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Dear Ms. Gregory and Ms. Durden: 
 
Enclosed is our final report summarizing the results of the Office of the Inspector 
General’s (OIG) Audit of the District of Columbia Department of Parks and Recreation’s 
(DPR) Hiring Practices (OIG No. 06-2-21MA).   
 
We addressed 13 recommendations to the Office of Personnel (DCOP) necessary to 
correct the described deficiencies.  The Director of DCOP provided responses to the draft 
report on January 19, 2007, and the Director of DPR provided responses on January 25, 
2007.  The DCOP Director was in agreement with all the recommendations made in the 
draft report.  However, the DCOP Director’s comments did not provide target dates for 
completion of planned actions.  We consider DCOP’s comments responsive; however, 
we request that by March 15, 2007, DCOP provide us comments regarding any 
corrective actions taken or planned and their respective target or completion dates.  The 
full text of DCOP’s response is included at Appendix 3.  Additionally, the Director of 
DPR agreed to adopt measures to ensure that all Human Resource Employees are 
provided with appropriate personnel training. The full text of DPR’s response is included 
at Appendix 4.   
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We appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to our staff during the audit.  If you 
have questions, please contact William J. DiVello, Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at 
(202) 727-2540. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
CJW/gs 
 
cc: See Distribution List 
 
Enclosure  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
This report summarizes the results of the Office of the Inspector General’s (OIG) Audit 
of the District of Columbia (DC) Parks and Recreation’s (DPR) Hiring Practices (OIG 
No. 06-2-21MA).  The audit was initiated in response to concerns raised by the Director of 
DPR and the Director of the D.C. Office of Personnel (DCOP) as to whether DCOP and DPR 
adhered to applicable District personnel policies and procedures when hiring five DPR 
employees between March 2005 and May 2006.  Although our review was limited to the 
five DPR employees, we believe the conditions discussed in this report have significant 
system-wide implications at DCOP.     
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
We determined that:  (1) neither DCOP nor DPR adequately conducted qualification and pre-
employment inquiries for the five employees prior to offering them District government 
employment; (2) DCOP did not comply with District personnel regulations when allowing 
DPR to hire three of the employees on non-competitive Temporary Appointment Pending 
Establishment of a Register (TAPER) appointments;1 (3) DCOP did not document whether 
the TAPER or term appointees met the minimum requirements for the TAPER appointments 
prior to offering them employment; (4) DCOP did not solicit “open competition,” as required 
by personnel regulations, when converting two TAPER appointees to full-time Management 
Supervisory Service (MSS) positions; and (5) DCOP did not seek justification from DPR to 
extend one TAPER appointee beyond the initial 90-day period.   
 
As such, neither DCOP nor DPR can be assured that the best qualified applicants were 
selected and appointed to the positions or that District residents received proper consideration 
for the positions.  Additionally, these conditions could convey, at a minimum, the perception 
that DCOP/DPR gave preferential treatment to the five employees. 
 

                                                 
1  Title 6 DCMR § 6-3899 defines a TAPER appointment as: “a time-limited appointment pending the 

establishment of a register when there are insufficient candidates on a register appropriate for filling a 
Management Supervisory Service position and the public interest requires that the vacancy be filled before 
eligibles can be certified.” 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We addressed 13 recommendations to the Director of DCOP to initiate the necessary actions 
to correct the deficiencies noted in this draft report.  The recommendations center on DCOP:  
(1) developing and implementing consistent and updated operational policies and procedures 
over the hiring process; (2) providing initial and refresher training to DCOP and agency 
Human Resources (HR) Representatives to ensure they understand personnel regulations and 
DCOP policies and procedures; and (3) developing a quality control system to assess whether 
DCOP HR Specialists and agency HR Representatives comply with personnel regulations 
governing the hiring process. 
 
A summary of the potential benefits resulting from the audit is included at Appendix 1. 
 
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 
 
The Director of DCOP provided responses to the draft report on January 19, 2007, and the 
Director of DPR provided responses on January 25, 2007.  The DCOP Director was in 
agreement with all the recommendations made in the draft report.  However, the DCOP 
Director’s comments did not provide for corrective actions taken or planned or target dates 
for completion of planned actions.  We request that by March 15, 2007, DCOP provide us 
comments regarding any corrective actions taken or planned and their respective target or 
completion dates.  The full text of DCOP’s response is included at Appendix 3.  
Additionally, the Director of DPR agreed to adopt measures to ensure that all Human 
Resource Employees are provided with appropriate personnel training. The full text of 
DPR’s response is included at Appendix 4.   
 
 



OIG No. 06-2-21MA 
Final Report 

 

1 

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Department of Parks and Recreation - DPR provides District residents and visitors with 
leisure and learning opportunities, safe parks and facilities, and protected and preserved 
natural resources.  DPR operates 360 triangles and neighborhood parks spanning over 900 
acres and provides a variety of services ranging from child care to senior citizen activities.  
DPR provides these services through facilities and programs, such as:  swimming pools; 
basketball courts; sports fields; child care centers; health and fitness programs; youth 
programs; and various recreation services and programs.  To accomplish its mission, in 
FY 2006, DPR’s operating budget was $51.3 million and the agency had 981 employees.  
Seasonally, DPR employs an additional 750 part time staff members to operate its facilities, 
provide seasonal services, and carry out approved programs.  Additionally, DPR uses a large 
volunteer cadre to assist the department in providing services. 
 
D.C. Office of Personnel - DCOP provides comprehensive human resource management 
services to agencies subordinate to the Mayor.  DCOP provides these services to the agencies 
to strengthen individual and organizational work performance and to attract, develop, and 
retain a highly skilled and qualified workforce. 
 
DCOP develops legislation, rules, and civilian personnel regulations for the career service, 
excepted service, executive service, legal service, and management supervisory service 
District employee classifications.  A major DCOP function and responsibility is the hiring of 
agency personnel, to include:  processing applications; performing suitability checks; 
arranging background investigations; preparing other required personnel documents; and 
assembling the Official Personnel Files (OPF) and Merit Case Files (MCF) for each 
employee.  Subordinate agencies rely heavily on the advice and counsel of DCOP throughout 
the hiring and selection processes.  In FY 2006, DCOP’s operating budget was $13.5 million 
and the agency had 137 employees.  DCOP serves over 40 agencies, comprising 23,000 
employees.  DPR is one of the agencies serviced by DCOP.  
 
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
Our audit objective was to determine whether DCOP and DPR adhered to applicable District 
personnel policies and procedures when hiring specific DPR employees between March 2005 
and May 2006.  In response to DCOP’s and DPR’s request for review and the public interest 
raised by several local media articles regarding hiring practices at DPR, we limited the scope 
of our review to the five DPR employees.   
 
To accomplish our objective, we reviewed the five employees’ OPF, MCF, and DPR 
personnel files (DPF) and interviewed responsible DCOP and DPR management and staff to 
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determine whether DCOP and DPR adhered to applicable District personnel regulations 
when hiring the five employees.   
 
