staff divested responsibility for any invelvement in the budget formulation process. The CAO
in an email sent to the IG on May 5, 2010, stated a specific employee had responsibility for the original FY
2011 budget projection. However, that employee in an email sent to the auditors en May 5, 2010, stated no
involvement in the FY 2011 original budget projection. Thus, to clarify these conflieting statements and
determine who could assist in providing calculations and electronic files, O1G immediately provided the
conflicting emails to this employee and requested clarification.

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 17. Conclusions. None of the 3 findings related to the conclusions that
resulted in Recommendations 2, 3, and 4 are relevant to the errors in the Department’s budget submissions. “The
Department did not follow past practices or comply with prior controls over the budget process. Specifically, the
Department did not utilize the Force Development Process designed to analyze the environmental risks and
prioritizing new general expense initiatives, which link to its strategic goals.” This conclusion has no bearing on the
Salaries and Benefits portion of the budget formulation process and therefore has no relevance to the scope of the
audit and the problems with the Department’s budget submission errors. “The budget format also was different
from previous budget submissions, which caused confusion with the Department and Appropriations staff and
resulted in a deficit to the Department.” The Department was required in report language by the appropriators to use
FTEs in its reports rather than only positions. The different submission format was discussed with the appropriators
and the differences cited in the drafi report at Table 2 were only related to the general expense submission, not the
salaries and benefits. The draft report does not show a causal relationship to the Department’s budget submission
errors. “Furthermore, the funds control process was circumvented.” As stated in the Department response to the
draft audit report's recommendations, the Department utilized other mitigating controls that precluded the need to
have the Budget Officer sign off that funds are available for each individual civilian hire. Again, the draft report
does not show a causal relationship of not using this specific fund control procedure to the budget submission errors.

OIG Response: It is clear that the Department did not prepare its FY 2010 and 2011 accurately. In our draft
audit report, O1G made solid recommendation (recommendations two, three, and four) and the Department
agreed with these recommendations.

As stated in this report, the Department did not follow proven past budget practices or comply with existing
controls over the budget process. Specifically, the Department did not utilize the Force Development Process
64
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designed to analyze the environmental risks and prioritize new general expease initiatives, which link to its
strategic goals. The budget format also was different from previous budget submissions, which caused
confusion with Department and Appropriations staff and resulted in a deficit to the Department.
Furthermore, the funds control process was circumvented. The lack of consistent processes and controls can
lead to incorrect budgets resulting in the Department being at risk of requesting insufficient funding to
support its core mission or over spending its appropriations.

O1G acknowledged in this report that 2009 appropriation language directed the Department to manage to
FTEs as all other legislative branch agencies do. An OFM contractor also pointed out the differences in the
FY 2009 and 2010 formats and noted that the FY 2009 request provided a narrative explanation for
personnel within the Budget Detail section.

Additionally, the Force Development Process (FDP) has an impact on staffing requirements (FTEs) based on
risks and in achieving the Department’s strategic goals. During the June 3, 2010, follow-up meeting with the
ET, the Chief and Assistant Chief re-confirmed that FDP had an impact in developing Salaries and Benefits
portion of the hudget formulation,

As stated previously, O1G does not agree with the CAO that funds availability controls were in place during
June 2009 to April 2010, Staff informed OIG that in April 2019, to assist in managing the budget crisis, the
Office of the Chief implemented a funds availability control “similar to a check book record” related to
civilian hiring, career ladder promotions, and reclassifications, which is managed by the Budget Division.
O1G noted that the purpose of this control is almost identical to the funds control that was eliminated by the
CAO.

O1G does agree that (he Aprll 20190, control put in place by the Chief to manage the FY 2010 budget crisis, if
fully and consi ted, is adequate to ensure that expenditures are made within budgetary
guidelines. Proper funds control has become critical because sugmf'cam excess or end-of-year funds are not
available as they have been in the past. This causal relati p is further d trated by the projected
salary shortfall after the first quarter execution in FY 2010 and the Department’s current budget crisis.

Conunent Provided By the CAQ - Page 21. "OIG did not conduct a workload study. However, we did benchmark
with other Legislative Agencies” budget offices and Chief Financial Officers, and 8 of 10 stated

that, once a budget process is established, vetted, and approved, four employees within USCP’s Budget Division
should be adequate to support such a simple budget.” The Department’s budget is not “simple” and as a Legislative
Branch law-enforcement agency it has many more complexities than most civilian agencies. This additional
complexity requires an understanding of differing payroll requirements, different expenses and requirements related
to civilian and law-enforcement personnel as well as differences in laws and regulations applicable to both the
legislative and executive branches. In addition, The Department has multiple appropriation types to deal with
simultaneously - multi-year, no-year, annual, and supplemental appropriations - alf of which require expertise and
knowledge to handle regulatory and reporting requirements, in addition to managing the funds control process.

USCP Benchmarks: The following table illustrates how several legislative branch and law enforcement
organizations have staffed their budget operations to manage their annual budget submissions. The staff numbers
cited below only includes FTEs, as we do not have information on any additional contractual help that are
employed.
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AGENCY BUDGET REQUESTS | Budget Staff #
FYI11

CSOSA (LEO) 212,000,000 6

LOC 674,785,000 10

AOC 650,735,000 it

GAO 581,679,000 9

Given the problems noted in the draft report with the Department’s budget formulation process, it seems illogical to
assert that more can be done more efficiently and effectively with the same level of resources. Many of the changes
recommended have not been implemented in the past due to a Jack of financial management resources.

OIG Response: As stated in this report, OIG did not conduct a workload study. However, to assist the
Department and our stakeholders, we did benchmark with other Legislative Agencies’ budget officials and
Chief Financial Officers, and 6 of 8 stated that, once a budget process is established, vetted, and approved,
four employees within USCP’s Budget Division should be adequate to support such a simple budget, which is
primarily salary driven.

A former OFM contractor involved in the budget process also stated that the USCP budget was simple and
three to four employee should be sufficient to support the budget formulation and execution process. The
contractor further stated while at the House financial office, there were only five FTEs in budget. The
contractor also pointed out that the House has a much larger appropriation and more complex issues and, at
the time, processed a portion of the USCP budget. Additionally, LOC's and AOC’s budget are much more
complex and more than double the size of USCP’s budget. For example, AOC budget is not salary driven
and has over ten appropriation accounts, which are mostly construction projects. Further, the LOC budget
is more complex, which include revelving funds.

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Page 23 and 30. “O1G found that miscalculations and omissions contributed to
the FY 2010 budget shortfall as summarized ... in Table 4 . .and.. to the FY 2011 budget shortfall as summarized
in Table 10.” Actually, the miscalculations and omissions cited in Table 4 and Table 10 were found by the staff the
OIG accuses of being non-cooperative. The shortfall (“worst case™) calculated by the OFM staff was $6.8 million
for FY 2010, which the OIG agreed was reasonable. The shortfall calculated by the OFM staff was $9.4 million for
FY 2011 and as explained above, the OIG

inaccurately calculated its estimated shortfall. The original submissions were calculated by the previous Budget
Officer who was placed on administrative leave. The individuals that prepared the revised

submission in March 2010 werc not responsible or involved in the original budget submission which is why they
had a difficult time explaining what was behind the original numbers to the Board’s financial panel, as well as the
OIG.

O1G Response: Although, OIG mentioned the non-cooperative actions in the report, OIG did not accuse or
indicate which staff was non-cooperative. However, the CAO stated that the staff who OIG reports as being
uncooperative actually found the miscalculation and omission cited in Table 4 and Table 10.” During the
OIG audit, as indicated in the draft report, there were non-cooperative actions. Whether these same
individuals discovered some of the errors in the Department’s budget is unrelated to their cooperation during
an OIG audit.

