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UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE
WASHINGTON, DC 20003

INSPECTOR GENERAL

PREFACE

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

This report is the 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 institations, direct
observation, and a review of applicable documents.

The recomnendations therein have been developed on the basis of the best knowledge available to the OIG,
and have been discussed in draft with those responsible for imaplementation. It is my hope that these
recomimendations 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.

(ot W s fo -

Carl W. Hoecker
Inspector General
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Executive Summary

In accordance with our Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 annual plan, the Office of Inspector
General (OIG) conducted an audit to determine (1) the applicable laws, United States
Capitol Police (USCP or Department) directives governing operational and sworn
deployments outside of the USCP geographical jurisdiction, (2) the internal decision
making process to ensure deployments are in compliance with applicable regulations and
laws, (3) if the Department has a process for determining whether deployments outside
the jurisdiction for any purpose, especially for ceremonial purposes, are worth the cost,
and (4) the affect of deployments on overtime costs. Our scope included deployments that
occurred during the 27-month period of October 1, 2006 through December 31, 2008.

01G found that the Department and its stakeholders do not have a shared interpretation as
to the scope of deployments to be included in the Department’s notifications for
deployment off Capitol grounds. In most instances, the Department considers official
travel off Capitol grounds a “direct nexus” to the USCP mission or one of the exceptions
under the law and not a deployment; therefore, these activities are not reported under
Title 2 United States Code (U.S.C) § 1978. Thus, based on this consideration of “direct
nexus” the only off-site assignments for which the Department provides notification to
Congress are primarily for ceremonial related events. OIG noted that “direct nexus” is a
term that is used by the Department, and also not defined in legislation or Department
directives.

Further, the Department does not have a written off-site deployment policy or guidance
that reflects its current decision-making process, which would ensure compliance with
applicable laws and repeatable business processes. As a result, the Department did not
fully comply with the requirement to report costs anticipated to be incurred with respect
to deployments. During the audit period, the Department’s primary practice entailed
reporting the number of officers utilized and purpose of the deployment but not
anticipated or incurred costs. Additionally, the Department has not established a
methodology for evaluating the worth of activities off its campus nor does it perform a
cost/benefit analysis taking into consideration both cost and non-monetary factors. Thus,
we were unable to evaluate the benefits derived from such activities or the affect on
overtime, or the impact on the need for additional resources.

0O1G recommends that the Department, in coordination with the Capitol Police Board and
the Committees, establish policies and procedures clearly defining terms such as “direct
nexus” to the mission, and the three exceptions under 2 U.S.C. § 1978; document its
internal decision-making process; establish a process to collect and evaluate costs and
benefits related to all off-site deployments regardless of the definition to ensure efficient
and effective workforce management.
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BACKGROUND

Legislative authority is stated in 2 U.S.C. § 1978, Deployment Outside of Jurisdiction.
The specific geographical jurisdiction of the Department is identified in 2 U.S.C. § 1967,
Law Enforcement Authority.

The Chief of Police authorizes deployments for ceremonial purposes and the Assistant
Chief of Police (ACOP) is responsible for authorizing operations off Capitol grounds,
which have a “direct nexus” to the mission such as protective services and intelligence
gathering.

The following USCP General Orders provide additional operational guidance as it related
to travel off Capitol grounds.

The Committees have remained concerned about the Department’s management of staff
resources as it relates to the deployment of sworn officers. In September 2008, the U.S.
House of Representatives Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appropriations requested
the Government Accountability Office (GAQO) provide an opinion regarding the
Department’s compliance with 2 U.S.C. § 1978, when it deployed personnel to Texas
following Hurricane Ike. In a January 30, 2009 response, GAO found that the
Department was within their statutory authority to exercise such a deployment, since they
believed that the questioned deployment constituted an emergency and, therefore, met
one of the three exceptions under the statute. However, they acknowledged that there
was some uncertainty regarding USCP’s interpretation of 2 U.S.C, § 1978 and
recommended that USCP establish policies and procedures as to what constitutes a
deployment outside the area established by law for the jurisdiction of the Department.