Specifically, we reviewed the adequacy of District personnel policies and procedures as they 
related to the subject matter covered during the audit and the results of DCOP’s internal 
investigation into the hiring of the five employees.  We reviewed the five employees’ 
personnel folders to determine whether DCOP or DPR conducted pre-employment inquiries 
and qualification determinations in accordance with District personnel regulations.  Under 
our supervision, we requested that DCOP review the five employees’ resumes to determine 
whether they met the minimum qualifications for their respective positions (requalification).  
We contacted previous employers, professional references, and educational institutions to 
determine whether the information provided on the five employee’s resumes was accurate 
(reconfirmation).  Additionally, we sought to evaluate any other criterion that was required 
by the job vacancy announcements.  
 
A subsequent audit will evaluate the controls over the PeopleSoft application, the District’s 
Human Resource Management System, to ensure that adequate internal/application controls 
were implemented and to ensure that the system is properly secured from unauthorized 
access and manipulation of data. 
 
The audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards and included such tests as deemed necessary to accomplish our objectives.  We did 
not rely on any computer-processed data during this audit.  
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FINDING 1:  QUALIFICATION REVIEWS AND PRE-EMPLOYMENT INQUIRIES 

 
 
SYNOPSIS 
 
Neither DCOP nor DPR adequately conducted qualification reviews and pre-employment 
inquiries for the five DPR employees prior to offering them District government 
employment.  This condition occurred because DCOP had not developed policies and 
procedures that provide a clear delineation of responsibilities between DCOP and the 
agencies when conducting qualification and pre-employment inquiries.  Additionally, DCOP 
had not provided DCOP HR Specialists with initial and refresher training on performing 
qualification and pre-employment inquiries.  As a result, DCOP/DPR had no assurances that 
the five employees met the minimum qualifications or were suitable for their respective 
positions. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Qualifications Criteria - Personnel regulations allow DCOP to hire TAPER appointees and 
Term appointees non-competitively provided the applicants meet the minimum qualifications 
for the respective positions.   
 
Title 6 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMR) § 3812.2 provides that 
“[a] person appointed to a TAPER appointment shall meet the minimum qualifications 
standards for the position.”  In addition, the District of Columbia Personnel Manual (DPM) § 
823.5 states that “[e]xcept as provided in § 823.6, a person appointed under this section 
[Term appointments] shall meet minimum qualification requirements.” 
 
The job vacancy announcements for three of the five DPR employees (TAPER appointees) 
provide that the minimum qualifications are as follows:   
 

Specialized Experience:  Experience that equipped the applicant with the 
particular knowledge, skills, and abilities to perform successfully the duties of 
the position, and that is typically in or related to the work of the position to be 
filled.  To be creditable, at least one (1) year of specialized experience must 
have been equivalent to at least the next lower grade level in the normal line 
of progression for the occupation in the organization.  
 

The remaining two DPR employees’ (Term employees) personnel folders did not contain 
vacancy announcements.  However, under our supervision, we requested that DCOP re-
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qualify all five employees to determine whether they met the minimum qualifications for 
their respective positions.  In lieu of the job vacancy announcement, DCOP requalified the 
two employees based on whether they had at least one year of specialized experience 
performing their respective positions.  Additionally, the job vacancy announcements for three 
employees required them to submit Ranking Factors, which would be used in the evaluation 
process.   

 
Pre-Employment Inquiry Criteria - DPM § 405.2, which is a part of the DPM’s Suitability 
and Background Investigations requirements, provides:  
 

Each personnel authority [e.g., DCOP] shall conduct pre-employment 
inquiries as follows: 
 
(a) Every appointment to a position in one of the services listed in Section 
404.1 shall be subject to completion of at least three (3) reference checks to 
ascertain character, reputation, relevant traits and characteristics, and other 
relevant personal qualities, and whether the reference would recommend the 
appointee for the position for which he or she is being considered;  
 
(b) Prior employment checks to verify: 
 

(1)  Dates of employment; 
(2)  Salary or other compensation received; 
(3)  Titles held and nature of duties performed; 
(4)  Reasons for leaving employment; and 
(5)  Performance. 

 
Qualification and Pre-Employment Inquiries - Based on the requalification, we 
determined that all five employees were qualified for their respective positions; however, we 
were unable to fully verify previous employment for Employee A and Employee D.  
Additionally, we determined that DCOP/DPR did not evaluate three of the employees’ 
ranking factors or adequately perform pre-employment inquiries for all five individuals as 
required by personnel regulations.  Table 1 on the following page summarizes the results of 
DCOP’s pre-employment inquiry for the five DPR employees as required by personnel 
regulations.  Table 1 indicates which pre-employment inquiry items were verified by DCOP.  
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TABLE 1:  DCOP’s PRE-EMPLOYMENT INQUIRY VERIFICATION  
 

 
 

DPR 
EMPLOYEE 

 
(1) 

Dates of 
Employment 

 
(2) 

Salary or Other 
Compensation 

 
(3) 

Titles Held and 
Nature of 

Duties 
Performed 

 
(4) 

Reasons for 
Leaving 

Employment 

 
(5) 
Job 

Performance 

 
(6) 

Professional & 
Personal  

References 

Employee A No No No No No No 

Employee B No Yes No No No No2 

Employee C No No No Yes No No 

Employee D No No No No No No 

Employee E No No No No No No 
 
Table 1 shows that DCOP only checked 2 of a possible 30 suitability requirements for the 
5 employees.  The following subsections provide specific details on each of the five 
employees. 
 
Employee A’s Employment History - On July 20, 2005, DCOP offered Employee A an 
Associate Program Director position, grade MSS-301-16-1, non-competitive TAPER 
appointment at an annual salary of $101,813.  However, on August 22, 2005, DCOP 
hired Employee A on a non-competitive TAPER appointment as the Deputy Director, 
MSS 301-16-2.  To correct the error made during the initial offer, on August 22, 2005, 
DCOP changed Employee A’s step and pay plan from MSS-301-16-2 to MSS-301-16-1.  
Our review of the Associate Program Director position description revealed that the 
position was classified as a DS-301-15 on December 17, 2001.  DCOP reclassified the 
Associate Program Director position to the Deputy Director MSS-188-16 on July 29, 2005.   
 
The vacancy announcement converting the TAPER appointment to a permanent MSS 
position (Deputy Director of Programs) was advertised on September 9, 2005, and closed on 
September 16, 2005.  DCOP advertised the full-time MSS position as “agency only.”  The 
Selection Certificate provides that Employee A was “the only qualified applicant to apply.”  
On October 2, 2005, Employee A’s TAPER appointment was converted to a MSS-301-16-1 
position at an annual salary of $105,885.  On October 12, 2006, Employee A, an at-will 
employee, was terminated from District employment. 
 