As stated previously, OIG does not agree that we inaccurately calculated the FY 2011 amended budget

submission. As stated in this report, the difference in estimated shortfall was primarily because the

Department miscalculated its number of FTEs. We found that the number of FTEs (2,248) used in the

calculations for amended submission does not agree with the number of FTEs (2,307) requested in the budget
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book for a difference of 59 FTEs totaling $5,519,778 (salary $4,216,790 and benefits $1,302,988). In addition,
as shown in Table 19, there is a FY 2011 payroll projection comparison of OIG and USCP calculations. The
CAO explained that the original submissions were calculated by the previous Budget Officer who was placed
on administrative leave. The individuals that prepared the revised submission in March 2018 were not
responsible or involved in the original budget submission which is why they had a difficultly explaining what
was behind the original numbers to the Board’s financial panel, as well as the OIG. Regardless, O1G believes
the assumptions underlying the budget estimates should be readily available.

Comments Provided By the CAQ - Page 36. Average sworn salary shown in Table 18 and used to calculate the
draft report’s FY 2011 revised projection FTE difference which is carried forward into Table 19 is inaccurate and

. disagrees with the average salary shown in Table 15 on page 34. It appears the OIG used the average new recruit
salary to arrive at the average salary in Table 18 in error. The Department uses the average salary of all sworn
officers (both new recruits and on-board sworn officers) for budget purposes.

O1G Response: OIG did not use the average salary identified in Table 15 to calculate the projected payroll
deficit identified in Table 19. OIG added a clarifving footnote to Table 18 that we applied the new recruit
salary for sworn in that calculation. For the 52 new sworn positions, the Department stated they calculated
using the average salary; however, we found the Department used the new recruit salary in projecting the
salary amounts.

Comment Provided By the CAQ - Pages 38-40. The section on the potential shortfall in the radio modemization
project is misleading since it implies that the $16 million was being requested in isolation rather than as a
component of the total radio modernization project estimate of $97.6 million. The CAO relied on the NAVAIR
experts who assured her in December 2009 that they were comfortable with the amount of additional funds that were
requested in the fiscal year 2011 budget submission. Subsequent to December 2009, other matters occurred such as
AOC's revision to their building infrastructure site costs where estimates are higher than .

originally anticipated. Also, the Chief appointed an Executive Sponsor in March 2010 not in January 2010, and the
CAO was never formally appointed as the Executive Sponsor prior to that date. She was and remains in an
oversight role refated to this project. The other comments in the paragraph on the Executive Sponsor "change” are
inaccurate. The project management team has been tracking changes between estimates since this project started
and contingencies were not allocated without support or justifications for the allocations.

OIG Response: To clarify that the $16 million is a component of the total $97.6 million radio modernization
project estimate, OIG added a footnote in the Executive Summary and Body of the report. As previously
stated, through our quality control process, OIG found and corrected the appointment date of the new
Executive Sponsor and added that prior to that the CAO was responsible for this project, as opposed to being
the Executive Sponsor, The other comments in the paragraph on the Executive Sponsor “change” are
inaccurate, OIG added quote marks to show this information is a direct quote from an email dated May
2010. In a June 3, 2010, email, the CAO stated “As for the radio project, prior to March, we were in phases |
(estimating the overall projects cost) and II (the design engineering work), and NAVAIR’s monthly reports
included their costs incurred each month along with cumulative totals... We did a detailed review of the
outdoor fiber estimate and submitted it toe GAQ for review. | believe this happened in early February ...We
also had several meetings with appropriators on the cost of the radio facilities work {parts of obligation plans
submitted prior to March). In addition, after NAVAIR submitted their detailed estimate based on the design
engineering work (date January or early February...this wasn’t due form NAVAIR until 1/31/10), we then
met with NAVAIR to go over their new estimate in detail. This meeting occurred in February.” The CAO
did not provide any evidence that prior to March 2010, the project management team tracked changes
between estimates since this project started.
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Comment Provide By the Chief - Page 1, paragraph 2, last full sentence - The word “"amended" should be inserted
after the word "revised". The Department submitted original, revised and amended budget submissions.

OIG Response: Through our quality control process, OlG found and revised the report.

Comment Provided By The Chief - Page |, paragraph 4. last full sentence - "Futthermore, the funds control process
was either circumvented or noncompliance was permitted.” Based on the O1G's consideration of the Department's
response to funds availability controls, this sentence may need to be revised.

OIG Response: As previously stated, O1G does not agree with the CAO that funds availability controls were
in place during June 2009 to April 2010. OIG did revise the final report to show that the Office of the Chief
implemented a funds availability control “similar to a check book record™ related to civilian hiring, career
ladder promotions, and reciassifications. OIG noted that the purpose of this control is almost identical to the
funds contrel that was eliminated by the CAO.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 2, fiest full paragraph, first sentence - What was this sentence based on?

O1G Response: As stated during our June 3, 2810, follow-up meeting with the ET, this sentence was based on
interviews of staff, observations, and review of an OFM contractor’s report. As pointed out by the Chief,
someone could draw the conclusion that there was decline in both civilian and sworn morale. Thus, O1G
revised the report to state a decline in civilian morale.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 2, first full paragraph, last sentence - How is the decline in employee morale
measured? The comment regarding employee morale is supported by what facts?

OIG Response: As stated during our June 3, 2010, follow-up meeting with ET, this sentence was based on
interviews of staff, observations, and review of an OFM contractor's report.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 2, last partial paragraph - As stated previously in the Department's
recommendations response memorandum, the Department does not make reference to investigatory activities in
document that are intended for publication.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 3, first partial paragraph - As stated previously, commentis on investigatory
matters should remain neutral until the investigation is concluded in order to protect the due process rights of those
involved.

O1G Response: As previously stated, as required by Government Auditing Stundards, when auditors
conclude, based on sufficient, appropriate evidence, that fraud, illegal acts, or significant abuse either has
occurred or is likely to have occurred, they should report the matter as finding. OIG also must consider
whether the omission could distort the audit results or conceal improper and illegal practices. In consult with
legal counsel, QIG has concluded that the reporting of the other matters would not compromise investigative
or legal proceedings or viclate due process rights. Additionally, in aceordance with O1G’s reporting
protocols, the Executive Summary; Objectives, Scope, and Methodology; and Body of the report must all stand
alone and can be read as separate documents. Thus, this issue is reported in the Executive Summary as well
as other areas of the report.
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Comment Provide By the ET - Page 3, first full paragraph - Is the assertion that the lack of confidence in the
Department's budget submissions meant to be correlated to the OIG recommendations? If so, the Department wouid
request more clarity in the paragraph. Further, the Department would suggest an alternative to the first sentence -
“The Department will have more confidence in their budget submissions if they implement the recommendations
contained within this audit report. The use of words such as “seems" and "appears" are not definitive, which is
expected from the outcomes of an audit.

OIG Response: The lack of confidence in the Department’s ability to validate and justify its FY 2011 budget
request and to build and formulate an FY 2010 budget request is not only within the Department but
external. Thus, OIG did not revise its final report.

Comment Provided by the ET - Page 4, fourth full paragraph, last sentence - The sentence should read "by the
board, it is submitted to the Congress ..."

OIG Response: Through OIG’s quality control process, this was found and the report was revised
accordingly.

Comment Provided by the Assistant Chief - Page 5, first full paragraph following Table I - Recommend removing
all but the first sentence of the paragraph. The Government Accountability Office's work has little or no impact on
the Department's formulation process. Additionally, the reference to the GAO's detection of indicators of problems
with under budgeting was not reported out to the Department during our exit conference with the GAO on their FY
2011 budget submission review.

OIG Response: As required by Government Auditing Standards, O1G coordinated with GAO. To clarify who
made this statement, OIG added quote marks around the language provided by GAO.

Comment Provided by the ET - Page 6, first partial paragraph, second to the last sentence - If the scope limitations
presented by the Department did not undermine the validity of the audit report findings, conclusions, or
recommendations, then why is this referenced within the report?