The term “off campus activities” used in this report refers to sworn member(s) of the
USCP on duty who travels beyond the outward facing boundaries of the USCP secondary
jurisdiction, excluding: liaison, training, motorcade escort, exigent circumstances, an
official investigation, “D-checks,” routine patrol, and continuation of operation.
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

On behalf of the OIG, Cotton & Company LLP performed an audit of the Department’s
off-site deployment policies to determine:

1. the applicable laws, Capitol Police Board (the Board) policy, and USCP
directives governing operational and sworn deployments outside of its
geographical jurisdiction,

2. the decision process to ensure deployments are in compliance with applicable
regulations and laws,

3. if the Department has a process in place for determining whether deployments
outside the jurisdiction for any purpose, especially for ceremonial purposes,
are worth the cost, and

4. the affect of deployments on overtime/additional duty costs.

Our scope included deployments that occurred during the 27-month period of October 1,
2006 through December 31, 2008.

To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed key staff from the Dignitary Protection
Division (DPD), Hazardous Materials Response Team, Special Events, the Commander
of the Investigations Division, and the Assistant Chief of Police. We also reviewed
deployment expense documentation to the extent available.

Further, we reviewed Department operational and program data; applicable Federal laws
and Department directives; written policies; and interviewed sworn and civilian officials
regarding policies and procedures relevant to deployments. In addition, to gain a better
understanding of how the Department monitors compliance, we reviewed travel cost data
and applicable reporting documents. Further, we obtained examples of threat
assessments, plans of action (POA), and after action reports for off campus travel. For
the 17 events the Department reported as deployments, we reconciled to related
notification memos, travel reports, and time and attendance documents related to
overtime and compensatory time. Specifically, we judgmentally selected 2 of 17
deployments reported to Congress to determine overtime and compensatory costs.
Accordingly, we reviewed assigned officers’ time and attendance reports for overtime
and compensatory costs. Additionally, we reviewed Department reprogramming of funds
for travel and overtime for the audit period.

We conducted fieldwork in Washington, D.C., from February through June 2009. We
conducted this performance audit in accordance with Government Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. These 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. On July 9, 2009, we conducted an exit
conference with Department officials and incorporated comments as applicable.
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RESULTS

Applicable laws outline the requirements for approval and notice of deployments and
provide the USCP’s jurisdiction to the geographical area of the Capitol campus, except
for physical protection of members. However, the Department and stakeholders do not
have a shared interpretation of what constitutes a deployment outside the Capitol campus
for notification purposes. The Department also does not have written policies and
procedures regarding its internal decision process related to deployments. As a result, the
Department did not fully comply with the notice requirement of providing the anticipated
costs to be incurred with a deployment. Furthermore, regardiess of the definition of
deployment, the Department does not have a formalized process in place to collect and
evaluate the true costs of activities outside the Capitol campus or benefits derived, and its
affect on overtime or additional resources.

Applicable Laws

2 U.S.C. § 1978 outlines the requirements for notice and approval for deployment outside
of USCP’s jurisdiction. The law states, that the Chief of Police may not deploy any
officer outside of the areas established by law for the jurisdiction of USCP unless, (1) the
Chief provides prior notification to the Committee on Appropriations of the House of
Representative and the Senate of the costs anticipated to be incurred with respect to the
deployment and (2) the Capitol Police Board gives prior approval to the deployment.
The law also notes exceptions for the following services (1) responding to an imminent
threat or emergency, (2) intelligence gathering, and (3) providing protective services.
However, the law does not define emergency or intelligence gathering, which allows for
differing interpretations. As a result, the Department and its stakeholders do not have a
shared understanding as to activities to be included in the Department’s notifications for
deployment off of Capitol grounds.

In most instances, the Department considers official travel off Capitol grounds a “direct
nexus” to its mission and not a deployment; therefore does not require these activities to
be reported under 2 U.S.C. §1978. For example, USCP deployed two officers to El Paso,
Texas, to interview a former officer alleged to have made threatening statements
concerning the 2009 Presidential Inauguration. The Department considered this a “direct
nexus” or an intelligence-gathering mission and did not report this activity as a
deployment. Thus, based on this consideration of “direct nexus™ the only off-site
deployments for which USCP provides notification to Congress are primarily for
ceremonial related events. OIG noted that “direct nexus” is a term that is used by the
Department, and not defined in legislation or Department directives.