                                                 
2  DCOP performed only 2 of the 3 reference check requirements.  
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Qualifications Review - Employee A’s Applicant Qualifications Rating Record3 (AQRR) 
dated September 23, 2005, indicates that Employee A met the minimum qualifications for the 
Deputy Director of Programs position.  The AQRR also provides that DCOP erroneously 
gave Employee A full-time credit for her part-time employment with a previous employer.   
 
However, despite DCOP’s error, the AQRR indicates that Employee A still met the 
minimum qualifications for the position based on her full-time employment with a previous 
employer.  The Selection Certificate provides that DCOP rated Employee A as well 
qualified.  Based on the requalification, Employee A met the minimum qualifications for the 
Deputy Director TAPER appointment.  
 
Pre-Employment Inquiries - Our review of Employee A’s OPF, MCF, and DPR 
Departmental Folders revealed that neither DCOP nor DPR adequately conducted pre-
employment inquiries on Employee A.  Specifically, we did not find any documentation to 
support that either DCOP or DPR performed any of the pre-employment inquiries as required 
by District personnel regulations.   
 
With the exception of the salary for a previous (2002) employer, which was provided in 
Employee A’s first resume, we were able to verify the information provided on both of 
Employee A’s resumes. 
 
Employee B’s Employment History - On January 23, 2006, DCOP offered Employee B a 
Program Development and Evaluation Manager, MSS-301-13-3, non-competitive TAPER 
appointment at an annual salary of $71,043.  DCOP classified the Program Development and 
Evaluation Manager position on January 22, 2004.  Prior to the hire, DCOP requested that 
DPR provide Special Qualifications justification for Employee B because of the disparity 
between Employee B’s previous salary at a previous employer and the DPR offer.  On 
January 10, 2006, DCOP denied DPR’s Special Qualifications request for Employee B.  On 
January 17, 2006, through an e-mail, the DPR Director re-iterated to DCOP her request to 
hire Employee B at the grade MSS-301-13-3 level.  On January 17, 2006, the DCOP Deputy 
Director instructed the HR Manager to hire Employee B at the MSS-301-13-3 grade level as 
requested by DPR.  On March 6, 2006, DCOP hired Employee B on a TAPER appointment.   
 
On March 22, 2005, to convert the TAPER appointment to full-time MSS, DCOP advertised 
the Program Development and Evaluation Manager position as “agency only.”  
Subsequently, on May 12, 2006, at the request of DPR, DCOP cancelled the initial 
advertisement and re-advertised the position as “open to the public.”  DCOP officials stated 

                                                 
3  The Applicant Qualifications Rating Record is a form prepared for each person who is appointed 

non-competitively or who applies under the D.C. merit staffing and employment plan to document the rating 
of eligibility for the position.   The form is maintained in the merit staffing case files or in the OPF. 
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that DPR decided to re-advertise the position because of the recent media scrutiny 
surrounding DPR’s selection and hire of the five employees.  While DCOP was attempting to 
establish a list of eligible applicants for the full-time position, on June 5, 2006, DCOP 
extended Employee B’s TAPER appointment for an additional 90 days.   
 
The July 24, 2006, Selection Certificate provides that Employee B, as well as four other 
applicants, was qualified for the position.  However, Employee B declined to interview for 
the full-time position and resigned on September 4, 2006.  
 
Qualifications Review - Our review of an undated AQRR and a May 8, 2006, AQRR4 for 
Employee B indicates that Employee B met the minimum qualifications for the Program 
Development and Evaluation Manager position.  An undated Selection Certificate, which 
appears to correspond with the first “agency only” vacancy advertisement to convert the 
TAPER Appointment to a full-time MSS position, revealed that Employee B was qualified 
and the only applicant to apply for the position.  The July 24, 2006, Selection Certificate, 
which corresponds with the second vacancy announcement for the position, provides that 
Employee B met the minimum qualifications for the position.  Based on the requalification, 
Employee B met the minimum qualifications for the Program Development and Evaluation 
Manager position, TAPER Appointment. 
 
Pre-Employment Inquiries - Our review of the OPF, MCF, and DPF revealed that neither 
DCOP nor DPR conducted adequate pre-employment inquiries for Employee B.  
Specifically, we did not find any documented evidence that DCOP or DPR verified the 
required number of references, dates of employment, or prior job performance for 
Employee B.  We found a pay stub issued by Employee B’s last employer and documentation 
indicating that DCOP checked two of her references.  DPM § 405.2 (a) requires the 
personnel authority to check at least three references.  Based on our reconfirmation, we were 
able to verify the information provided on Employee B’s resume.   
 
Employee C’s Employment History – According to the offer letter, on September 26, 2005, 
DCOP offered Employee C a Partnerships Director, grade DS-13-1, non-competitive TAPER 
appointment at a salary of $57,550.  However, DCOP made an error in the offer letter.  DPR 
intended for DCOP offer Employee C a MSS-13-1, Partnerships Director, non-competitive 
TAPER appointment at $66,649.  On October 3, 2005, DCOP hired Employee C on a non-
competitive TAPER appointment as the Partnerships Director, MSS-13-1. 
 
DCOP classified the Partnerships Director position on September 30, 2005.  On October 17, 
2005, to convert from TAPER appointment to full-time MSS, DCOP advertised the 
Partnerships Director position “agency only.”  Employee C was the only DPR applicant to 

                                                 
4  This AQRR was used to convert the TAPER Appointment to a full-time MSS position. 
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apply for the position.  On November 27, 2005, DPR selected Employee C for the 
appointment to MSS. 
 
Qualifications Review - Employee C’s AQRR, dated September 15, 2005, provides that 
Employee C met the minimum qualifications for the Partnerships Director position. 
The November 22, 2005, Selection Certificate provides that DCOP rated Employee C as 
Highly Qualified.  Based on the requalification, Employee C met the minimum qualifications 
for the Partnerships Director TAPER appointment.  
 
Pre-Employment Inquiries - Our review of Employee C’s OPF, MCF, and DPR 
Departmental Folder revealed that neither DCOP nor DPR adequately conducted pre-
employment inquiries on Employee C.  Specifically, we found no documented evidence, 
other than Employee C’s reasons for leaving prior employers, that either DCOP or DPR 
checked Employee C’s prior salary, employment history, job performance, or the required 
personal and professional references.  Based on our reconfirmation, we were able to verify all 
the information provided on Employee C’s resume. 
 
Employee D’s Employment History - On August 5, 2005, DCOP offered Employee D a 
Staff Assistant position, grade DS-301-11, as a non-competitive Term appointment5 at an 
annual salary of $40,384.  Employee D was hired on August 8, 2005.  DCOP classified the 
Staff Assistant position on April 10, 2002.   
 