OIG Response: As required by Government Auditing Standards, O1G included the context and perspective
regarding what is reported, and any significant limitations in audit objectives, scope, and methodology.
Additionally, auditors should also report any significant constraints imposed on the audit approach by
information limitations or scope impairments, including denials of access to certain records or individuals.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 20, first full paragraph - The Department wishes to provide the attached chart
to demonstrate the current OFM vacancies data for your consideration, which includes the following vacancies:
Procurement Specialist, Contract Specialist, Deputy Procurement Officer, Director, Financial Management,
Financial Programs Operations Specialist.

OIG Response: O1G utilized an OFM organization chart dated March 8, 2010 for documenting its staff
vacancies.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 24, Table 1 - The Department believes that a third column representing the
revised ($6.8 Million) FY 2010 budget request should be added in order to provide clarity in comparing budget
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submission versions. Additionally, we believe that the word "Omission" should be removed from the COLA 2.42%
(prorated) fine under “Salary", as all Legislative Branch entities had this issue and it was therefore, not an omission.

OIG Response: O1G does not agree because the original and revised/amended submissions are totally
different with different assumptions and methodologies. Additionally, OlG does not agree that word
“omission™ should be removed because the Department omitted the COLA calculation for differential, lump
sum payments, holiday pay and hazardous pay under “Salary™. Although, OIG did add a feotnote the
applicable Tables to explain the omission,

Conunent Provided By The Assistant Chief - Page 24, Table 1 - The references to civilian overtime and civilian
overtime benefits should be removed. All overtime, regardless of for swom or civilian personnel, is included within
the $25.5 Million overtime cap.

Comment Provided By The Assistant Chief - Page 26, Table 6 - The references to civilian overtime and civilian
overtime benefits should be removed. All overtime, regardless of for sworn or civilian personnel, is included within
the $25.5 Million overtime cap.

OIG Response: OIG agreed and revised the final report.

Convment Provided By The ET - Page 31, Table 10 - The Department believes that a third column representing the
revised ($9.4 Million) FY 2011 budget request should be added in order to provide clarity in comparing budget
submission versions. Additionally, we believe that the word "Omission" should be removed from the COLA 2.42%
{prorated) line under "Salary", as all Legislative Branch entities had this issue and it was therefore, not an omission.

O1G Response: As previously stated, OIG does not agree because the original and revised/amended
submissions are totally different with different assumptions and methoedologies. Additionally, O1G does not
agree that word “omission™ should be removed because the Department omitted the COLA calculation for
differential, lump sum payments, holiday pay and hazardous pay under “Salary™. Although, OIG did add a
footnote the applicable Tables to explain the omission.

Comment Provided By The Assistant Chief - Page 33, Table 13 - The references to civilian overtime and civilian
overtime benefits should be removed. All overtime, regardless of for sworn or civilian personnel, is included within
the $25.5 Million overtime cap.

OIG Response: OIG agreed and revised the final report.

Conment Provided By the ET - Page 38, second full paragraph - As stated in our comments related to Page 3, is the
assertion that the lack in confidence in the Department's budget submissions meant to be correlated to the OIG
recommendations? If so, the Department would request more clarity in the paragraph. Further, the Department
would suggest an alternative to the first sentence - "The Department will have more confidence in their budget
submissions if they implement the recommendations contained within this audit report. The use of words such as
"seems” and "appears” are not definitive, which is expected from the outcomes of an audit.

OIG Response: The lack of confidence in the Department’s ability to validate and justify its FY 2011 budget
request and to build and formulate an FY 2010 budget request is not only within the Department but
external. Thus, OlG did not revise its final report.
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Page 16 0f 16

Comment Provided By The Chief - Page 39, third full paragraph - The new Executive Sponsor was appointed in
March 2010, rather than January 2010,

OIG Response: As previously stated, through our quality control process, O1G found and corrected the
appointment date of the new Executive Sponser.

Comment Provided By The ET - Page 40, first full paragraph under "OTHER MATTERS" - As stated previously in
the Department's recommendations response memorandum, the Department does not make reference to
investigatory activities in document that are intended for publication in order to protect the due process rights of
those involved.

OIG Response: As previously stated, as required by Government Auditing Standards, when auditors
conclude, based on sufficient, appropriate evidence, that fraud, ilegal acts, or significant abuse either has
occurred or is likely to have occurred, they should report the matter as finding. OIG also must consider
whether the emission could distort the audit results or conceal improper and illegal practices. Our enabling
legislation requires O1G to report to the Chief, Capitol Police Board, and Congress, as demonstrated by the
Semiannual Report to Congress. In reporting this audit, O1G did net disclose the identities of those suspected
of misconduct. Thus, we have accurately reported our activity to our stakeholders and without
compromising the investigati Additionally, in accerdance with OIG’s reporting protocels, the Executive
Summary; Objectives, Scope, and Methodology; and Body of the report must all stand alone and can be read as
separate documents. Thus, this issue is reported in the Executive Summary as well as other areas of the
report.
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Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. This is an
important hearing. We all agree the Capitol Police are a vital part
of the operation here. They protect this institution, both the Mem-
bers and the staff, as well as the millions of constituents who visit
here every year, and we shouldn’t forget that we have had mem-
bers of our force that have lost their lives in defense of our safety.
That is why I think it is so important that our oversight proceed.

We are here to discuss concerns of the Capitol Police fiscal year
2010 and fiscal year 2011 budgets. After miscalculations were dis-
covered earlier this year the Inspector General for the police per-
formed an audit of the Department’s budget formulation process.

I would say let’s be blunt, the audit does not reflect well, to say
the least, on the financial and administrative management of the
Capitol Police. The findings suggest that there was not an accurate
formulation of the original fiscal year 2010 budget submission. And
that these miscalculations unfortunately carried over into fiscal
year 2011 budget formulation. When the revision of both budgets
were resubmitted to the Congress, they too had errors. The root
causes appear to be from a lack of adequate controls of the budget
formulation process, inconsistent application of past budgetary
practices and processes and ineffective management of the adminis-
trative division.

So here we are, the expected shortfall for fiscal year 2010 is
somewhere between 3.8 and $5.1 million. And despite an amended
fiscal year 2011 submission the Department is still expecting a fis-
cal year 2011 shortfall between 9.3 and $14.8 million, $5.4 million
more than stated in the amended fiscal year 2011 budget.

With all due respect, I don’t think those are small discrepancies.
Furthermore, the report states that a potential shortfall exists in
the funding of the radio modernization project. This project is one
of the most important that we have. At every hearing that we have
had I raised my concern about whether we can move forward on
this more expeditiously, whether we have the proper funding. And
I was disappointed to find that there is a question about that now.

And I found it deeply troubling to read in the report, and I quote,
“Other matters came to our attention during field work which we
believe resulted from behavior which was considered deficient or
improper when compared with behavior that a prudent person
would consider reasonable and necessary business practice given
the facts and circumstances.” The Office of Inspector General iden-
tified potential conflicting statements, procurement, time and at-
tendance, pay and ethical issues.

This is serious stuff. I hope we have a chance to go through this
in some detail because I view this as a very critical report from the
Inspector General. So I look forward to hearing from our witnesses
and discussing the specifics of the report as well as any plans the
Department has to address these issues and return the administra-
tive office to one that exhibits integrity, reliability and profes-
sionalism, because that is what we would expect, it seems to me,
from such an important agency.

This is very serious, Mr. Chairman. I thank you for having this
hearing. And I hope that we can find out what the problem is, how
we solve the problem and how we go forward in the future. So
thank you very much.
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Mr. CapuaNO. Thank you, Mr. Lungren, and before we hear from
the witnesses I would like unanimous consent to place my full
statement on the record and to keep the record open for 5 days to
receive any written questions or additional material from witnesses
or other members.

Without objection, that is so ordered. I guess we will begin with
Chief Morse.

[The statement of Chief Morse follows:]

STATEMENT OF PHILLIP D. MORSE, SR., CHIEF OF POLICE,
UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE

Chief MORSE. Chairman Capuano, Ranking Member Lungren,
and other members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear here today regarding the U.S. Capitol Police budget con-
cerns. I would also like to thank you for your sustained and unwav-
ering support for all the men and women of the United States Cap-
itol Police.