In a September 20, 2005 memorandum, the then Chief attempted to seek clarification as

to scope of deployments to be included in the Department’s notifications of deployment

off Capitol grounds. The then Chief sought written approval from the Capitol Police

Board to allow officers to conduct various activities off Capitol grounds without

obtaining prior approval from the Board or providing notification to the Committees.

Such activities included training, conferences, participation in employee funerals, court
8
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appearances, competitions, criminal/administrative investigations, and routine business
meetings. However, the memorandum was not fully adopted or implemented.

According to officials, in the “last few years, the committees have verbally
communicated to the Department that local funeral attendance by the Ceremonial Unit,
agency training, or participation in local events related to Police Week generally do not
require formal notification to the Committees.” However, we noted that the Department
reported Police Week activities in May 2008. It is unclear how these activities relate to
the September 2005 memorandum or whether this informal agreement essentially
supersedes the memorandum. Without a clear understanding and clarification of specific
terms and activities that are excluded from formal notification, the Department cannot
ensure compliance with the law.

Conclusions

Stakeholders and Department officials do not have a shared interpretation of the statute.
Additionally, the Department has not defined key terms such as “direct nexus,” imminent
threat and emergency, or intelligence gathering, which allows for very broad
implementation and exceptions that can warrant off-site activities without notification.
Thus, OIG is making the following recommendation.

Recommendation 1: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police, in
coordination with the Capitol Police Board and Committees of jurisdiction,
establish a policy clearly defining terms such as deployment, “direct nexus”
to the mission, and the three exceptions under 2 U.S.C. § 1978 and establish a
complete listing of off campus activities that do not require formal
notification.

Decision Process

The Department does not have a written repeatable business process as to how it makes a
determination as to when to deploy, regardless of whether they report the activity as a
deployment to the Committees. The most significant step in any decision making process
is describing why a decision is called for and identifying the most desired outcome(s) of
the decision making process.

The current decision-making process, as determined from interviews and correspondence,
begins with an informal communications to the ACOP from various sources to include
Board, subordinates, and others. These notices or communications come in different
forms, such as verbal, email, or open source (news, tips, intelligence gathering, etc.). The
ACOP forwards any creditable requests to its Investigations Division Threat Section in
the form of a “tasking” for assessment. If the threat levels are determined to be elevated,
the ACOP evaluates the resources needed for the deployment. The Department then
documents in a mission Plan of Action (POA) the staffing and equipment requirements,
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deployment purpose, dates, and locations. Staffing is determined based on the needs of
the assignment as documented in the threat assessment.

However, currently the Department does not track all requests made to the ACOP.
Accordingly, there is no complete record of off-site requests or assignments that are
subsequently denied. The Department only documents instances of authorized activities.
An exception to this relates to requests for protective details by Members of Congress. In
those instances, a threat assessment is completed and documentation is retained, even if
the request is denied.

Conclusions

The decision-making process is not adequately documented. Piecemealed documentation
exists; however, a unified documented policy that describes the decision-making process
from start to finish, regardless of the deployment definition, would assist in workforce
management and ensure compliance with the notification requirement. A written
business process would also enrich interoperable communications to provide advanced
customer service, reliability, and better operational effectiveness. Thus, OIG is making
the following recommendation.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
immediately document its decision-making process as it relates to off campus
activities. This process should include a step-by-step narrative of each
procedure and who performs the procedure, beginning with a request for
protection, intelligence gathering, threat assessment, or other and ultimately
ending with the decision. This written procedural guideline should clearly
describe the roles and responsibilities of key personnel and reporting
requirements of each situation. In complying with this and other
recommendations in this report, the Department should consider “principle
based” guidance which enables the Department to articulate how a potential
off campus activity should be acted upon.

Compliance

Compliance with 2 USC § 1978 requires Capitol Police Board approval and Committee
notification when the Department decides to deploy outside of USCP jurisdiction. The
anticipated cost of the deployment is a required component of the notification. For the
audit period, the Department provided notification of 17 deployments off the Capitol
campus as shown in Appendix A. Specifically in its notifications, the Department
provided a manpower count and a statement that those officers would not work beyond
their normal tour of duty, but no cost information. There was no information regarding
the potential for straight-time or overtime to be incurred by the personnel necessary to
replace (backfill) the ceremonial officer at their normal post. The Department has not
implemented a formalized process to collect and evaluate the true cost of such
deployments. Accordingly, without procedures for identifying and capturing all relevant

10
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costs the Department lacks the ability to determine anticipated costs necessary to fulfill
its notification requirements.