Qualifications Review - Based on our review of the OPF, we found no documentation to 
support that either DCOP or DPR evaluated Employee D’s qualifications for the position 
prior to offering her District employment.  DPM § 823.5 provides that the applicant must 
meet the minimum qualifications for the Term appointment.6  We did not find a job vacancy 
announcement for Employee D.  Consequently, we could not determine what qualification 
standards DCOP used to evaluate Employee D.  However, based on the requalification, 
Employee D met the minimum qualifications for the Staff Assistant position.  
 
Pre-Employment Inquiries - Our review of the OPF revealed that neither DCOP nor DPR 
conducted pre-employment checks for Employee D prior to offering her District 
employment.  Specifically, we found no documented evidence that pre-employment inquiries 
were conducted during the hiring process for Employee D.   
 

                                                 
5  DPM § 899.1 defines a “[t]erm appointment as “an appointment with a specific time limitation in excess of 

one (1) year, but not exceeding four (4) years, unless extended by the personnel authority as provided in § 
823.2, or as otherwise provided by statute.” 

6  Section 823.5 does allow for one exception to this requirement, which is not applicable here.   
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Employee D’s OPF contained a copy of her college degree.   Employee D’s resume indicates 
that she was an Executive Legal Assistant and a Contract Coordinator for two separate firms 
owned by the same individual.  Employee D provided us with her previous employer’s 
business and personal cell phone numbers.  However, the previous employer did not respond 
to any of our attempts to verify Employee D’s employment.   
 
Employee E’s Employment History - Employee E’s personnel files did not contain an offer 
letter for her position.  However, according to the personnel action form, on October 3, 2005, 
DCOP hired Employee E as a Staff Assistant, grade DS-301-9 on a non-competitive Term 
appointment at an annual salary of $33,492.  Employee E’s position description was certified 
and classified on January 22, 2004.      
 
Qualifications Review - We found no documentation to support whether either DCOP or 
DPR evaluated Employee E’s qualifications for the position prior to offering her District 
employment. DPM § 823.5 provides that the applicant must meet the minimum qualifications 
for the Term appointment.  We did not find a job vacancy announcement for Employee E.  
Consequently, we could not determine what qualification standards DCOP utilized to 
evaluate Employee E.  However, based on our requalification, Employee E met the minimum 
qualifications for a Staff Assistant position.  
 
Pre-Employment Inquiries - Our review of the OPF showed that Employee E was hired non-
competitively and that neither DCOP nor DPR conducted pre-employment inquiries in 
accordance with personnel regulations.  Employee E did not have a MCF because she was 
hired non-competitively.  Specifically, we found no documented evidence that either DCOP 
or DPR verified Employee E’s prior salary, work experience, and personal/professional 
references.  Based on our reconfirmation, however, we were able to verify the information 
provided on Employee E’s resume. 
 
Material Internal Control Weaknesses - DCOP management and staff provided 
conflicting testimony regarding who is responsible for conducting qualification and pre-
employment inquiries.  DCOP management stated that the agencies are responsible for 
verifying educational requirements, references, and work experience, and that DCOP is only 
responsible for confirming that the agencies have adequately conducted qualification and 
pre-employment inquiries.  However, some DCOP staff stated that they conduct the 
qualifications and pre-employment inquiries although they had not been provided any 
training on conducting qualification and pre-employment inquiries.  Pursuant to DPM 
§ 405.2, DCOP is responsible for conducting pre-employment inquiries.  We did not find 
any personnel regulations or DCOP operational policies and procedures that provide a 
clear delineation of responsibilities between DCOP and the agencies when conducting 
qualification and pre-employments inquiries.   
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Additionally, DCOP HR specialists stated that time constraints, agency pressure, and 
competing priorities among the multiple agencies they are assigned prevents them, on 
occasion, from adequately performing or confirming whether qualification reviews and pre-
employment inquiries have been conducted.  Specifically, DCOP HR specialists stated that 
conducting qualification reviews and pre-employment inquiries can be time consuming and 
that agency management and staff sometimes pressure them to expeditiously complete the 
hiring process.  HR specialists also stated that some agency directors call them directly to 
complain or inquire about the hiring process status.   
 
DCOP management and staff also stated that the DCOP Special Qualifications Unit may 
review selected personnel files to determine whether the agencies or DCOP adequately 
conducted the qualification and pre-employment inquiries.  However, we did not find any 
operational policies and procedures governing the Special Qualifications Unit. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the Director of the District of Columbia Office of Personnel: 
 

1. Develop and implement operational policies and procedures that delineate and define 
DCOP’s and the agencies’ responsibilities when conducting pre-employment 
qualification reviews and pre-employment inquiries. 

2. Provide initial and refresher training to DCOP HR Specialists and agency HR 
Representatives to ensure they understand personnel regulations, DCOP processes, 
and their respective roles when conducting qualification reviews and pre-employment 
inquiries. 

3. Implement a quality control system to ensure that personnel files contain all 
documentation that supports hiring decisions, as required by DPM § 3107.5. 

4. Implement a quality control system to ensure that HR Specialists conduct 
qualification and pre-employment inquiries. 

5. Develop performance standards that allocate time and resources to each task within 
the hiring process. 
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FINDING 2:  INITIAL TAPER APPOINTMENTS  

 
 
SYNOPSIS 
 
DCOP did not comply with District personnel regulations when allowing DPR to hire 
Employee A, Employee B, and Employee C on non-competitive TAPER appointments.  
Additionally, DCOP did not document whether the appointees met the minimum 
requirements for the TAPER appointments prior to offering employment to the three 
individuals.  These conditions occurred because DCOP had not developed and implemented 
consistent and up-to-date operational policies and procedures, had not provided initial and 
refresher training on TAPER appointments, and misinterpreted TAPER appointment 
regulations.  As such, neither DCOP nor DPR can be assured that the best qualified 
applicants were selected and appointed to the TAPER positions or that District residents 
received proper consideration for the positions.  Further, the public could perceive that 
DCOP/DPR afforded preferential treatment to each of the TAPER appointees.  
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
DCOP should not have allowed DPR to identify, select, and hire Employee A, Employee B, 
and Employee C on TAPER appointments because DCOP did not:  (1) attempt to establish a 
list of eligibles7 prior to making the TAPER appointments, (2) determine that the positions 
were continuing positions, and (3) determine that the position must be filled immediately.  
Additionally, prior to offering Employee A and Employee B TAPER appointments, DCOP 
did not assess whether the two appointees met the minimum qualifications for their 
respective positions.   
 
Title 6 DCMR § 3899 provides that a TAPER appointment is “a time-limited appointment 
pending the establishment of a register when there are insufficient candidates on a register 
appropriate for filling a Management Supervisory Service position and the public interest 
requires that the vacancy be filled before eligibles can be certified.”      