As you know, earlier this year the Department discovered that
we had made a salaries calculation error in fiscal year 2010 and
2011 budget requests, which has resulted in a projected fiscal year
2010 salary shortfall. As a result, the Department submitted a
budget amendment for our fiscal year 2011 budget request.

Once I learned of the problem I took immediate action to assess
the issue, coordinate with the Capitol Police Board, notify our over-
sight committees, stabilize our fiscal year 2010 budget execution,
and develop a plan to address the problem.

As part of addressing the problem I asked my Executive Manage-
ment Team to conduct an Investment Review Board to identify
general expense funding for potential reprogramming to address
the salary shortfall with a primary focus on maintaining our secu-
rity and law enforcement mission and mitigating possible impacts
on our workforce. This effort resulted in the set-aside of critical
general expense funding sufficient to address the shortfall within
our stated goal of mitigating those impacts.

Additionally, the Capitol Police Board provided their technical
experts to assist the Department in validating our 2011 budget re-
submission, as well as providing technical guidance on our efforts
to address the 2010 shortfall.

Further, the Government Accountability Office continues to pro-
vide its assistance and guidance to the Department in addressing
outstanding audit recommendations and incorporating best prac-
tices into the Department’s efforts to resolve our budget formula-
tion issues.

Concurrent with this effort, I asked the U.S. Capitol Police In-
spector General to conduct an audit of our fiscal year 2010 and
2011 budget formulation processes and provide me with a report as
soon as possible so that I can take any necessary or immediate ac-
tions.

Specifically, I requested that he take a look and validate the
2010 impact, review and validate the 2011 budget request and
make recommendations to me on how to improve our processes so
we could implement changes for our 2012 budget formulation proc-
ess.
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The Inspector General has completed his audit and provided an
audit report of his findings to me and the Capitol Police Board. His
report contains several recommendations to assist the Department
in strengthening its financial management practices, to include our
future budget formulation processes. I have reviewed the report
and its recommendations, and I generally agree with them.

To address the recommendations with a focus on ensuring that
this failure does not occur again, we are actively realigning our
processes to adopt those suggestions from the report. We are devel-
oping standard operating procedures to formalize our budget for-
mulation processes and we are working in a collaborative manner
with the Capitol Police Board to implement their guidance and rec-
ommendations.

Our focus is on ensuring that we have necessary people and proc-
esses in place to perform the financial management requirements
of the Department in a fiscally responsible and transparent man-
ner consistent with the expectations of our stakeholders and the
public.

In closing, I want to assure you that we understand the gravity
of these issues that caused this problem and we are taking the nec-
essary steps to correct them. While these issues have been signifi-
cant, please be assured that we have taken every measure to miti-
gate the effort on our mission and our personnel.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and I am
happy to answer any questions you may have.

[The statement of Chief Morse follows:]
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Statement of
Phillip D. Morse, Sr.
Chief of Police, United States Capitol Police
Before the
Committee on House Administration
Subcemmittee on Capitol Security
United States House of Representatives

July 29, 2010

Chairman Capuano, Ranking Member Lungren and Members of the
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today regarding
“U.S. Capitol Police Budget Concerns”. I would also like to thank you for your
sustained and unwavering support for the men and women of the U.S. Capitol

Police.

As you know, earlier this year the Department discovered that we had made a
salaries calculation error in our FY 2010 and FY 2011 budget requests, which has
resulted in a projected FY 2010 salaries shortfall. As a result, the Department

submitted a budget amendment for our FY 2011 budget request.

Once I learned of the problem, I took immediate action to assess the issue,
coordinate with the Capitol Police Board, notify our oversight committees, stabilize

our FY 2010 budget execution, and develop a plan to address the problem.

As part of addressing this problem, I asked my Executive Management Team
to conduct an Investment Review Board to identify general expense funding for
potential reprogramming to address the salaries shortfall with a primary focus on

maintaining our security and law enforcement mission and mitigating possible
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impacts on our workforce. This effort resulted in the set-aside of critical general
expense funding sufficient to address the shortfall within our stated goal of

mitigating impacts.

Additionally, the Capitol Police Board provided their technical experts to assist
the Department in validating our FY 2011 budget resubmission, as well as providing

technical guidance on our efforts to address the FY 2010 shortfall.

Further, the Government Accountability Office continues to provide its
assistance and guidance to the Department in addressing outstanding audit
recommendations and incorporating best practices into the Department’s efforts to

resolve our budget formulation issues.

Concurrent with this effort, I asked the U.S. Capitol Police Inspector General
to conduct an audit of our fiscal years 2010 and 2011 budget formulation processes
and to provide me with a report as soon as possible, so I may take any necessary
immediate corrective actions. Specifically, I requested that he look at and validate
the FY 2010 impact, review and validate our FY 2011 budget request and make
recommendations to me on how to improve our processes, so we could implement

needed changes for our FY 2012 budget formulation process.

The Inspector General has completed his audit and provided an audit report

of findings to me and the Capitol Police Board. His report contained several
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recommendations to assist the Department in strengthening its financial
management practices, to include our future budget formulation processes. I have

reviewed the report and its recommendations and I generally agree with them.

To address the recommendations with a focus on ensuring that this failure
does not occur again, we are actively realigning our processes to adopt those
suggestions from within the report, we are developing standard operating
procedures to formalize our budget formulation processes, and we are working in a
collaborative manner with the Capitol Police Board to implement their guidance and
recommendations. Our focus is on ensuring we have the necessary people and
processes in place to perform the financial management requirements of the
Department in a fiscally responsible and transparent manner, consistent with the

expectations of our stakeholders and the public.

In closing, I want to assure you that we understand the gravity of the issues
that caused this problem and we are taking the necessary steps to correct them.
While these issues have been significant, please be assured that we have taken

every measure to mitigate the effect on our mission and our personnel.

1 appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and would be glad to

answer your questions.
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Phillip D. Morse, Sr.
Chief of Police
United States Capitol Police

R

Phillip D. Morse, Sr. was appointed Chief of the
United States Capliol Police on October 30, 2008, As
the seventh Chief of the L8, Capitol Police he leads
the agency responsible for the protection of the
Congress of the Unfted OStates, #s legislative
processes, Members, employees, visitors, and
faciiites from crime, disruption, or ferrorism.  The
U.8. Capitol Police protect and secure Congress so it
can fulfill its constitutional responsibililies in a safe
and apen environment.

Chief Morse joined the United States Capilol Police in
1985, His career began as an officer assigned 1o the
Senate Division. Over the next 23 years, he served in
progressive assignments throughout the Department
including,  the  Containment  and  Emergency

Response Team {CERT), Patrol Mobile Response
Division, Capitol Division, Office of Professional Standards and Compliance and the
Dignitary Protection Division, Upon his promotion 1o Inspector, he assumed command
of the Capitol Division with responsibility for law enforcement, security, and profective
operations throughout the United States Capiiol Bullding.  Most recently he served as
Ueputy Chief, and commanded the Uniformad Services Bursauy, the largest component
of the Capilol Police.

As Chief of Police, Chief Morse serves as an ex officio member of the U.8. Capitol
Police Board.  The Board establishes rules and regulations for activities on Capitol
Grounds and is responsible for the security of all buildings and facilities throughout the
Capliol Complex. Since the terrorist attacks on 91101, the Police Board has been fully
engaged in supervising adjustments to secwrty procedures and working  with
Congressional Leaders and Commitlees o soguive adequate resources for the
protection of Congress, Congressional employees and visitors as well as the Capitol
Complex,

Chief Morse hoids a Master of Science Degree from the Johns Hopking University and
has parficipated in numerous law enforcement professional development courses.
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Mr. CApUANO. Thank you, Chief.
Mr. Hoecker.

STATEMENT OF CARL W. HOECKER, INSPECTOR GENERAL,
UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE

Mr. HOECKER. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lungren, my name is Carl
Hoecker. I am the Inspector General for the United States Capitol
Police. Thank you for inviting me here this morning to discuss our
work with the Department’s budget formulation process.