Therefore, we obtained data from the USCP time and attendance system, to
determine the number of hours associated with ceremonial events during the perio
October 1, 2007 through December 31, 2008. As shown in Table 1, the Ceremonial Unit
charged approximately 800 hours to overtime and compensatory time (Comp time). As

does not provide costs, using its data and an average rate of pay, we
calculated that the Ceremonial Unit incurred about $65,385 for activities during the 15-
month period. Additionally, we calculated a cost of approximately $65,000 for personnel
replacement cost (backfill).

Table 1 - Analvsis of Ceremonial Unit Hoars

Work Hours Total
Overtime 692.75
RegTime 674.50
CompTime ST 33.00
CompTime OT 67.75
Straight Time 95.50
RegTime + NightDiff 21.50 |

Source: USCP time and atiendance system
Ceremonial Unit code for the period October 1, 2
through December 31, 2008.

The data also showed that during the same 15-month period, sworn officers
charged the Ceremonial Unit code to 24 events. We then reconciled the ceremonial
events identified in“ to the deployment notification memos. The Department
reported 11 ceremonial deployments during this time. We confirmed that the other 13
events occurred on the Capitol campus. However, we noted several inconsistencies in
what was reported on the notification memos, ACOP memos and in For
example, November 1, 2008, U.S. Secret Service Wreath Laying Ceremony, the
notification memo showed the number of officers as 2 with no costs, whileF
showed 3 officers charged time to the event with about 18.5 hours in combined overtime
and compensatory time. Additionally, in some cases, we noted the names of officers
identified in the ACOP memos were different from the names of officers charging time to
the event/code in the time and attendance system. In another example, on June 26, 2008,
the Edward R. Roybal Legacy Gala, the notification memo showed the number of
officers as 7 with no costs, while* showed those officers charged a combined
total of 82 hours for this event, of which 26 hours were overtime hours. We also noted
that 6 of these 7 officers charged a total of 150 hours of overtime during this same pay
period.

Conclusions

The Department did not comply with the full intent of 2 USC § 1978. In 16 0of 17
deployments, the Department did not provide total anticipated cost information in its
notifications to the Board and the Committees. Implementing procedures that would
capture and provide useful information to the Department in management of its

11
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workforce and monitoring the actual costs of such deployments would afford greater
accountability and ensure compliance with applicable faws regarding Committee
notifications. Thus OIG is making the following recommendation.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
immediately implement procedures to capture and document estimated and
actual costs in all off campus activities. Further, analysis of estimated to
actual costs should be performed to ensure that anticipated costs provided to
the Committees are reasonable estimates.

Cost and Benefit Affect of Off-Site Assignments

The Department also does not track the cost affect of activities off the Capitol campus,
which it considers a “direct nexus” to the mission, and has no methodology for
determining any resultant benefits. However, the Department does track travel costs
associated with activities such as protective services and intelligence gathering, but it
does not capture any benefits or the true costs of additional manpower or overtime.
Specifically, the Protective Services Bureau (PSB) tracks travel costs for protective
detail, intelligence gathering/threat assessment, and security briefings. PSB captures only
travel costs for airfare, lodging, and per diem, but excludes manpower costs. As stated
before, the POA lists the staffing and equipment needs, deployment mission, dates, and
locations and a related after action plan provides the actual travel costs incurred.

During the audit period, PSB recorded 440 protective services detail assignments with
travel costs of $6,417,244 as shown in Table 2. Of the 440, there were 39 protective
services for Congressional Delegations and 11 security assessments. The remaining
protective services assignments travel costs totaled $5,821,463. We did note that for
some special events such as congressional retreats, the Department did assign a specific
code in to capture manpower hours. However, event codes were not
consistently used for tracking hours related to specific deployments activities off the
Capitol campus. Additionally, the Department did not translate manpower hours into
personnel costs.