                                                 
7  A “list of eligibles” and “register” are synonymous.  Eligible applicants are placed on a Selection Certificate 

for the selecting agency’s review.  To develop a “list of eligibles,” the personnel authority (DCOP) performs 
the following:  (1) advertises the position; (2) receives applications; (3) evaluates applicants; and (4) develops 
a Selection Certificate.   
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Title 6 DCMR § 3812.1 provides:  “A personnel authority [e.g., DCOP] may fill a vacancy in 
a continuing position, in the absence of lists of eligibles, by a Temporary Appointment 
Pending Establishment of a Register (TAPER appointment).” 
 
List of Eligibles - DCOP allowed DPR to identify, select, and hire Employee A, Employee 
B, and Employee C on non-competitive TAPER appointments without DCOP first 
attempting to establish a list of eligible applicants for the positions.  DCOP allows agencies 
to use TAPER appointments to expeditiously hire specific individuals.  Flow Chart 1 
represents our analysis of the current DCOP TAPER appointment process.   
 
 
Flow Chart 1 - Current DCOP TAPER Appointment Process 
 

 
 
Title 6 DCMR §§ 3899 and 3812.1 require that a continuing position8 exist and an attempt be 
made to establish a list of eligibles prior to making a TAPER appointment.  Title 6 of 
DCMR § 3899 presupposes that an attempt has been made to establish a register and a 
determination made that the candidates did not possess the requisite qualifications, skills, and 
experience.  Then, in the absence of eligible candidates, a TAPER appointment could be 
granted.  Conversely, DCMR § 3812.1 does not presume that a list of qualified applicants 
should not be sought prior to making a TAPER appointment.   
 
Continuing Positions - Based on our review of DCOP and DPR personnel records, position 
description forms, and interviews with the DPR Director, DPR employees, and the DCOP 
Classifications Department, we determined that Employee C’s and Employee A’s positions 
were not continuing positions but instead were new positions created shortly before the 
employees’ were hired.  However, we determined that Employee B was appointed for a 
continuing position. 
 
Title 6 DCMR § 3812.1 provides that “[a] personnel authority may fill a Management 
Supervisory Service vacancy in a continuing position, . . . .” 
 

                                                 
8  A continuing position is a permanent position within an agency for which a vacancy exists. 



OIG No. 06-2-21MA 
Final Report 

 
 

 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 

 

13 

Employee A received a verbal offer of employment on July 19, 2005, which on the next day 
was followed by a written offer for the Associate Program Director position (MSS-301-16).  
On August 22, 2005, Employee A was hired as the Associate Program Director.  Based on 
our review of the Associate Program Director position description form, we determined that 
the position is officially classified as a DS-301-15 and not a MSS-301-16 as provided in the 
offer letter.  Further, The Associate Program Director position offered to Employee A was 
not a continuing position at DPR and had not been classified by DCOP.   
 
Employee B’s position, Program Development and Evaluation Manager, was classified on 
January 22, 2004.  Employee B was hired on March 6, 2006.  The Program Development and 
Evaluation Manager position was a continuing position within DPR because it was classified 
approximately 2 years before DPR employed Employee B. 
 
Employee C’s offer letter was dated September 26, 2005.  The DCOP Classification 
Department classified Employee C’s position, Director of Partnerships, as a new position on 
September 30, 2005.  As such, the position was not an on-going vacancy, and DCOP offered 
Employee C a position before the position was officially established.   
 
Public Necessity of Position - Prior to offering Employee A, Employee B, and Employee C 
TAPER appointments, neither DCOP nor DPR documented the determination that “the 
public interest require[d] that the vacancy be filled” as required by 6 DCMR § 3899. 
 
Qualifications Determination - DCOP did not document its assessment of Employee A’s 
and Employee B’s qualifications prior to their TAPER appointments.  As such, DCOP had no 
assurances that the applicants met the minimum qualifications for their respective positions 
prior to offering them TAPER Appointments.     
 
Title 6 of DCMR § 3812.2 provides that “[a] person appointed to a TAPER appointment 
shall meet the minimum qualifications standards for the position.”  Although District 
personnel regulations provide that MSS TAPER appointees must meet the minimum 
qualifications for the position prior to their appointment.  Neither the personnel regulations 
nor DCOP operational policies and procedures indicate how DCOP shall demonstrate 
compliance with the requirement.  DCOP uses an AQRR to document whether an applicant 
meets the minimum qualifications for a position.   
 
Employee A received a TAPER appointment on August 22, 2005.  DCOP performed an 
AQRR evaluation on September 23, 2005, when the position was being converted to MSS 
position.  The AQRR evaluation was performed on Employee A approximately 1 month after 
she received her TAPER appointment.  Employee B received her TAPER appointment on 
March 6, 2006.  Employee B’s MCF contained two AQRRs.  One of the forms was undated 
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and the other form was dated May 8, 2006, approximately 2 months after Employee B’s 
initial TAPER appointment.   
 
DCOP conducted an AQRR on Employee C on September 15, 2005, and hired her on 
October 3, 2005.  Therefore, DCOP reviewed Employee C’s qualifications prior to offering 
her the TAPER appointment.   
 
DCOP inconsistently processed its pre-employment qualifications evaluations of Employee 
A, Employee B, and Employee C.  This inconsistency occurred because DCOP lacked 
operational policies and procedures that outline the specific tasks required to implement 
personnel regulations.  Prior to Employee C’s TAPER appointment, DCOP conducted and 
documented its qualifications assessment of Employee C.   To document compliance with 
personnel regulations and for operational consistency, DCOP should have completed an 
AQRR for Employee A and Employee B. 
 
Conclusion - The conditions outlined in this finding occurred because DCOP has not 
developed and implemented consistent and up-to-date operational policies and procedures to 
implement TAPER appointment regulations or provided initial and refresher training on 
processing TAPER appointments.  We believe that the current TAPER appointment 
regulations were not intended to allow personnel authorities and agencies the ability to 
circumvent District personnel regulations.  Based on our review of the regulation, we 
conclude that the TAPER Appointment should be used only after the DCOP has:  (1) 
attempted to determine whether it can obtain a list of qualified applicants (competition); (2) 
determined that a continuing position exists; (3) determined that the public interest requires 
that the position be occupied; and (4) documented that the candidate meets the minimum 
qualifications for the TAPER appointment.  DCOP management and staff stated that they 
have been making TAPER appointments in this manner for years and that their interpretation 
of the TAPER appointment regulations differed from our interpretation.  DCOP management 
and staff have misinterpreted TAPER appointment regulations and used informal guidance 
on processing TAPER appointments.  Flow Chart 2 describes the proper methodology, based 
on TAPER appointment regulations, for processing TAPER appointments. 
 