As the Chief requested, my office conducted the audit of the
budget formulation process. Our objectives were to assess whether
the Department has adequate controls over the budget formulation
process to ensure that accurate data is collected and developed.

Two, to determine if staff complied with those controls during the
formulation of the fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2011 budget
process.

Three, if not, note the exceptions and root causes and finally de-
termine the reasonableness of the fiscal year 2010 and 2011 revised
budgets for personnel compensation and benefits. Our scope in-
cluded the original and revised amended fiscal year 2010 and 2011
budget submissions and processes/controls utilized to formulate
those submissions.

The OIG found that the Department did not have adequate con-
trols over the budget formulation process to ensure that adequate
data was collected and developed. The Department’s policies and
procedures did not accurately document or define its budget formu-
lation processes. And the budget execution and monitoring stand-
ard operating procedures are incomplete and outdated.

During the formulation of the fiscal year 2010 and 2011 budgets,
the Department did not follow proven past practices or comply with
prior controls over budget processes. During the formulation of the
2010 budget, the Department did not fully utilize its Force Devel-
opment Process, nor did it apply the fiscal year 2009 format or con-
sistently follow best practices for developing personnel compensa-
tion and benefits. We also noted noncompliance with fund control
processes was permitted. As a result, the Department is at risk of
requesting insufficient funding or overspending its appropriations.

The OIG concluded the overarching root cause is the Depart-
ment’s administrative management has allowed inadequate finan-
cial weaknesses to persist, neglected to hold individuals account-
able for implementation of GAO and OIG recommendations, and in-
effectively managed its workforce.

The OIG found that miscalculations, omissions, and other factors
contributed to the insufficient budget submissions for fiscal year
2010 and 2011 resulting in a significant deficit for the Department.
For fiscal year 2010 OIG projects the benefits and salaries and ben-
efits budget shortfall to range between 3.8 and $5.1 million. This
deferential depends upon actual attrition for the remainder of fiscal
year 2010 and the impact of the Department’s cost cutting meas-
ures implemented by the Chief. Since our projection for the budget
shortfall is about $1.7 million less than the Department’s, OIG be-
lieves that the fiscal year 2010 revised budget shortfall is reason-
able.
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For fiscal year 2011, OIG projects that the salary and benefits
budget shortfall to range between 9.3 and $14.8 million. This is
based on the Department’s budget estimate submission and de-
pends on the actual attrition and the Department’s cost cutting
measures. OIG’s projection of the fiscal year 2011 shortfall is about
$5.4 million more than the Department’s $9.4 million.

OIG made eight recommendations which provide a genuine op-
portunity to strengthen controls over processes involved in budget
formulation. Specifically, OIG recommended that the United States
Capitol Police establish a formal budget formulation and allocation
process that links all costs to its mission, goals, and objectives
within its strategic and human capital plans. This process should
include written policies and procedures delineating each office’s
role and responsibility, to include specific methodology, sources of
dfa_lta and records management for calculating compensation of ben-
efits.

Also, the Capitol Police should establish a mechanism for the In-
vestment Review Board and the Executive Management Team to
review specific programs each year, evaluating their effectiveness,
efficiency and how they contribute to achieving a specific strategic
goal. The Department should implement and document processes,
procedures, and controls to identify and help ensure that key funds
control personnel are properly trained. The OIG recommended that
the Chief evaluate whether the Department has appropriate lead-
ership and management within the Office of Administration.

This concludes my testimony. I will be pleased to answer your
questions.

[The statement of Mr. Hoecker follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Good morning. My name is Carl W. Hoecker. [ am the Inspector General
for the United States Capitol Police (USCP or Department). Thank you for
inviting me here today to discuss our work of the Department’s budget

formulation process.

At the request of the Chief of Police, my office conducted an audit of
USCP’s budget formulation process. Our objectives were to: (1) assess
whether the Department has established adequate controls over the budget
formulation process to ensure accurate data is collected and developed; (2) if
s0, determine if staff complied with those controls during the formulation
process of the FY 2010 and 2011 budgets; (3) if not, note exceptions and
root causes; and (4) determine the reasonableness of the FY 2010 and 2011
revised budgets for personnel compensation and benefits. Our scope
included the original and revised/amended FY 2010 and 2011 budget

submissions and processes/controls utilized to formulate those submissions.

OIG found that the Department does not have adequate controls over the

budget formulation process to ensure that accurate data is collected and
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developed. The Department’s policies and procedures did not accurately
document and define its budget formulation processes. And, the budget
execution and monitoring standard operating procedures (SOPs) are

incomplete and outdated.

During the formulation of the FY 2010 and 2011 budgets, the Department
did not follow its proven past budget practices or comply with prior controls
over the budget process. During the formulation of the FY 2010 budget, the
Department did not fully utilize its Force Development Process, nor did it
apply the FY 2009 format or consistently follow past best practices for
developing the personnel compensation and benefits. We also noted
noncompliance with the funds control process was permitted. As a result,
the Department is at risk of requesting insufficient funding or overspending

its appropriations.

OIG concluded that the overarching root cause is that the Department’s
administrative management has allowed inadequate financial weaknesses to
persist, neglected to hold individuals accountable for implementation of
Government Accountability Office and OIG recommendations, and

ineffectively managed its workforce.



92
OIG found that miscalculations, omissions, and other factors contributed to
the insufficient budget submissions for FY 2010 and 2011, resulting in a
significant deficit for the Department. For FY 2010, OIG projects the salary
and benefits budget shortfall to range between $3.8 million and $5.1 million.
The differential depends on actual attrition for the remainder of FY 2010 and
the impact of the Department’s cost-cutting measures implemented by the
Chief. Since our projection for the budget shortfall is about $1.7 million less
than the Department’s, OIG believes the Department’s FY 2010 revised

projected shortfall of $6.8 million is reasonable.

For FY 2011, OIG projects the salary and benefits budget shortfall to range
between $9.3 million and $14.8 million. This is based on the Department’s
budget estimate submission and depends on the actual attrition and the
Department’s cost-cutting measures. OIG’s projection of the FY 2011

shortfall is about $5.4 million more than the Department’s $9.4 million.

OIG made eight recommendations which provide a genuine opportunity to
strengthen controls over processes involved in budget formulation.

Specifically, OIG recommended USCP immediately establish a formal
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budget formulation and allocation process that links all costs to its mission,
goals, and objectives within its strategic and human capital plans. This
process should include written policies and procedures delineating each
office’s roles and responsibilities to include specific methodology, sources
of data, and records management for calculating personnel compensation

and benefits.

Also, USCP should establish a mechanism for the Investment Review Board
and Executive Management Team to review specific programs each year,
evaluating their effectiveness, efficiency, and how they contribute to
achieving a specific strategic goal(s). The Department should implement
and document processes, procedures, and controls to identify and help
ensure that key funds control personnel are properly trained. OIG also
recommended that the Chief evaluate whether the Department has the

appropriate leadership and management within the Office of Administration.

This concludes my testimony. I would be pleased to address your questions.
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Carl W. Hoecker
Inspector General
United States Capitol Police

Mr. Carl W. Hoecker is a senior executive in the Federal Government and an
accomplished criminal investigator with over 30 years’ experience. His work has
predominantly involved supervising and conducting specialized financial
investigations, forensic audits and reviews, and business process improvement.

Mr. Hoecker began his career with the U.S Army in 1976 as a military policeman,
later becoming a special agent and warrant officer for the Army Criminal
Investigations Command. During his last assignment in the Army, Carl was a
member of an investigative unit charged with investigating procurement fraud
within the classified community. In 1992, he joined the Inspector General
community with the U.S. Information Agency as a criminal investigator and in
1896 he joined the Treasury Office of Inspector General (OIG) where he
progressed to the Deputy Inspector General for Investigations. In the IG
community, Carl continued to conduct and oversee investigations and audits of
procurement and other types of financial fraud matters with positive results for
the government.

