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il. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Navajo Nation Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW, the Department) was established in 1972
within the Division of Natural Resources (DNR). Legislative oversight of the Department is provided
by the Resource and Development Committee (RDC) of the Navajo Nation Council. The purpose of
the Department, as defined by Title 23, is to conserve, protect, enhance, and restore Navajo Nation
fish, wildlife, and plants through aggressive management programs for the spiritual, cultural, and
material benefit of present and future generations. The Department is responsible for developing and
recommending policies, rules, regulations, and management plans relating to fish, wildiife, and native
plant resources on the Navajo Nation. This is achieved through the approval of biological resource
land use policies and procedures to ensure compliance with federal and Navajo laws that protect
wildlife resources.

The Department has seven sections:

- Administration: Provides guidance and support to the other sections within the Department

- Animal Control Program: Enforces animal control laws intended to protect the health, safety,
and property of people and animals

» Wildlife Management/Research Section: Responsible for the gathering and analyzing technical
data related to fisheries and wildlife biology

= Natural Heritage Program: Collects, manages, and disseminates biological data

s Wildlife Law Enforcement: Enforces tribal and federal laws and regulations pertaining to fish
and wildlife resources

- Navajo Nation Zoological and Botanical Park: Provides quality exhibition of native plant and
animal species

s Colorado Ranches Enterprise: Manages, conserves, and protects wildlife, agricultural products,
plant resources, and their habitats on lands owned in Colorado

The Department is funded through Navajo Nation General Funds and federal funds, in addition to
revenues earmed from permit sales, animal licensing and other fees, and fines for violations of Navajo
Nation and federal laws.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

Performance Audit Definition

Performance audits conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards
(GAGAS) assess whether a government agency is achieving optimal economy, efficiency, and
effectiveness in its utilization of available resources. Performance audits provide conclusions based
on an evaluation of an organization’s current state using sufficient, appropriate evidence and a
comparison of the current state against commonly understood criteria and industry best practices.
Performance audits provide objective analysis to assist management and those charged with
governance and oversight to improve performance and operations, reduce costs, facilitate decision-
making, and support public accountability.
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- Travel: We were unable to identify a population of travel requests to sample; therefore,
we had to utilize travel expenses identified in our p-card testing sample above for testing.
For each travel expense identified, we requested the related Travel Authorization to
determine if documentation was on file to support that the travel was for official business
purposes and that the overall travel approval and documentation process complied with
Navajo Nation Travel Policies and Procedures. We attempted to test travel requests
related to all travel expenses identified in our p-card sample above; however, we were
only able to test five travel requests due to the sampling methodology and overall delay in
audit testing.

- Property Management: We received the Department's Fixed Asset Listing and randomly
selected 29 items (out of 290) to for testing. For each item, we requested to physically
see or receive photographs of the asset to assess for existence. Additionally, while on-
site, we selected a small sample of assets on-hand to trace them back to the fixed asset
listing to assess for completeness.

- Employee Property: To determine if employee property is properly managed, we
requested a listing of employees that worked at the Department during the audit period.
Using this listing, we randomly selected 21 employees (out of 61) to test whether the
property listing in their employee file was complete and up-to-date. We requested
photographic evidence of employee property and compared this to the property listing on
file to determine if it was complete and accurate. Additionally, for employees who left the
program, we requested documentation supporting that checked out property was
returned to the Department.

~  Hiring: We received a listing of current Department employees and their corresponding
start date. We used this listing to select a sample of 16 employees (out of 31) that were
hired during the audit period. For each employee selected, we assessed the
documentation related to each step of the new hire selection process, such as employee
application, qualification assessment, interview, and the initial personnel action form, to
determine consistency across sections and compliance with selected Navajo Nation
Personnel policies. Due to inaccuracies in employee start dates on our original sample
file, we could only complete testing for 10 employees.