DCOP management recognized that there was no formal methodology or documentation 
documenting the business processes surrounding PeopleSoft; as such, DCOP hired a 
contractor to document the processes and transactions surrounding PeopleSoft.  The 
contractor provided DCOP with a Workbook that defines and illustrates DCOP’s business 
processes related to PeopleSoft.  The Workbook provides “[it] also serves to identify ways 
DCOP can add additional value as well as identify gaps between what is occurring and what 
is supposed to be occurring (e.g., to ensure compliance with documents such as the DPM), so 
that those gaps can be filled.”  However, we observed and DCOP staff informed us that 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the Director of the District of Columbia Office of Personnel: 
 

6. Develop and implement operational policies and procedures which require that 
DCOP, prior to effecting a TAPER:  (1) attempt to establish a list of eligibles, (2) 
determine that a continuing position exists, (3) determine if the public interest 
requires that the position be filled immediately, and (4) determine if the TAPER 
appointee meets the minimum qualifications for the position. 

7. Provide initial and refresher training to DCOP HR Specialists and agency HR 
Representatives to ensure they understand personnel regulations and DCOP practices 
regarding TAPER appointments. 

8. Implement a quality control system to ensure that DCOP HR Specialists comply with 
TAPER appointment regulations. 

 
 



OIG No. 06-2-21MA 
Final Report 

 
 

 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 

 

17 

 
FINDING 3:  TAPER APPOINTMENT CONVERSIONS 

 
 
SYNOPSIS 
 
Even though DCOP should not have allowed DPR to offer the TAPER appointments to 
Employee A, Employee B, and Employee C, the TAPER appointees were employed at DPR 
and DCOP either converted or attempted to convert the appointees to full-time positions.  We 
reviewed the TAPER appointees’ personnel records to determine if they were converted 
according to the DCMR.  Based on our review, we determined that the DCOP did not solicit 
“open competition,” as required by personnel regulations, when converting two TAPER 
appointees to full-time MSS positions and did not justify extending one TAPER appointee 
beyond the initial 90-day period.  DCOP management and staff misinterpreted TAPER 
appointment regulations and, consequently, only posted the positions agency-wide.  As a 
result, DCOP and DPR cannot be assured that either the most qualified applicants were 
appointed to the TAPER positions or that the maximum amount of consideration was given 
to District residents.   
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As required by personnel regulations, DCOP did not solicit “open competition”9 when 
converting Employee A and Employee C from TAPER appointments to full-time MSS 
employees.   In addition, DCOP did not document its justification for allowing Employee B’s 
appointment to extend beyond the initial 90-day appointment expiration date.   
 
Title 6 DCMR § 3812.3 provides: 
 

A TAPER appointment shall be terminated as soon as lists of eligibles for 
Management Supervisory Service appointment can be established by open 
competition in accordance with this chapter; shall not exceed ninety (90) days; 
and may be extended for an additional period of ninety (90) days only upon 
determination that a list of eligibles cannot be created. 

 

                                                 
9  Title 6 DCMR § 3899 defines “open competition” as “the use of examination procedures that permit 

application and consideration of all persons without regard to current or former employment with the District 
government.” 
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This regulation provides the internal controls to ensure that adequate competition and 
residency preference occur.   
 
TAPER Appointment Advertisement - The vacancy announcements for Employee A, 
Employee B, and Employee C, initially, were “agency employees only.”  According to 
personnel regulations, before a non-competitive TAPER appointment is converted to a full-
time MSS position, the position should be advertised as “open competition.”  Table 2 
provides the results of our review of the TAPER appointment vacancy announcements when 
converting three appointees to full-time positions.  
 
 
TABLE 2:  TAPER APPOINTMENT ADVERTISEMENT  
 

 
DCOP allowed DPR to convert Employee A and Employee C from non-competitive TAPER 
appointments to full-time MSS positions by advertising “agency only.”  As a result, 
Employee A and Employee C received their MSS appointments without the benefit of open 
competition.  DPM Chapter 8, Appendix A. Merit Staffing Plan, section A.4 provides that 
advertising in-house is the minimum area of consideration and “unlimited” is open to anyone 
wishing to make an application.  By allowing DPR to advertise the positions as “agency 
only,” DCOP limited the pool of qualified applicants and possibly excluded District 
residents.  For example, no other applicants but the incumbents made the Selection 
Certificates for Employee A’s or Employee C’s positions.     
 
With regard to Employee B, initially the advertisement for TAPER appointment conversion 
to full-time MSS was in-house; however, the “agency only” advertisement was cancelled and 
changed to “open to the general public.”  The DCOP HR Representative for DPR stated that 
DPR requested that the area of consideration be changed from “agency only” to “open to the 
general public” because of the recent media attention and scrutiny surrounding DPR’s 
selection and hiring activities.  When DCOP advertised the position as “agency only,” 
Employee B was the only applicant to make the Selection Certificate.  Conversely, four other 
applicants made the Selection Certificate after DCOP made the position advertisement “open 

NAME 
AD POST 

DATE 
AD CLOSE 

DATE 

NO. OF 
WORK 
DAYS 

AREA OF 
CONSIDERATION 

Employee A 09-Sep-05 16-Sep-05 6 Agency Employees Only 
Employee B 22-Mar-06 30-Mar-06 7 Agency Employees Only 
Employee B 
(Readvertised) 12-May-06 26-May-06 11 Unlimited 
Employee C 17-Oct-05 21-Oct-05 5 Agency Employees Only 
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to the general public.”  Employee B declined to be interviewed for the position, and DPR did 
not select any of the other applicants.  Employee B resigned from DPR in September 2006. 
DCOP management and staff stated that the TAPER appointment regulations allow DCOP to 
advertise positions “agency only” when converting TAPER appointments to full-time 
positions.  However, 6 DCMR § 3812.3 clearly states that when a MSS TAPER appointment 
is converted to a full-time position, it must be advertised to the general public. 
 
Employee B’s Not-To-Exceed (NTE) date was June 5, 2006.  Other than a Standard Form 50 
(SF 50), we did not find any documentation in the personnel records to justify Employee B’s 
extension.  The SF 50 form was approved on June 29, 2006, and processed on July 3, 2006.  
The SF 50 noted that the effective date of the personnel action was June 5, 2006.  The SF 50 
form indicates that DCOP extended Employee B’s TAPER appointment after she had 
exceeded her to NTE date. 
 
Conclusion - DCOP’s current practice when hiring TAPER appointees non-competitively 
and converting TAPER appointees to MSS allows an agency to disregard residency 
preference and open competition requirements.  For example, DCOP allowed DPR to hire 
Employee A, Employee B, and Employee C (all Baltimore residents and former employees 
of the DPR Director) on non-competitive TAPER appointments.  As such, Employee A’s, 
Employee B’s, and Employee C’s positions were never subject to “open competition.”   
Subsequently, DCOP allowed DPR to convert Employee A and Employee C from TAPER 
appointments to MSS by advertising “agency only.”  Employee B’s “agency only” vacancy 
announcement was changed to “open to general public” only because of media scrutiny.   
These conditions, at a minimum, could give the appearance that Employee A, Employee B, 
and Employee C received preferential treatment for their TAPER appointments.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the Director of the District of Columbia Office of Personnel: 
 

9. Develop and implement operational policies and procedures that require DCOP to 
advertise all non-competitive TAPER appointment conversions to full-time 
positions as open to the general public, in accordance with personnel regulations. 