Table 2 - Of)-Site Protective Services

Activity Number Travel Cost Purpose
Protective Services 39 $577.039 Congressional Delegations
Protective Services 390 $5.821.463 Protective Details
Protective Services 11 $18.742 Security Assessments

TOTAL 440 56,417,244

Source: USCP Protective Services (travel database) for the period October 1, 2006 through December 31, 2008,

In addition to the detail assignments, PSB reported 9 intelligence gathering/threat
assessment assignments with reported travel costs of $22,883 and 27 security briefings
with travel costs of $29,913 as shown in Table 3. Additionally, the Department incurred
travel costs of $954,116 for the Democratic and Republican National Conventions.

12
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Table 3 — Additional PSB Travel

Activity Number | Travel Cost Location
Intelligence 9 $22.883 Minnesota, Missouri, West Virginia,
Gathering Texas, Kansas, New Hampshire,
California, and North Carolina
Security Briefings 27 $29,913 West Virginia, Texas, Minnesota,
Florida, Pennsylvania, Illinois, South
Carolina, Arizona, Kentucky,
Oregon, Nevada, Colorado, Maine,
Washington, California, and
Louisiana
Conventions 2 $954.116 Colorado, and Minnesota
TOTAL $1.006.912

Source: USCP Protective Services (travel database) for the penod October 1, 2006 through December 31, 2008

In as much as off campus activities are a definitional matter, they are also a resource
management issue. The Department has an opportunity to enhance the management of its
resources. The lack of capturing total costs for assignments off campus could potentially
lead to a violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act. For example, during the FY 2007 financial
audit, we noted that the Department had to reprogram funds to fully fund travel vouchers
for PSB’s protective detail after the end of the fiscal year. Shown in Table 4, are examples
of funds reprogrammed during FY 2007, to cover PSB’s travel program.

Table 4 - Reprogramming of Funds for DPD Travel
Date Amount Justification
10/12/07 $63,988 To move funds from Office of Financial Management (OFM) to
DPD travel. Accounting period 13 of FY 2007.
9/24/2007 | $140,079 To cover the DPD travel program that have come in during the
9/27/2007 last few weeks and the anticipated ones for the remaining two
days of the fiscal year.

9/07/2007 30919 To move funds into DPD travel program for a new leased
9/17/2007 vehicle.

7/03/2007 | $228.415 | To reprogram additional funds for DPD based upon travel funds
7/25/2007 expended to date and projected travel for the remainder of the
8/06/2007 fiscal year.

Source; OIG generated from varous OFM emauls 1o Appropniations’ staffers and reprogramming worksheets as of 9/30/07.
FY 2007 Financial Statement Audit (OIG-2008-03).

Additionally, during FY 2007, the Department transferred $541,724 and $450,000 on
September 24, 2007 and September 27, 2007, respectively, from the General Expense
Fund to the Salanes Fund.

These reprogrammings and transfers occurred, in part, because the Department could not
reasonably estimate the amount needed for fravel or overtime as there are always
unexpected or critical last minute needs. Nevertheless, developing standards for
evaluating the worth of a project, and capturing all travel and manpower costs associated
with off-site assignments could assist the Department in realizing efficiencies in
managing its scarce resources and minimize budget reprogrammings.
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In terms of benefits, the Department has no documented standard or mechanism to
measure benefits derived from off campus activities. Consideration of benefits and worth
of off campus activities has an intangible element that varies based on the reasons for the
deployment. For instance, while a cost analysis can be (and should be) performed for
ceremonial unit events, any valuation of resultant benefits would likely be measured in
terms of goodwill, morale, public image perspectives, and recruiting potential. For other
off campus activities, such as intelligence gathering, there is a cost/benefit analysis that
should be performed at the outset in determining whether to incur personnel and travel
cost for USCP officers or to request assistance from local law enforcement agencies.
Ideally, this analysis would result in articulating situational facts against principle based
Departmental guidance. Even in those circumstances there are intangible benefits to
consider such as preventing and protecting the legislative branch of government and its
members, which may outweigh the cost factors in determining whether to conduct such
off campus activities. Clearly this will be challenge for the Department as it will be
difficult to apply cost/benefit analyses to security measures.