- Employee Training: Using the list of employees who worked at the Department over the
course of the audit period, we randomly selected 21 employees (out of 61) to review
training related records. We searched through employee files to locate and record
trainings that the employee attended during the audit period and assessed the number of
soft and technical trainings attended to support job performance.

- Employee Certifications: We received a Department-prepared listing of employees with
certification requirements and randomly selected a sample of 16 of these employees (out
of 29). For each employee, we identified certification requirements through the review of
employee job descriptions and then assessed whether the Department had proof of
current certification on file.

- Performance Appraisals: We received a listing of Department employees and their start
dates. We identified all employees that began employment prior to our audit period. From
this listing, we randomly selected 15 employees (out of 25) and assessed performance
appraisal documentation to determine if required appraisals were performed within 30
days of their anniversary for fiscal year (FY) 2018 and FY2019.

Best practice research: Based on the opportunities for improvement identified, we
conducted research to ascertain best practices related to audit findings found in other
government organizations and supported by industry guidance.
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Overall, the Department leverages data to its advantage. The amount of data available through
Departmental reports is vast and demonstrates activities completed by staff.

However, this analysis identified opportunities for improvement in establishing KPls. Without an
overarching strategic plan to tie KPIs to, some functional areas within the Plan of Operation did not
have a clear relationship to an annual KPI. This presents challenges in ensuring the Department is
effectively carrying out all of its defined roles and responsibilities. For example, one of the functions of
the Natural Heritage Program is to identify and prioritize conservation areas in need of special
management to recover rare and/or endangered species and biotic communities. Based on a review
of several Department documents and discussions with staff, it is clear that this activity is occurring
on an ongoing basis. However, these activities are largely not reflected in the Department's KPls for
FY2018 or FY2019, which only includes one related KPI in 2019: “Number of hours for invasive
species mapping project.” The Department's full scope of conservation identification and
communication should be reflected in its KPIs and should measure impactful information, such as
number of species monitored or animal populations rather than hours spent by staff to complete
tasks.

Additionally, Colorado Ranches Enterprise was purchased in 2017, and therefore its purpose is not
included in the 2016 Plan of Operation for the Department. Although Colorado Ranches Enterprise is
still largely establishing its operations, it would benefit from setting more strategic KPIs. Current KPIs
are not specific and would therefore be difficult to measure. Some examples of KPIs that fall into this
category include:

s Produce hay
o Herd health management and productivity
o Hours of hunting program monitoring and preparation of cooperative agreement

Current KPlIs could be strengthened since they do not provide a complete picture of the Department’s
overall performance. Several KPIs included in this analysis also reported the number of staff ours to
complete a task, which does not communicate the outcome or purpose of the activity.

Effect

Some of the Department’s core functions are not reflected in the Department'’s existing performance
management framework. As a result, the Department may struggle to demonstrate transparency in
carrying out the full scope of its roles and responsibilities through currently available performance
reports. The Department relies largely on activity-based KPIs that do not adequately communicate its
impact to oversight bodies or the community.

Cause

The Operation Plan is outdated and therefore does not include all of the Department’s current
sections. Performance indicators are not established in alignment with a comprehensive strategic
plan that encompasses all of the Department’s responsibilities and establishes outcome-based
performance measures. As a result, the Department has emphasized KPIs that can be easily
measured rather than outcomes the result from its work.
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The Department does not receive regular updates from the District Courts on the results of its
citations; therefore, we were not able to evaluate whether citations were being enforced. In response
to an audit request, the Department requested the results of citations issued between October 1,
2017 and September 30, 2019 from the District Courts. However, the District Courts did not respond
to this request prior to completion of the audit.

In order to evaluate the monetary value of fines issued, we requested the citation-specific dollar
amounts from the Department's enterprise fund, since Title 23 specifies that fines collected from
citations are separately coded and deposited into that account. However, the Department reports that
the District Courts do not remit fine collections to revolving fund. If violators are held accountable to
paying fines, the Court collects the funds but does not send the funds to the Department as stipulated
in Title 23.