10. Provide initial and refresher training to DCOP HR Specialists and agency HR 
Representatives to ensure they understand DCOP TAPER appointment conversion 
regulations. 

11. Implement a quality control system to ensure that DCOP HR Specialists comply 
with the personnel regulations for making TAPER appointment conversions. 
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FINDING 4:  TERM APPOINTMENTS 

 
 
SYNOPSIS 
 
DCOP did not assess Employee D’s or Employee E’s qualifications before they were offered 
Term appointments.  DCOP representatives stated that qualification checks had been 
conducted on Employee D and Employee E; however, we could not verify this assertion.  
DCOP had no documented assurances that the Term appointees met the minimum 
qualifications for their respective positions.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
DCOP did not complete an AQRR for Employee D and Employee E to document that DCOP 
assessed their qualifications prior to offering them Term appointments. 
 
DPM § 823.4 provides that “[a]n agency may give [an individual] a non-competitive term 
appointment to a position at or below the DS-12 level or equivalent . . . .”  Further, DPM 
section § 823.5 states that “[e]xcept as provided in § 823.6, a person appointed under this 
section shall meet minimum qualification requirements.”  
 
A DCOP HR Specialist stated that she was confident that qualification reviews were 
conducted on Employee D and Employee E, and suggested that the documentation was lost 
or taken out of the folders during DCOP’s internal review.  We did not observe any 
documents in the OPF to verify that DCOP assessed the Term appointees’ qualifications 
prior to offering them employment. 
 
Personnel regulations allowed DCOP to offer Employee D and Employee E temporary 
employment non-competitively, provided they met the minimum qualifications for the 
positions.  However, neither the personnel regulations nor DCOP operational policies and 
procedures indicate how DCOP shall demonstrate compliance with the minimum 
qualifications requirement.  DCOP uses an AQRR to document whether an applicant meets 
the minimum qualifications for a position.  Without the AQRR, an independent reviewer 
could not determine whether DCOP assessed Employee D’s and Employee E’s qualifications 
prior to or after offering them Term appointments.  Considering that Term appointments can 
be made non-competitively, DCOP should have documented its qualifications assessment of 
Employee D and Employee E.  The absence of such control measures deprives the District of 
the assurances needed to verify that a prospective employee is qualified and the best 
candidate for the position. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the Director of the District of Columbia Office of Personnel: 
 

12. Develop operational policies and procedures that require HR Specialists to 
document their qualifications determinations and assessments of Term appointees. 

13. Implement a quality control system to ensure that DCOP HR Specialists document 
their qualification assessments of Term appointees. 
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APPENDIX 1 - SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL BENEFITS RESULTING 

FROM AUDIT 
 

 
 

Recommendation Description of Benefit Amount and 
Type of Benefit Status 

1 

Internal Control, Economy and 
Efficiency, and Compliance.  Provides 
clear delineation of responsibility 
between DCOP and the agencies when 
conducting pre-employment inquiries.  
Additionally, facilitates compliance 
with personnel regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

2 
Internal Control.  Improves 
compliance with personnel regulations 
and consistency in operations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

3 
Internal Control.  Provides feedback 
on compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary  Open 

4 
Internal Control.  Provides feedback 
on compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

5 

Program Results.  Establishes a clearly 
defined process with mechanisms used 
to measure performance of hiring 
procedure tasks.  

Nonmonetary Open 

6 

Internal Control and Compliance.  
Facilitates compliance with personnel 
regulations and consistency in 
operations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

7 
Internal Control.  Improves 
compliance with personnel regulations 
and consistency in operations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

8 
Internal Control.  Provides feedback 
on compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 
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Recommendation Description of Benefit Amount and 
Type of Benefit Status 

9 
Internal Control and Compliance.  
Facilitates compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

10 
Internal Control.  Improves 
compliance with personnel regulations 
and consistency in operations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

11 
Internal Control.  Provides feedback 
on compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

12 
Internal Control and Compliance.  
Facilitates compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 

13 
Internal Control.  Provides feedback 
on compliance with personnel 
regulations. 

Nonmonetary Open 
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The Director of Personnel requested that the DCOP Program Administrator conduct an 
internal investigation into specific TAPER appointments DCOP allowed DPR to make for 
Applicant A, Applicant B, and Applicant C.  Additionally, the Director of Personnel 
requested that the DCOP Program Administrator investigate the allegation that the DPR HR 
Specialist made inappropriate transactions in the District’s personnel and payroll system 
(PeopleSoft Application).  The allegation regarding the DPR HR Specialist was referred to 
the OIG’s Investigations Division. 
 
We reviewed the formal report that resulted from DCOP’s internal investigation (Report) to 
become familiar with its contents and to address the findings and allegations made in the 
report.  The following details provide the Report’s conclusions and the results of our analysis 
of the Report on Employee A, Employee B, and Employee C.    
 
Employee A - The Report provides that Employee A:  (1) failed to note that periods of her 
employment were part-time; (2) incorrectly cited her salary; (3) did not meet the minimum 
qualifications for the Deputy Director of DPR; (4) should have been classified as Excepted 
Service instead of MSS; and (5) incorrectly received full-time credit from DCOP for part-
time experience. 
 
Our Analysis of Conclusions 1 and 5 - Based on our review of Employee A’s first and second 
resume and District Government Employment Application (DC 2000), we determined that 
Employee A did not disclose whether the work experience listed on her resume was full-time 
or part-time and that DCOP gave Employee A full-time credit for part-time experience.   

 
On July 6, 2005, the DPR HR Specialist e-mailed Employee A and instructed her to complete 
the following sections of the DC 2000:  (1) Personal Data, (2) D.C. Employment History and 
Availability, (3) Residency, (4) Background Information, and (5) Signature section.  The 
DPR HR Specialist also instructed Employee A to notate in the Work Experience section of 
the DC 2000 “See Resume.”  On July 6, 2005, Employee A provided DCOP/DPR her signed 
DC 2000 and first resume.  At DCOP’s request, on July 13, 2006, Employee A submitted a 
second resume to DCOP, which provided more details on her work experience. 
 
DCOP accepted Employee A’s resume in lieu of requiring that she complete the DC 2000 
Work Experience section.  The DC 2000 Work Experience section provides data entry fields 
for the average hours per week worked for each previous employer.  Employee A’s resume 
did not indicate whether her work experiences were full-time or part-time.  DCOP is 
responsible for ensuring that the resume contains all the requisite information and that the 
DC 2000 is complete and properly signed.  DCOP gave Employee A full-time credit for all 
the work experience listed on her resume.  DCOP should not have assumed that all the work 
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experience listed on Employee A’s resume was full-time.  DCOP should have either 
disqualified Employee A’s application and resume for incompleteness or made inquiries to 
determine what work experience was full-time or part-time.   
 