In 2006, Carl was appointed the first Inspector General for the U.S. Capitol
Police, charged with supervising and conducting investigations and audits of
Capitol Police programs and operations. Carl’s office has conducted extremely
sensitive investigations and audits, identified weaknesses, and made
recommendations in order to improve internal controls and ensure taxpayer
money is being spent wisely.

Mr. Hoecker graduated from Governor's State University in 1982 with a Bachelor
of Arts degree in business administration. Carl has a Master's degree in
Systems Management from the University of Southern California, is a certified
public accountant, certified fraud examiner, certified government financial
manager, and is certified in financial forensics. Carl serves as the vice chair of
the investigations committee for the federal Inspector General community.
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Mr. CaApUANO. Thanks, Mr. Hoecker.

Chief, do you trust Mr. Hoecker?

Chief MORSE. I have read the report and the recommendations
and have reviewed the

Mr. CApUANO. No, Chief, do you trust the man?

Chief MORSE. Yes, I have no reason to distrust him.

Mr. CAPUANO. Do you trust his judgment?

Chief MORSE. Yes.

Mr. CAPUANO. Do you trust his professionalism?

Chief MORSE. Yes.

Mr. CAPUANO. Chief, you are a great cop. I think you have done
a great job as far as the policing aspect of it. I feel very safe as
a Member of Congress. I think this is the safest place on Earth be-
cause of what you and your staff have done.

Mr. Hoecker is a professional accountant, a professional Inspec-
tor General. The issues here have nothing to do with the actual po-
licing of the Hill. I am not questioning you on that. These issues
are administrative. His training to me is unquestionable, in fact
more training than I could imagine.

If he were questioning you on police deployment, I would ask him
the same questions. The questions are on financial management.
None of us can know all things about what we do. I am a former
mayor. I had to do everything just like you have to do everything.
I couldn’t do everything, I couldn’t be the police chief, the fire chief,
the DPW commissioner, the city auditor, and on and on and on. I
had to delegate those things to people who were qualified in their
role.

When the Inspector General says something and when now after
a year and a half, depending on when you measure the time, we
are now into our third serious financial problem that I am aware
of, two years of personnel items and personnel items in any budget,
particularly in the police department, in this case 80 percent, that
is not unusual, that is typical. And now the radio program, of
which I have been a strong proponent on every measure, at every
step. Now we are in problems financially, not on problems of the
radio but financially on the radio issue.

Chief, T have got to tell you, here is my strong advice to you:
Take Mr. Hoecker’s report and say, yes, sir. Several places here
you disagreed. On funds availability control you say that you have
actually accomplished certain things that the IG then comes back
and says you didn’t. You didn’t provide us documentation.

The report also questions—questions the relationship, the way
the IG’s office has been treated by certain people in your depart-
ment. I understand the normal human nature when being ques-
tioned by somebody who might not say good things about whatever
it is you are doing is to be defensive, but honestly it all comes back
to you. You are the Chief. This isn’t the first time we have had a
similar, a comparable issue in just the last couple of months. When
there is a problem, you say yes, sir. And I would strongly say that
if the roles were reversed and you were saying you should have 14
cops on the corner and you should say no, you shouldn’t, you
should have some other number, I would be on your side because
you are the professional police officer.
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He is the professional accountant. Do what he tells you. Do it
quickly. I have got to tell you, personally, on a personal basis, I am
tired of this. I think I have done everything I can to defend the De-
partment’s record since I have been on this committee, and I will
continue to do so because I think you have been great on many dif-
ferent levels. We have certain disagreements, but they have been
fine. I am tired of defending this issue. As a matter of fact, I won’t
do it anymore. And I wont do it anymore because I don’t mind
human error, everybody makes mistakes. I am not measuring
somebody by the mistakes they make, unless they are repeated.
This is a repeated mistake and the reaction to the mistake has
been typical defensiveness as opposed to simply saying, okay, we
screwed up, we will fix it as you say to fix it.

Honestly, I am a little bit concerned and personally disappointed
in the fact that we are here on this issue again today. This is not
a new issue.

As a matter of fact I want to ask you, as I understand it, accord-
ing to the report in March 2009, was the first alerting to wait a
minute, your budget isn’t 80 percent. It was 80 percent of per-
sonnel last year, now it is only 65 percent of personnel this year.
Honestly, that should stick out as a red flag to anybody. I do my
own office budget every year. I know what my personnel numbers
are. They fluctuate a little bit, but really not much. Mine is in the
same range, about 80 percent. If all of a sudden I did my numbers
and it came up with 65 percent on a personnel basis I would say,
yeah, I must have missed something. If you knew—when did you—
when did it come to your attention that there was some serious
questions? Now was this March 2009 commentary made to you or
to one of your staffers?

Chief MORSE. That was not made to me, but to one of the staff,
I believe.

Mr. CApUANO. Did staff alert you to it?

Chief MORSE. No.

Mr. CAPUANO. Here is the problem, holding your personnel ac-
countable. There are lots of different ways to hold people account-
able, but if you have a staff that is being asked that question, that
then didn’t react to it and didn’t bring it to your attention, that is
a problem. That is a staff who is not protecting you, and not pro-
tecting the Department, and not protecting the Congress and not
protecting the taxpayer.

Again, I don’t want to—personally I am not focused on the mis-
takes. Mistakes get made every day and in every profession, every-
where. My focus is on the reaction to those mistakes when they be-
come aware—when you become aware of them or when somebody
who should tell you becomes aware of them.

As T understand it, there still has been no suggestion on how to
reprogram the money this year or next year, is that correct or is
that out of date?

Chief MORSE. Our reprogramming has been sent to the Capitol
Police Board for review today. And we expected for it to be accom-
plished at this time because we now have a pretty good outlook on
what the remaining funds requirements would be. And we cer-
tainly wanted to be as close as we could be so that we would not
be adverse to our general expenses any more than we needed to be.
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So \éve are now prepared to move our reprogramming letter for-
ward.

Mr. CApuANO. With the indulgence of the ranking member, Mr.
Hoecker, would you say now, knowing what you know now after
the inspection, after the reports and the give and take, should we
leave the financial functions of the Capitol Police within the Cap-
itol Police or should they be moved into an independent entity?

Mr. HOECKER. One sense tells me that is way above my pay
grade, sir.

Mr. CAPUANO. I just asked you a question. That makes it within
your pay grade.

Mr. HOECKER. Right, sir. I think the police with a little help can
get it done this year and can move forward. Since we have issued
the report we have seen some progress on the recommendations
and, for instance, there was a control that was not in place. When
we were at the exit interview talking to the Chief about that con-
trol, shortly before that, they had reinstituted that control. So
there are indications that they are taking this serious and they
have formed a team I believe to go in there and to proceed on the
fiscal year 2012 budget.

Mr. CAPUANO. Has the cooperation between the Department and
your office been improved?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir, and I can clarify.

Mr. CApUANO. Has it been improved sufficiently?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir. I didn’t want you to misunderstand our
report, and perhaps it could be better written in that respect, but
there were a couple of folks that were not truthful, we believe, not
forward, not cooperative. This was not from the Chief’s office.

Mr. CAPUANO. Are they still in place?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. CApUANO. Not truthful. Did I hear you correctly?

Mr. HOECKER. We have reason to believe that they withheld in-
formation from us, sir, yes.

Mr. CAPUANO. Not truthful? Chief, accountability. Not truthful?
I understand defensiveness. Not truthful to the Inspector General?
To your own Inspector General? That is acceptable behavior within
the Department?

Chief MORSE. No. Lying is not acceptable.

Mr. CAPUANO. Those people are still in place? How do we know
that once they lied to the IG once they won’t do it again?

Chief MORSE. Well, before I can make personnel decisions with
respect to conduct or performance, I have to be given all the facts
in order to evaluate that. And at this point I do not believe that
the Inspector General has all the information with respect to his
findings to submit to me yet. So——

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Inspector General, is that accurate?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir, it is. We have initiated a number of in-
vestigations and we will finalize those investigations and report
them to the Chief so that he can take appropriate action, if action
should be taken.