Conclusions

As previously mentioned, the Department does not have procedures to track complete
costs for all off campus activities. Likewise, the Department has not developed a
standard to determine the worth or benefits of activities off the Capitol campus. Some of
the benefits derived from these activities are intangible and certainly challenging to
measure. In addition to the previous recommendation that speaks to cost, OIG is making
the following recommendation relating to benefits derived.

Recommendation 4: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
develop written measures and standards for off campus activities. This effort
should coincide with the Department’s written off campus decision process
recommended previously in this report. The Department should consider
“principle based” guidance which enables the Department to articulate how
a potential off campus activity benefits the Department.
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Deployment Notifications

Appendix A
Page 10f2

Event Date

Unit

Number

of
Officers

Purpose

Board
Approval

Committee
Notification

Anticipated
Cost
Provided

11/13/2006

Ceremonial

U.S. Attorney's Office
for DC Awards
Ceremony

YES

YES

NO

!J

04/03/2007

Commander
Investigations
Division

Unknown

Execnte Arrest
Warrant for Wright
Patman Congressional
Federal Credit Union
Theft

NO

(05/08/2007

Ceremonial

9

Police Week 12©
Annual Blue Mass

NO

06/15/2007

Ceremonial

Presentation of Colors
at 2007 National
Hispanic Prayer
Breakfast

NO

06/22/2007

Ceremonial

12

Funeral Services for
Howard County Police
Officer Scott Wheeler

NO

07/12/2007

K-9

The Humane Society
of Charles County.
Careers with Animals

11/61/2007

Ceremonial

Awards Ceremony for
the U.S. Attorney's
Office

NO

03/07/2008

Ceremonial

U.S. Department of
Justice Training Day
Ceremony

NO

03/13/2008

Ceremonial

U.S. Hispanic
Chamber of Commerce
Legislative Award
Dinner

NO

10.

04/24/2008

Ceremonial

National Women's
History Month
Ceremony for U.S.
Attorney's Office

NO

11.

05/14/2008

Ceremonial

International Graduate
University 41st
Anniversary Dinner
Celebration

NO
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Appendix A

Page 2 of 2

Event Date

Unit

Number
of
Officers

Purpose

Board
Approval

Committee
Notification

Anticipated
Cost
Provided

05/12/2008-
05/16/2008

Mixed Units

41

Police Week Activities
- Candlelight Vigil,
14th Annual Blue
Mass, National Honor
Guard Competition,
Survivors' Vigil, The
Airport Runs,
Arlington County
Police Memorial
Service

YES

NO

13.

06/26/2008

Ceremonial

Edward R. Roybal
Legacy Gala

NO

14.

09/25/2008

Ceremontal

National Organization
of Murdered Children,
Inc.

YES

15.

10/15/2008

Ceremonial

National Law
Enforcement Officer's
Memorial Fund's 17th
Annual Wreath Laying
Ceremony

YES

YES

NO

16.

11/1/2008

Ceremonial

U.S. Secret Service
Wreath Laying
Ceremony

YES

YES

NO

17.

11/13/2008

Ceremonial

U.S. Attomney's Office
for DC Awards
Ceremony

NO
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Appendix B
Page 1 of 1

Summary of Recommendations

Recommendation 1: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police, in
coordination with the Capitol Police Board and Committees of jurisdiction,
establish a policy clearly defining terms such as deployment, “direct nexus”
to the mission, and the three exceptions under 2 U.S.C. § 1978 and establish a
complete listing of off campus activities that do not require formal
notification.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
immediately document its decision-making process as it relates to off campus
activities. This process should include a step-by-step narrative of each
procedure and who performs the procedure, beginning with a request for
protection, intelligence gathering, threat assessment, or other and ultimately
ending with the decision. This written procedural guideline should clearly
describe the roles and responsibilities of key personnel and reporting
requirements of each situation. In complying with this and other
recommendations in this report, the Department should consider “principle
based” guidance which enables the Department to articulate how a potential
off campus activity should be acted upon.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
immediately implement procedures to capture and document estimated and
actual costs in all off campus activities. Further, analysis of estimated to
actual costs should be performed to ensure that anticipated costs provided to
the Committees are reasonable estimates.