Effect

Low staffing levels decrease overall enforcement presence in communities and limits enforcement
checks, which hinders overall enforcement efforts.

Without regular reports from the District Courts to follow up on cases filed, the Department does not
have complete information to monitor the efficacy of its enforcement activities. Staff who issue
citations may begin to feel apathetic about completing the appropriate paperwork without a complete
understanding of what the end result of their efforts may be. Ultimately, enforcement of hunting,
fishing, and animal control laws is compromised without the support of the District Courts. This
negatively impacts the ability of the Nation to protect its communities, native wildlife, and habitats.

Cause

Both the Animal Control Program and Wildlife Law Enforcement are partially funded through general
fund dollars; therefore, they must compete with other programs and departments for resources.

The Department reports that the District Courts are not responsive to requests. Additionally, following
the publication of the White Paper detailing that approximately 75% of the Department’s cases were
dismissed, the Department suspects that the Courts are less willing to share information with
enforcement sections to protect their reputation in communities.

Recommendation

Evaluate staffing levels for the Animal Control Program and Wildlife Law Enforcement to enhance
overall enforcement presence and efforts. Aithough there is no industry standard guidance related to
staffing of either program, the Department should reassess its staffing needs. When completing this
assessment, the Department should consider the following:

o Enforcement responsibilities and purview
o Population density and diversity
o Coverage area
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In order to evaluate the efficacy of budget utilization at the Department, we reviewed their budget-to-
actual reports for each account that was operational in FY2018 and FY2019. Overall, the Department
is moderately effective in leveraging available funding to pursue its operational activities. Some
programs struggle to expend available funds, primarily due to personnel shortages. This was a
particular issue for the Animal Control Program, Wildlife Grant Upper Colorado, Fish and Wildlife
Management Program, and Natural Heritage Program. Vacancies contribute to overall lower costs
both through salary and benefits, but also for other operational expenditures that are not able to occur
due to staffing shortages. For example, staff vacancies reduce availability to attend trainings and
complete tasks that would require consumption of materials.

Conversely, the Department expended nearly double its budgeted amount for the Fish and Wildlife
enterprise fund in FY2018 and FY2019. This suggests that another barrier to fully expending grant
funds may be limitations on how funds can be used and the process to encumber funds, since
enterprise funds have fewer restrictions and reporting requirements than grant funds. The detailed
results of this analysis, reported by Navajo Nation fiscal years (October 1 through September 30), are
presented in the following table.
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Condition

The Department is funded through a combination of Navajo General Funds and grant funds. The
Navajo Nation divides grant reporting duties between grantees and the Office of the Controller
(OOC): grantees complete performance reporting and the OOC completes FFRs.

Three grants were randomly selected for review on-site from several binders that contained all grant
agreements. Each of the grants selected for testing had unique reporting requirements. For example,
two of the grants required annual FFRs while one grant required biannual FFRs. Similarly, the
frequency of performance reporting requirements also differed between grants—from quarterly to
annual requirements.

The grant with biannual financial reporting requires FFRs to be submitted within 30 days of the
reporting period; we found these reports to be in compliance with requirements during the audit
period. However, our analysis identified delays in the financial reporting for the two grants with annual
FFR requirements. Annual FFRs are due 90 days after the reporting period; both of the annual FFRs
requested for testing were submitted within 90 days and therefore were compliant with federal
requirements.

Our analysis of the three grants selected for testing revealed that performance reporting included
information related to the achievement of KPIs in addition to detailed accounts of activities. In the
event that a KPl was not able to be met during the performance reporting timeframe, reports provided
explanations including a plan for remediation as applicable. The grant with annual performance
reporting requirements submitted reports on time. However, the two grants with quarterly
performance reporting did not record the submission dates. Given the level of detail and quarterly
analysis in the reports, the Department likely took the time to also submit the reports on time.
However, it did not record these submission dates or include the report production date on the
performance report itself. Therefore, we were unable to determine whether these performance reports
were submitted timely.