Mr. CAPUANO. Chief. Somebody lies on their application to be a
Capitol Police Officer. They are automatically rejected out of hand,;
is that correct?

Chief MORSE. Yes, sir.
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Mr. CAPUANO. Somebody lies to the Inspector General. If they
are found after fair investigation and fair review, what happens to
them.

Chief MORSE. I believe that statutorily if they lie to the Inspector
General it can be a criminal offense, and then of course if that were
t(i be dforwarded then we would wait for the legal process to be com-
pleted.

Mr. CapuaNoO. Sir, I respect that, I am not looking to convict
somebody prior to the appropriate process. But again I am going
to end where I started. Chief, I am begging you, I am begging you,
take the IG’s report and just do it. Do it as quickly as you humanly
can, and anybody who stands in the way get rid of them or at least
begin the process of getting rid of them. Please don’t make us have
to come back here on this again. The next thing I hear from the
IG I want to hear that you have implemented all the suggestions
he has made.

Chief MORSE. If I could just for the record, I would like to show
you the actions that we have taken, the immediate actions with re-
spect to the audit and the corrective actions that we plan to imple-
ment in the future.

The first thing and immediate thing that I did was take charge
of the situation and mitigate any impact to security or law enforce-
ment or personnel to the police department.

Mr. CapuaNoO. Chief, hang on one second. Honestly, it is not me
you have to answer to. I am not a CPA, I am not a certified foren-
sic accountant. He is. And if he tells me you have done sufficiently,
that is really all I need to hear. I am not qualified to judge whether
you have.

Chief MORSE. Okay.

Mr. CAapuaNO. I will be very clear. I think you know me well
enough to know by now that if I didn’t think you were an honest
person or a capable or a qualified or a truthful person I would say
so. I do. I think you have a good heart and I think you want to
do the right thing. But I also think you have been dragging your
feet on this issue. I am trying to say very clearly stop dragging
your feet. Do what he tells you to do. And if there are people in
the way, get rid of them. Whatever it takes, do it. If he says you
have done it, fine by me. If he says you haven’t done it, no dis-
respect intended, I am going to side with him on financial matters.
I will side with you on police matters every day of the week. Listen
to him, don’t come back to us.

I think I have to yield to the ranking member, thanking him for
his indulgence.

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would re-
iterate the chairman’s comments about the quality of service from
the police force that we are getting from the standpoint of policing.
I think the Chief is doing an excellent job and I would be upset if
he left because I think we have a very professional force. I think
the men and women in uniform here do a tremendous job under
very difficult circumstances.

Having said that, I am, as I mentioned in my opening statement,
very disappointed with the administrative side of things.

Mr. Hoecker, I want to hone in on some of your comments here.
You said in your prepared statement that the OIG concluded that
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the overarching root cause is that the Department’s administrative
management has allowed inadequate financial weaknesses to per-
sist, neglected to hold individuals accountable for implementation
of Government Accountability Office and OIG recommendations,
and ineffectively managed its workforce.

What are you talking about when you say the Department’s ad-
ministrative management?

Mr. HOECKER. That would be the CAO, everything under the
CAO’s office.

Mr. LUNGREN. The CAO within the Department?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. That is a pretty strong set of findings that you
made here. Inadequate financial weaknesses to persist; in other
words, they did not take your previous recommendations into ac-
cou1{1)t. That is the Administrative Management Team; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. HOECKER. What I meant by that, sir, was every year we do
a financial statement audit and in 2005 and 2006 we combined—
2004 and 2005 were combined, fiscal year 2006 was standalone, fis-
cal year 2007 and fiscal year 2008. Each year there has been mate-
rial weaknesses. Material weaknesses means that—this is in terms
of internal controls, that means that there is a control that is not
working properly and the auditors are not satisfied that that will
not prevent errors or misstatements.

Mr. LUNGREN. So you would expect if you point that out that
that would change for the next audit, wouldn’t you?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir. I would expect an organization would get
the financial statement report, look at the internal controls report
that is contained therein, and focus on clearing any kind of mate-
rial weaknesses.

Mr. LUNGREN. You say neglected to hold individuals accountable
for implementation of Government Accountability Office and OIG
recommendations. What do you mean?

Mr. HOECKER. Well, sir, there are the plans to clear rec-
ommendations to provide evidence to the auditors and it appeared
to us that this schedule, they had target dates, and instead of
meeting those target dates for whatever reason the target date just
kept on shifting. Combined with that is that we found nothing in
the performance evaluation of individuals involved that linked stra-
tegic plans, strategic goals, and also improving financial operations
and clearing open recommendations. We found none of that in the
performance evaluations or in the performance standards.

Mr. LUNGREN. You are talking about individuals within the ad-
ministrative management side of the House?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. We are not talking about sworn officers?

Mr. HOECKER. No, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. Ineffectively managing the workforce, that is with-
in the Department’s Administrative Management Team?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. I am very, very concerned about a statement
about identifying potential conflicting statements, procurement
time and attendance, pay and ethical issues. That covers a range
of things. Can you tell me what you are talking about there?
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Mr. HOECKER. Well, sir, we have initiated a number of investiga-
tions to address those. When we were conducting this audit we
came across these various issues and they at least seemed to be
some type of misconduct either at least something in the Depart-
ment’s rules of conduct, a deficiency there or perhaps worse. But
that is what we are looking at in our investigation.

Mr. LUNGREN. Are these sworn officers?

Mr. HOECKER. No, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. This is the administrative side of the house.

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. In your final statement, of the four recommenda-
tions you made you say, the OIG also recommended the Chief
evaluate whether the Department has the appropriate leadership
and management within the Office of Administration. What do you
mean?

Mr. HOECKER. I mean that the Chief should look at the whole
CAO’s shop, look and see if the right skill sets are present, look
and see if the right leadership traits are exhibited by the individ-
uals through the whole administrative function.

Mr. LUNGREN. You say earlier in your testimony, the formulation
of fiscal year 2010, 2011 budgets, the Department did not follow its
proven past budget practices. What do you mean by that?

Mr. HOECKER. Well, sir, fiscal year 2009, although budgets are
estimates by definition, fiscal year 2009 seemed to work. The peo-
ple, the stakeholders were generally happy with that, we didn’t
have a shortfall, it worked. What did not happen was they did not
use the fiscal year 2009 as a go by, as a sample of this is our tar-
get. What I also mean by that is two budget officers ago, a budget
officer prepared a document. This document spelled out exactly
how to prepare personnel compensation and benefits and it resides
in the electronic document system for the Capitol Police. That was
not used during the fiscal year 2010 and the fiscal year 2011 budg-
et submissions.

Mr. LUNGREN. When you say budget officers, is that a person or
a personnel spot within the administrative side of the house.

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. You find that a little odd that they would not fol-
low the practices that worked in prior years?

Mr. HOECKER. I do find that unusual, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. You say that during the formulation of the 2010
budget the Department did not fully utilize its Force Development
Process. You used capitals for that, Forced Development Process. Is
that a specific term of art or a specific program? What is that and
what was not followed?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir. The Force Development Process devel-
oped by the Chief, I believe in 2006, and perhaps the Chief can ex-
pound on that a little bit more, but the way I understand that proc-
ess, if they have a new initiative they have a group of senior people
in the Department to evaluate the environment, the risks, the cost
and what is required and what they are trying to achieve by this
new initiative. And that is applied to the general expense areas.
What we found in fiscal year 2010 is that they weren’t using that.
And we found an e-mail that asked why aren’t you using that and
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then from the e-mail traffic we saw that they had done a modified
version of Force Development.

Mr. LUNGREN. E-mail from whom to whom?

Mr. HOECKER. Um, it was from the Chief to the administrative
section, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. So the Chief asking why this wasn’t utilized?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. Then you say a failure to follow past best prac-
tices for developing the personnel compensation and benefits. What
do you mean by that?

Mr. HOECKER. That is the fiscal year 2009 standard, if you will,
that they used and also the document that resides in the Hum-
mingbird system, which is their document retrieval system.

