MEMORANDUM FOR JOE EMPLOYEE

FROM:  THE BOSS 

SUBJECT:  Letter of Counseling and Concern 

1.  This letter officially notifies you that, although you were rated as “Acceptable” for the performance period ending 31 March 2002, I had, and continue to have, serious concerns regarding your performance.  Your performance is deficient in several key areas that have severely impacted successful completion of your projects.  I have previously identified these deficiencies to you during discussions as well during the formal feedback session required by AFI 36-1001.   However, to date, those deficiencies continue.  Specifically, you are currently failing to meet performance standards defined for  three Critical Elements (Major Duties) of your position (Atch 1).    Detailed information concerning the Critical Elements you are failing to meet, my expectations for your performance, instances in which you have failed to meet those expectations, and guidance on achieving necessary improvements is provided below. 

2. Element 2E - Planning states,  “Establishes short-term and long-term goals and plans to enhance Air Force performance.  Considers customer needs in planning Agency workload priorities and resources.  Researches and develops legislative, DoD, and Air Force issues of significant concern facing Air Force management and programs.  (Critical)”  You are failing to meet five of the six standards defined for this critical element.  Failure to meet any one of the performance standards defined for this critical element will result in a rating of “Unacceptable” on Critical Element 2E and, therefore, your overall performance appraisal.  Specifically, by not following the proper procedures for designing and preparing a local audit program, your ability to achieve the stated audit objectives has been significantly and adversely impacted. 


a.  Standard 2Sc states, “Designs sufficient steps in local audit programs to efficiently accomplish desired audit objectives with no more than one significant revision.  Addresses the reliability of computer-generated data impacting audit objectives.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  The following examples indicate you did not follow established procedures as outlined in Air Force Audit Agency Instruction (AFAAI) 65-101, Internal Audit Procedures, or demonstrate the ability to effectively design and prepare a local audit program. 



(1)  Early in February 2002, I assigned you a local audit on equipment accountability.   I assigned this audit because the functional area is simple and straightforward and the AFAA has performed many audits with numerous findings on equipment accountability.   In other words, the area is rich with examples of good audit work and information easily available through even cursory research.    




(a)  On 4 March 2002, after my review, the office chief reviewed the first version of your planning/audit program.  We both provided you numerous AFAA Form 104 comments regarding this program.  Your program was skeletal in nature; it contained no substance and clearly did not reflect the expected level of effort and results indicated by your performance plans.  We discussed the program with you and asked what you had accomplished in the way of research.  You indicated you used the report we issued out of this office during the last calendar year and, although they were "clear" reports with no findings, two other reports located on the AFAA home page.  You stated that you reviewed the audit methodology in the Appendix I of each report to determine the audit approach.  However, it was clear from your audit program that you failed to develop even a basic understanding of the functional area.  At that time, we provided you copies of four additional audit reports, all of which had significant findings, and instructed you to go through those reports and findings and design the audit required to obtain the necessary information to develop similar findings here at Big Blue AFB.  We specifically walked you through one such finding, by way of an example, to illustrate this instruction to you.  Three of these audit reports stated in the first sentence of the audit steps section that the audit used computer assisted audit techniques and tools (CAATTs).  We also instructed you to identify the specific regulatory guidance and criteria for the area and include that information in your audit program, a significant omission from your first version.  Surprisingly enough, you asked what we meant by ‘criteria.’  Although an auditor of your grade and experience should have well understood this concept, we explained that criteria meant the specific and required processes and procedures used by the equipment management section to perform its job.  You also asked whether we believed you could get good audit results with the program as written.  Although we replied in the negative, you indicated you always had good results with this kind of audit program when you were stationed at Little Blue AFB.  




(b)  On 6 March 2002, the office chief reviewed the second version of your audit program (first significant revision) and again had serious concerns.  You still had not identified applicable regulatory guidance or criteria, still had not designed the necessary audit steps to accomplish the audit objectives, and did not include any audit steps to include the use of CAATTs.  This second version of your program clearly demonstrated that you still had not developed a basic understanding of the functional area, the audit process, or the tools available to you to conduct an acceptable audit.  Specifically, although the utility of CAATTs had been pointed out to you, you failed to include use of this tool.  