Recommendation 4: We recommend that the United States Capitol Police
develop written measures and standards for off campus activities. This effort
should coincide with the Department’s written off campus decision process
recommended previously in this report. The Department should consider
“principle based” guidance which enables the Department to articulate how

a potential off campus activity benefits the Department.
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Appendix C

Page 1 of 3
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Audit of USCP 50 Fere RDeplanmenzs [Repom B, O1IG-2005%-00)

Aier peview a8 the mdit fndings wod reconmentistions, fhe Deparimend genersly
oaeins witl the recommendations in the dral reporl,

Recommandesion J; We vecommend that the Liwited Jues Comiter Potice, in
courdination with the Tiapsol Police Beard amd Oommatzees of fursdicrion,
estalitiah a paticy elgarly defining jvems auch 2y deplowmear, “direct mexius ” io
the migxion, and the Nowe gooapisons wider 2 0 5 C § 4878 qudd wirablish u
complite histing of off cumpus oetivitiss el do ne reguire formal moRoatios.

LUBCP Response: We generully sgree and wifl work with 1ba Capisnl Pakice
Baard anid Comimiiises 10 clearly define the parsmeters of a deplisyment off
ctpile. by sddizon, deploymoemic of compus Wizt will oot regoirs farmial
netifiestions will ie idencified,

Revommendorian 2 We recommend ther the United Siniey Cxpital Pabor
ammadinlely sacment i decizion-subilg procesy 45 i rekens 10 off campos
actodiles. Thir process showldd nchale a step-tn-sfee norrative of soack procpdse
and wio perfarms the procedive. Degronieg wirk @ raguess for grovecton,
Ineligence gatheriag, thrast arsesoent, or other and wltarately ending it e
derision. This written procedural guidoliug shoudd chaarll dotoritee tee rides sl
resnansifilities of bey parsonms and regarling reguiremener of sach Titeation, T
camplying with thls and eoker peceirsendarions 1s this repor. the Departraent
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should consider “principle based” guidance which enables the Deapariwent io
articudate kow 4 potannial off campus activity showld be acted upon,

USCP Respomse: We genevally agros and will work to establish operating
procedures fir off campus deploymenrs. The procedurss will conslst of
Wentifyiog rolcs and respoasibilities of all personned invelved in the Tequest and
appeaval process. Az writien above, this procedure will also inchude the
parameters for determining if the request mocts t tnstinl pakicy for off campus
deplosnsems,

Recomuendution 3: We recommand that the United States Capiiol Police
immadiataly mplement procedures i capiure and docwaint extimated gnd actugl
cosis ins all off campus activittes. Finther, analysis of extimated o detun! conss
shauld be performed 10 ensure that anticipated cosss provided o the Commiroes
are rengonable estimaies,

USCP Respounse: We generally agres and plan ko include s our pricedures o
mechanism to document and captune egtimated and actual costs for all off campus
deployments. This mechanism will melude procedures to saaiyzs the actsl costs
afier the doployments and compare thest 50 our brgimal sstimases © snsurs tha
OUF 2041 estimating procedures are producing reasonable estimates. In addition,
we will include a procedure o ensure propes accounting in our Time and
Amersdasee records for e spet o ull wmngres dopluytnen avens, incloding
overtiose., Maasures will be e b SoCuridedy Caphare overtime that 1s
anticipated while performing ae off site deployment and this estimaze will be
proparly sentified in Commitice and Board correspondence,

Recommendmion d: We recommend that the United States Capual Police
dewelop written preasurss awd siandards for off campies activities. This effiort
2honid cotucide witk the Depariment's writien off compus decision process
recommendied previowsly in this repare. The Departient should consider
“principls baved " guidance which snables the Departmant to ariiculate kow o
potential off campus activity benfits the Dapariment.

USCY Respouse: We paerally agree and in conjusction with eperating
procedures developed & a result of recommendations 1-3, the mitial racuest to
paticipats in an off campus deployment will include alang with s justification for
s deployment a detailed summary describing the advartages of the deplayment.
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the OIG's draft report. Your continsed
suppart of the men anil wosnen of e United States Capitol Polics x appreciaied.
Yery respoctfully,
Millip D, Morge, Se,
Cheef of Police
& Capitol Police Board
Chief Adutmisteative Dfficer
Aazistant Chicf of Police
USLCP Audit Ligison
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