Mr. LUNGREN. And that was not followed?

Mr. HOECKER. It was not, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. And you also noted noncompliance with the funds
control process. What does that mean?

Mr. HOECKER. The funds control process, what we mean by that
is it is funds availability control. And what that means is that I
want to expend these funds, I want to buy this piece of equipment,
or I want to hire this person at this level. What this funds control
is, it asks the budget folks do we have enough money to pay this.
That was lifted in June of 2009.

Mr. LUNGREN. Lifted, you mean removed?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. Not utilized anymore.

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. Let me ask you this, if you were a new adminis-
trative officer coming into this department and you saw these
things, what would you do?

Mr. HOECKER. What I would do, sir, is scrub each process from
the bottom up.

Mr. LUNGREN. And if you followed—if you noted that something
had worked in prior years and was not followed then subsequently,
what would you do as administrative officer coming in and seeing
that?

Mr. HOECKER. I would certainly ask a lot of questions as to why
didn’t we and how are we going to—and if I thought that that was
not a good answer, I might say that well, we are going to use it
this year.

Mr. LUNGREN. Chief, you have heard the testimony here of the
Inspector General. It seems to me we have got some real problems
on the administrative side of the house so how—Ilook, I know you
are burdened—Ilet’s see, not burdened. I know you are constrained
by certain requirements with respect to personnel decisions. I real-
ize the system and the way it works, but what is your response to
what appears to be some real problems, insufficiencies, difficulties
on the administrative side of the house?

Chief MoORSE. Well, I think also in the audit report, and I just
want to focus on this a minute, is that when I became Chief I had
a vision and a challenge to the organization that we would have
repeatable business practices, that we would be transparent, that
we would validate everything that we would do. We built that into
our strategic plan, we built that in as we developed our Human
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Capital Plan. We put in an internal program called Force Develop-
ment, which helps us formulate a budget that is specific to the
threats that we face so that we have the adequate resources and
personnel and technology to address the critical needs of the cam-
pus, to keep it safe, and to keep our personnel well equipped and
well trained.

So we had those processes in place. Those processes were used
to help us develop a clean financial statements. They helped us
achieve a 2009 budget that was a good budget and that focused on
all those issues. So we were very pleased in the direction that we
were going, how we had incorporated this into our overall strategic
plan, our Human Capital Plan. It was the practice of the agency.
And as you have noted, our operations side has worked extremely
well. We have had tremendous successes with that, as well as the
administrative side with leasing vehicles as a new type of program
where we save money and we recycle vehicles. The truck interdic-
tion program to keep the campus safe.

So those are all programs that come from an assessment of how
we can do better, how we can enhance what we have, how we can
save money doing it and how we can be at most efficient. I don’t
know why someone chooses at any level to not follow the direction,
the business processes that have made us so successful.

Mr. LUNGREN. Should it take us having hearings for 2 years to
get to this point?

Chief MORSE. No. This is very disappointing to me as well.

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, it is more than disappointing to me. You
know, to use an old football analogy you can have the best Xs and
Os in the game, if your team can’t execute it, it doesn’t do a dog-
gone bit of good. And no one has executed the Xs and Os on the
administrative side. I mean that may be simple language but it
looks to me that is how I would summarize Mr. Hoecker’s report.
Would you agree, Mr. Hoecker?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. So with all due respect, knowing what the rules
are and knowing you have to be careful of what you say and know-
ing it takes a long time to make changes, frankly this report cries
out for change on the administrative side. And I hope that will take
place sooner rather than later. And I hope that the tried and true
practices that Mr. Hoecker has outlined that you took pride in put-
ting in place will be followed.

Goodness, it would be really tough if we were standing here and
you would be with a great big question mark over your head and
so would Mr. Hoecker, gee, we don’t know what to do, there has
been a screw up but we don’t know what to do. And yet we know
what to do. It is what you did before apparently. The practices they
hadlil‘; 2009 were good ones, Mr. Hoecker. Am I stating you cor-
rectly?

Mr. HOECKER. 2009 worked, yes, sir.

Mr. LUNGREN. Okay. Well, I think that is all I have to say.

Mr. CApuANO. Thanks.

Mr. Hoecker, I just want to follow up on something that you
mentioned to Mr. Lungren in response to one of his questions. If
I heard you correctly, I think it was 4 or 5 years in a row there
was material weaknesses in the annual audit?
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Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. CApuANO. Were they the same material weakness?

Mr. HOECKER. It started out with two and that was financial
management has always been a material weakness, and the second
one that was always consistent was payroll processing. Those were
consistent among all those years, sir.

Mr. CAPUANO. And just though you understand and I think I un-
derstand, I want to be clear, in my experience material weakness
is a professional term of art used by accountants. What it really
means to me at the end of the annual audit it is the auditor basi-
cally saying, hey, you have a problem, red flag warning, do some-
thing about it.

Mr. HOECKER. That is very fair.

Mr. CAPUANO. And in my experience if you get the same, I mean
there are different things you can do, you can get a different mate-
rial weakness for something new, but if you get the same one for
2 years in a row, that generally ends up in a—if not that year at
least in the third year, generally ends up in a qualified report, is
that not your experience?

Mr. HOECKER. Well, it depends if they feel comfortable about the
way the financial statements are represented. If they feel com-
fortable, they will render the opinion that is clean as we call it as
unqualified. But it is entirely possible that because of material
weakness it could cause errors and mistakes in the financial state-
ment reporting. That is exactly right, sir.

Mr. CAPUANO. And these annual audits were done internally or
by external auditors?

Mr. HOECKER. They were done by an external audit firm that
works under contract for my office, sir.

Mr. CAPUANO. Same external auditor for those 5 years?

Mr. HOECKER. Yes, sir.

Mr. CapUANO. In today’s world don’t we generally change audi-
tors on a regular basis?

Mr. HOECKER. We do. Yes, sir, we do. However, USCP has only
had one clean opinion. So I think where that really comes into play
is where you wouldn’t want 5 years of a clean opinion or 6 years,
Whativer the magical number is, and then you would probably
switch.

Mr. CAPUANO. So we are pretty much due for a switch?

Mr. HOECKER. We are, sir. And I think we are going to a single
legislative auditor; it has to with the migration of the financial sys-
tem to the Library of Congress.

Mr. CapuaNo. All right. Thank you, Mr. Hoecker.

I don’t think I want to pursue today the current radio situation,
but it is my understanding we have had one major outstanding
issue now for 6 months, that every time my office asks about this
issue we get told we are right on the verge of getting it fixed or
getting it addressed, and yet it is not addressed.

Chief, just on the one issue on the backup location, are we any
closer to resolution than we were 6 months ago?

Chief MORSE. My most recent briefing on the leasing negotiations
is that they have addressed all issues and will have some sort of
resolution with—on paper with regard to negotiations this week or
as late as Tuesday. Now, I don’t want to misrepresent any facts
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there. There is a representative from my—who is the Director of
the Office of Information Systems, who is in the audience, but that
is where I think we stand now on those issues——

Mr. CApUANO. I respect that, but I have heard something similar
to that now for week after week after week after week and just
note that not now, but when we get back in September if this issue
is not resolved I am going to expect a plan B. I think that is a rea-
sonable expectation after 7 months because I still believe based on
your recommendations that I still trust that the radio program is
absolutely essential and it has to get done, and we can’t allow lease
negotiations to hold us up much longer. Is that fair?

Chief MORSE. Yes, sir, that is.

Mr. CapuANO. Chief, I am going to end with one simple question.
With all the financial issues that you have, again I have made my-
self clear and Mr. Lungren has been clear as to where we want to
go, but I want to be very clear for the record, in your opinion, even
with the financial problems you face this year and next financial
fiscal year, do you believe that Capitol Hill is safe?

Chief MORSE. Yes, I do.

Mr. CapuaNoO. I do, too, but I just wanted to hear you say it.

We are all set. Thank you, Chief and Mr. Hoecker, very much.

[Whereupon, at 11:43 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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