(c)  On 13 March 2002, the office chief reviewed the third version of your audit program (second significant revision).  This review occurred after detailed review and discussion of the two previous versions and providing you lengthy and specific guidance and instruction on the subject area and what you needed to include in a local planning/audit program.  You, and your co-workers had also been provided  an outstanding example of a local program on 11 March 2002.  The example concerned the engineering change proposal function and not only identified the regulatory guidance applicable to the functional area, but also the specific criteria contained in the guidance as well.  However, even after two previous reviews, numerous examples to follow, and 116 hours of work,  you still failed to produce an acceptable audit program.  Instead, you used Attachment 1 of AAI 65-101 almost verbatim.  You still had not sufficiently researched the equipment accountability area or tailored your planning program to this subject area.  In addition, for your first audit sub-objective, to determine whether equipment custodians were properly appointed, you identified AFI 23-111, paragraph 5, bullet 7; paragraph 8.1; and Attachment 1 as relevant guidance.  However, this guidance made no mention of how this was applicable--appointment of  equipment custodians was not even mentioned.  Further, you did not specify any related criteria, even an incorrect criteria based on your misidentification of the relevant guidance in your audit program as instructed.   For this sub-objective, you included an audit step to review equipment custodian appointment letters.  Because the directives you cited as including applicable criteria did not mention an appointment letter, the office chief questioned you about accomplishing this step.  You stated, repeatedly, that you just thought it was ‘a good idea,’ and that a written appointment was better than an oral appointment.  The office chief finally identified for you the criteria in AFI 23-110 that required such an appointment letter.  You had not identified this criterion or any other criteria applicable to your sub-objective.  The office chief explained to you that, as AFAA auditors, we cannot audit based solely on what we ‘think’ is a good idea – that we have to have specific criteria to evaluate performance against.  We discussed this criterion for some time, and you continued to be argumentative, taking the position that you thought your program was ‘good enough.’ The discussion ended with the office chief advising you to identify and add the applicable criteria for all audit program sub-objectives and revise the audit steps to audit against the specific criteria  (third significant revision).  The office chief also advised you that if you could not find specific criteria, she would assist you in finding it.

To meet this standard, I expect you to  design sufficient steps in local audit programs to efficiently accomplish desired audit objectives, with no more than one significant revision.  In addition, I expect to see you include in these programs sufficient audit steps to adequately determine the reliability of computer-generated data impacting the audit objectives.  Specifically, I expect you to design and include in your local audit programs the methodology to provide sufficient, competent, and relevant evidence to achieve the objectives of the audit.  To do this, you must obtain an understanding of the program to be audited, as required by Government Auditing Standards.  Finally, and also in accordance with Government Auditing Standards, I expect you to, where possible, state in your audit program the criteria to be used to accomplish the audit objectives. 


b.  Standard 2Sd states, “Assesses centrally directed and local audit programs to effectively utilize resources and meet the stated audit objectives.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  Specifically, although it has been made clear to you that you had not developed a satisfactory audit program and the deficiencies in the program you had developed, you continued to insist it was good enough.  This standard requires you to make assessments concerning the relevance of t audit objectives, applicablity of  criteria, and effectiveness of audit steps.  You clearly demonstrated that you could not sufficiently assess your own program.  I expect you to assess your own local audit program, as well as any centrally directed audit programs, and make an accurate judgement as to whether the program will meet the stated audit objectives.   


c.  Standard 2Se states, “Promptly responds to supervisory critiques/directions for planning activities.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  As indicated in 2a above, you repeatedly failed to comply with my directives and the directives of the office chief.  Even after three iterations, you had not responded to even those comments made on the initial review and continued to indicate you believed your audit program, as written, was ‘good enough.’ I believe your apparent, insufficient understanding of the rules of audit evidence and the definition of criteria allowed you to proceed under this assumption.  In the future I expect you to respond promptly and fully to supervisory critiques and directions and actively participate in these discussions to demonstrate your understanding of the rules of audit evidence and the meaning of criteria.


d.  Standard 2Sf states, “Accomplishes assigned planning tasks meeting established milestones/budgeted hours 90 percent of the time unless, in the supervisor’s professional judgment, deviations are justified.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  Again, as indicated in paragraph 2a above, you required three significant revisions of your audit program.  As such, the project was significantly delayed (you charged approximately 160 hours to audit planning, more than half the hours  allotted to complete the entire audit), thus preventing you from meeting established milestones.  In the future, I expect you, 90 percent of the time, to meet established milestones/budgeted hours, unless I approve an extension.  Normally, a local audit program should require no more than one significant revision.  