Our Analysis of Conclusion 2 - Employee A’s first resume provides that she was employed 
by Company A from 1999 to 2002 and earned $101,000 as the Regional Director.  
Additionally, the first resume indicates that she was a SAT tutor/teacher at Company A from 
1998 to 2003; however, the resume does not indicate a salary for this employment.  DCOP 
informed the DPR HR Specialist on July 12, 2005, that based on Employee A’s DC 2000 and 
resume, she was not qualified for the salary grade MSS-301-16.  In response to the request 
from DCOP and DPR, on July 13, 2005, Employee A submitted an enhanced resume, which 
expanded on her work experience.  Employee A’s second resume provided that her salary at 
Company A from 1999 to 2002 was $84,637 and not $101,000 as the first resume provided.  
Employee A’s second resume also indicates that she was a SAT tutor/teacher at Company A 
in 2002 and did not provide a salary for this employment.   
 
Employee A stated on the first resume that she took her earnings for a pay period and 
multiplied that amount by 12, (the number of months in a year).  Employee A stated that she 
realized that this methodology was flawed because her Company A monthly pay varied from 
month to month depending on how many classes she taught, the day the class was taught, and 
other variables. 
 
Employee A provided us with a 2002 W-2 and 1099 to support the 2002 Company A salary 
indicated on her second resume.  Employee A started with Company B on September 2, 
2002.  Employee A’s 2002 W-2 and 1099 indicate that she made approximately $63,450, or 
approximately $7,930 per month, for the 8-month period preceding her employment with 
Company B.  Based on this analysis, Employee A would have made approximately $95,160 
($7,930 x 12 = $95,160) in 2002 had she worked the entire year for Company A.   
 
We contacted the owner of Company A by phone and in writing to confirm Employee A’s 
salaries and work status.  The owner stated that Employee A made approximately $90,000 
per year.  However, despite repeated requests, the owner did not provide us with written 
confirmation for her Company A salaries.  With the exception of the Company A 2002 salary 
provided on the first resume, we were able to verify the information contained on Employee 
A’s first and second resume. 
 
We could not determine whether Employee A erred or intended to inflate the Company A 
salary provided on her first resume.  However, when Employee A submitted her first resume 
and DC 2000 her salary information for Company A appears to have been incorrect.   
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Employee A should have known exactly what she earned from Company A in 2002 and 
should have submitted tax information that would have definitively provided 2002 
Company A salary.   The DC 2000 provides the following: 
 

YOU MUST SIGN THIS APPLICATION.  Read the following carefully 
before you sign.  I understand that a false statement on any part of my 
application may be grounds for not hiring me, or for firing after I begin work 
(D.C. Official Code § 1-616.51 et seq.) (2001).  I understand that the making 
of a false statement on this form or materials submitted with this form is 
punishable by criminal penalties pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 22-2405 et 
seq. (2001).  I understand that any information I give may be investigated as 
allowed by law or Mayoral order.  I consent to the release of information 
regarding my suitability for District of Columbia Government employment by 
employers, schools, law enforcement agencies, and other individuals and 
organizations, to investigators, personnel staffing specialists, and other 
authorized employees of the District of Columbia government.   I certify that, 
to the best of my knowledge and belief, all of my statements are true, correct, 
and complete.   

 
DCOP and DPR instructed Employee A to enhance her resume.  As such, Employee A 
opines that DCOP should have replaced her first resume with the second resume.  A DCOP 
staff member stated that they would not discard a previously submitted resume because it 
was a part of the employment file and history.  DCOP gave Employee A an opportunity to 
change her resume.  However, the Report holds Employee A accountable for the first resume.  
If the $101,000 salary, which was indicated on the first resume, was problematic, DCOP had 
approximately 4 business days to review, evaluate, and scrutinize Employee A’s second 
resume before they offered Employee A the position and salary on July 19, 2005. 
 
Our Analysis of Conclusion 3 - We determined that Employee A met the minimum 
qualifications for her position.  Refer to page3, Finding 1 for specific details 
 
Our Analysis of Conclusion 4 - DPR did not have an excepted service slot for Employee A; 
therefore, the Report’s conclusion was baseless.   
 
Employee C - The Report provides that:  (1) Employee C was competitively converted from 
a TAPER Appointment to MSS, (2) DCOP did not verify the salary from Employee C’s last 
employer, and (3) Employee C should be terminated because her appointment gives the 
strong suggestion of preferential treatment, which is in violation of DPM Chapter 18 §§ 
1803.1(a)(2) and (6).   
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Our Analysis of Conclusion 1 - Employee C’s position was not competed in accordance with 
District personnel regulations.  The Report provides that Employee C was competitively 
converted from TAPER Appointment to MSS.  Title 6 DCMR § 3812.3 requires that non-
competitive TAPER Appointment conversions to MSS be advertised through open 
competition.  According to the external posting description DCOP advertised Employee C’s 
position as “agency only” when converting the TAPER Appointment to MSS.    
 
Our Analysis of Conclusion 2 - We reviewed Employee C’s OPF, MCF, and DPR personnel 
folder.  We did not find any documentation to verify that DCOP or DPR verified her 
previous BRP salary.  DPM § 405.2 provides that DCOP will conduct appropriate suitability 
checks, to include previous employer salary verification.  
 
Our Analysis of Conclusion 3 - The Report provides that “Employee C’s appointment does 
give the suggestion that she was given preferential treatment by DP&R, in violation of the 
DPM, Chapter, Chapter 18- Section 1803.1(b) & (f), and her appointment to the MSS should 
be terminated.”  The Report did not provide any basis or support for this conclusion.  While 
there is no support for DCOP’s conclusion, based on our review of Employee C’s personnel 
files, we concluded that DCOP did not follow personnel regulations when allowing DPR to 
hire Employee C.  Further, considering our review of personnel records, employment 
histories, residency locations, and interviews, the perception could be conveyed to outside 
parties that Employees A, B, C, D, and E received preferential treatment. 
 
Employee B - The Report provides that Employee B failed to meet all of the criteria for 
Superior Qualifications, and her salary was not justified.  DPM Instruction 11B-37, dated 
March 25, 2005, provides that DCOP can allow agencies to hire an employee up to step 4 at 
grades 7 and above (representative rate) without a Special Qualifications Review.  Employee 
B was hired as a MSS 13-3.  Consequently, District personnel regulations did not require 
DPR to perform a Special Qualifications justification for Employee B.  DCOP 
representatives stated that they requested DPR develop a Special Qualifications justification 
for Employee B because of the disparity between the salary DPR offered and her previous 
employment salary.  Employee B’s salary at Company B was approximately $54,000 and 
DPR offered Employee B $71,043.  We did not find any District personnel regulations that 
require DCOP or DPR to perform a Special Qualification justification or review based on 
salary disparity or variance.   
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