3.  Element 3E - Application is, “Directs the day-to-day management of audit activities for improving key Air Force business processes and support services.  Implements Agency plans (strategic, long-term, and short-term plans).  Applies audit resources (including technological advancements) to those management areas in most need of coverage.  Performs work meeting Agency requirements and Comptroller General standards.  (Critical)”  You are failing to meet four of the five standards defined for this critical element, and, unless you significantly improve your performance, you will fail to meet this critical element of your position.  You are warned that failure to meet any one of the performance standards defined for this critical element will result in a rating of “Unacceptable”.


a.  Standard 3Sb states, “Prepares workpapers as work progresses that include sufficient evidence supporting conclusions without material omissions.  Workpapers will conform with professional standards for documenting audit performance.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  Specifically, the following examples indicate you did not follow established procedures as outlined in Air Force Audit Agency Instruction (AFAAI) 65-101, Internal Audit Procedures, or demonstrate the ability to effectively prepare working papers. 



(1)  You continue to demonstrate that you do not have sufficient understanding of the most basic concepts and requirements regarding workpaper format and related content.  Specifically, in April 2002, the office chief and I made the following AFAA Form 104 comments during workpaper reviews that illustrate example of your inability to comply with simple formatting requirements. 




(a)  Remember that the format for a support workpaper is purpose, source, and conclusion.  ‘Work Performed’ is included in summary workpapers.




(b)  You have identified what [emphasis added] you found in the ‘Work Performed’ section.




(c)  For future reference, the working paper for the index that matches your objectives will be the summary working paper.  You don’t need to prepare this interim working paper.  Again, this working paper serves no purpose.  You don’t need a working paper to respond to information sections of an audit program.  Also, just realized, you have more working papers on this topic.  You should have grouped all your 112 series into one working paper, as they relate.  We talked about this, if you will recall.  You don’t need a separate working paper for each audit step – this would not be logical or efficient.




(d)  This should be your summary.  Next time, don’t put your summary somewhere other than where your objective is.  Thanks.  For future reference, the Audit Results portion of a summary working paper contains five elements (101 para 4.5.1.3).  It is not an element itself and does not require a response.  For this working paper, your condition is your response to your objective – so the condition is, “Results of planning work in equipment accountability revealed the area warrants detailed audit work.”  Your support for this statement is actually all the condition statements that follow.  These are all the reasons for you making that statement that the area warrants detailed audit work.  Does that make sense?  Do not re-do, but keep in mind for future summary working paper efforts.  Your condition statement should answer the objective.  A finding has five elements, and “Audit Results” is just the title for the section.  Check out what the 101 says about the summary working paper.  



(2)  Also, your workpapers do not always conform to professional standards or include sufficient evidence to support conclusions without material omissions.  The following AFAA 104 comments provide examples of related work paper deficiencies.




(a)  Your conclusion regarding ICR should not be based on whether it appears fairly thorough or how long the person has worked in the area.  These are irrelevant.  What you should base your conclusion on is testing their ICR to see if you get the same results.  Otherwise, you need to conduct your own ICR.  That’s the whole point – can you rely on theirs or do you have to do your own, or some combination of the two.




(b)  042202/bmw  Okay.  Looks like they have significant problems and that they are aware of these problems.  You never get to the bottom line in your working paper.  How is all this going to impact how you proceed during the audit?  If they know these problems exist, you writing them all up in an audit report is not going to impress anyone or help anyone.  You need to find out from them (get evidence) what policy/procedures/controls/etc. have them started/changed/etc. since identifying all the problems to get them corrected?  What are they doing about it all?  Let’s try to acknowledge their efforts and what is effective and what’s not.  Or did they just identify all this and then not do anything?  Ask them how you can best help them get the problems fixed.  Let’s see some decisions/conclusions in your working paper.  So far, through the entire 100 series, all you have done is gather a lot of info.  I don’t see anything about how all this will affect how you proceed.  What are you going to do with this information?  Let’s tie it all together.




(c)  Joe, this support work paper shows improvement in documenting your reviews and you  have avoided reproducing/scanning support documentation as, for the most part, you have included the information in your conclusions.  However,  you need to analyze the information and identify control weaknesses and make them part of your conclusion.  This would be support for expanded audit effort.  This process is a must for a journeyman level auditor.  




(d)  Joe, it looks like you’re identifying a lot of potential issues.  I look forward to seeing how you develop them during application.  I would like to start seeing some of your own conclusions/analyses in the working papers. For example, on a record or discussion, such as w/p 1142.doc, you provide a lot of information that Mr. Supply provided to you.  In the future, at the end of all of this ‘provided’ information, I would like to see your answer to the purpose of the working paper.  In this case, any reports that compare actual data to standards?  You should discuss with the POC and then pursue information obtained through testimonial evidence to verify for yourself, then provide your conclusions at the appropriate caption in the working paper.  The information you now present in your conclusion section is really not your conclusion but data gathered.  In the future, suggest calling this ‘details’ or ‘information obtained from XXX’  or something of this nature.  Then you still need to provide information in the conclusions section, but this is the conclusion you derived from the testimonial, and hopefully other (documentary, etc.), evidence.  Remember, we should not support a condition, positive or negative, with solely testimonial evidence.




(e)  What is the specific missing test equipment?  What is the dollar cost?  What is the status of the ROS initiated in July 01? What action has taken since July 01 to resolve this issue?  These are questions you need to address at the time you perform fieldwork.  This information helps “build” your finding elements.  Joe,  performance item 3Sb of the GS-11 performance plan states, “Prepares workpapers as work progresses that include sufficient evidence supporting conclusions without material omissions”.  You have material omissions here.  This condition will recur in your audit work until you analyze the information provided you at the time of fieldwork.  As we have discussed before, you need to analyze information, probe, inquire and ask questions at the time you perform fieldwork or soon thereafter before you write your support workpapers.   




(f)  Did you inventory (with the custodian’s assistance) the account?  Did you verify that 11 items were missing?  Your inventory could have verified whether 11 missing items were correct—could have been more or less.  This, in turn, could affect the ROS.  Also, when they told you that equipment was not a priority, did you emphasize the potential liability an individual could incur for neglect and the urgency for taking the appropriate actions?  Did they seek assistance?  Again Joe, we have an instance of you gathering information and not thoroughly analyzing it, resulting in material omissions.


b.  Standard 3Sc states, “Normally achieves specified audit objectives and conforms with professional standards.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  Specifically, the following examples indicate you did not follow established procedures as outlined in Air Force Audit Agency Instruction (AFAAI) 65-101, Internal Audit Procedures, or demonstrate the ability to achieve specified audit objectives and conform with professional standards. 



(1)  Your objective is to determine if custodians were aware of their responsibilities.  However, in your condition statement, you state that they were not aware of their responsibilities, but then you also state that custodian files were not always documented.  This does not appear to have anything to do with your objective.  Please explain.



(2)  In one element of your support, you state that 4 of 6 custodians were either not aware they needed to be appointed in writing.  Okay, I'm with you so far.  However, then you add an ‘or’ and continue by stating they had appointment letters on file that were not adequately documented.  Again, this does not appear to relate to your objective.



(3)  Joe, when I go to your support for your summary working paper, I essentially see the same information, with no detail.  For example, your support for your statement, “In addition Four out of the six (67%) custodians I interviewed either were not aware they need to be appointed in writing or had appointment letters on file, which were not adequately documented.” takes me to a working paper that says, “Four out of the six custodians (accounts 359 AG, 569 GY,359 VE, 229 CO) I interviewed either were not aware they need to be appointed in writing or had appointment letters on file, which were not adequately documented.”  This appears to be a ‘roll-up’ of information that you gathered, account by account.  Where is the ‘raw’ data you accumulated?  Also, what kinds of ‘errors’ did you observe that caused you to conclude the letters were not adequately documented?  I see no evidence of data gathering or analysis of raw data.  Where is this information in your working paper?  Where can I go to verify your numbers that 4 of 6 appointment letters were not adequately documented?  Brian, your working papers do not meet required standards.  The AAI 65-101 states, “Auditors must provide the office or team chief with a road map through the electronic working papers that clearly shows all steps taken in the audit process.”  As your working papers now appear, I cannot determine how you arrived at your conclusions.  You present no raw data, only interim summary data that is identical to that presented in your summary working paper.  The supporting working papers are just that, and the summary working paper is not a ‘cut and paste” from the support.  You appear to have omitted your raw data and data analysis steps.  Your summary working paper needs additional cross-references to supporting working papers that include the raw data and your analysis thereof.  

The same comments apply to the remaining elements of your support section.


c.  Standard 3Sd states, “Generally uses computerized techniques to develop workpapers and analyze audit data.  Seeks out and applies modern techniques that will enhance the audit process.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  Specifically, as mentioned in paragraphs 2a(1)(a) and 2a(1)(b), this project provided an excellent opportunity for you to analyze data using CAATTs, and the office chief even provided you with copies of audit reports that explicitly stated CAATTs was used during the audit.  However, you did not take advantage of this outstanding opportunity to use computer techniques. 


d.  Standard 3Se states, “Accomplishes assigned tasks meeting established milestones/budgeted hours 90 percent of the time unless, in the supervisor’s professional judgment, deviations are justified.”  You are not meeting this requirement.  As stated earlier (paragraph 2a(1)), this project was assigned to you because of the functional area simplicity and availability of prior audit research and reports.  As such, an auditor at your grade level should have proceeded quickly and effortlessly, taking full advantage of the many resources and prior audit information available.  However you did not do this during the planning phase and, as such, are now behind schedule in application.  Furthermore, you have had to re-accomplish some aspects of the application phase after requiring additional supervision.  This has further delayed your progress and caused you to not meet established milestones.

4.  Element 4E – Products is, “Normally, prepares outlines, drafts, final reports of audit results, AFAA Form 118 responses, and other written products in conformance with applicable professional standards.”  Because you have been in the audit planning and applications phases since February 2002, I have not had a recent opportunity to evaluate your performance for this element.  However, you will enter this phase during the next 60 days, and I will include this element during my evaluation of your performance.

5.  For the next 60 days, I will personally mentor you in conducting the remainder of of this audit.   I will carefully review your performance, provide you with feedback, and make ourselves available to respond to any questions you may have.  To the best of my knowledge, you have received the training necessary to perform your duties in an acceptable manner.  However, if you believe additional training is needed to improve your performance, please let me know and I will try to assist you in obtaining training.  I sincerely hope that, at the end of the 60-day period, you will have corrected the deficiencies cited above and that your performance will again be acceptable.  However, you are warned that, unless significant improvement occurs, it may be necessary to rate you as “Unacceptable” and initiate performance-based action.  Specifically, if you are rated “Unacceptable” at the end of this 60-day period, I will issue a performance improvement plan and establish a period of time during which you will have the opportunity to demonstrate acceptable performance.  If your performance continues to be unacceptable at the end of the period of time provided in your performance improvement plan, I will have no alternative but to initiate a proposal to demote you or remove you from your position and the Federal service. 

6.  I am not specifically aware of any medical condition that may be affecting your ability to perform your duties.  If you have a medical condition that affects one or more major life activities, you may request reasonable accommodation.  If you wish to request reasonable accommodation, you must provide the information requested in Attachments 2 and 3.  Attachment 2 is an employee’s statement of disability.  You may complete this statement, specifying those actions you feel could assist you in performing the duties of your position.  Your physician must complete Attachment 3.  A diagnosis, a prognosis, and a recommendation for accommodation must be provided.  When you have submitted the necessary medical documentation, I will carefully consider any accommodation recommended by your physician to determine if it can be implemented without undue hardship to the agency. 

7.  If you have any questions or concerns regarding either the contents or intent of this letter, feel free to discuss those concerns with me.  I will continue to review your working papers frequently and provide feedback.  While I am willing to provide any help I can, please understand you have the ultimate responsibility to improve your job performance.  My hope is this letter will provide clarification to you on your performance deficiencies and serve as a motivating factor to correct those deficiencies.













FRED MANAGER 

Attachments:

1.  GS-0511-11 Performance Plan