Effect

Without recording performance reporting submission dates to funding agencies, the Department is
unable to demonstrate compliance with the grant funding agreement, which may result in penalties up
to revocation of funds.

Cause

One of the grants included in our sample related to the Natural Heritage Program, which recently had
a new Program Manager assigned; therefore, the documentation requirements may not reflect new
expectations to record performance report submission dates.

Recommendation

For all performance reporting done by the Department, ensure that documentation is consistently
made on the date submitted. The Department should establish a consistent process to recording
when reports were submitted to funding agencies by recording the production and submission dates
on the report itself or tracking submission dates within the grant binder. This helps to support
compliance.

Navajo Nation Department of Fish and Wildlife Performance Audit Report | 29






o Seventeen of 21 p-card users tested had a corresponding Purchase Card Application on file, but
four did not.

o Seven of 21 p-card users tested had a corresponding Cardholder Agreement Form on file, but 14
did not.

In addition, we selected two random months during the audit period were also selected: January 2018
and July 2019. For each month, we obtained the p-card packet to test for compliance with selected
Navajo Nation Purchase Card Policies and Procurement Rules and Regulations including determining
if receipts were attached for each transaction, receipts tied to the p-card statement, and that
transactions were allowable according to Purchase Card Policies. Due to several issues encountered
during this audit, we were unable to complete the planned detailed monthly statement testing for all
21 users. We were able to complete the testing for 12 users, for the months selected, and found the
following:

o Several transactions that were less than $5,000 but that did not comply with Procurement Rules
and Regulations for these purchases.

o None of the Purchase Requisition forms reviewed during testing had attached quotation or bid
solicitation information, suggesting that the Department did not comply with the Nation's
Purchasing Rules and Regulations as it relates to priority status and competitive purchasing.

o Each Purchase Requisition form was signed on the same day as the purchase, which presents
challenges in ascertaining whether or not the form was complete in advance of the purchase.

o Analysis of the business purpose for the types of purchases being made, we found that the
Department largely fumished at least a portion of the Colorado Ranches Enterprise using a series
of individual p-card transactions. Between January 4, 2019 and January 13, 2019, one p-card
was used to purchase $4,275.36 in goods from Walmart and a furniture supplier for mattresses,
bed sheets, towels, and other related items. The Purchase Requisitions did not have attached
quotations or bid logs, nor did they have documented Business Regulatory Department sign-off to
purchase items from non-priority suppliers as is required in the Procurement Rules and
Regulations. These items are sufficiently significant that they should have been planned for and
followed the proper procedures.

o Several charges were related to employee recognition expenses (several thousand) and staff
lunches. Given the Department did not have diligent budget to actual reporting and monitoring
available for assessment, we were unable to determine if these types of expenses were
approved, and included within, the Department'’s budget.

Effect

The Department could not provide documentation to show compliance with the Purchase Card
Policies given the application and agreement forms could not be found for several users. Because
these forms serve as the basis for demonstrating the appropriate approvals, it is imperative that the
Department maintains signed copies of the forms.

The Department made purchases that may not have provided Navajo Preferred Vendor preference or
been made as cost-effectively as possible. Given missing information in the Purchase Requisitions,
additional steps in the Procurement Rules and Regulations, such as Property Management
Department approval and leveraging existing contracts cannot be verified. Given the same day
approval of Purchase Requests, the Department cannot substantiate that all purchases made were
approved prior to the actual purchase.
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The purchase of goods begins with the Department completing the Purchase Requisition form, which
must be approved by the Department Director. The Property Management Department must also sign
the Purchase Requisition to signify that it does not have supplies/goods to satisfy the procurement.
The Program submits the Purchase Requisition to the Division of Finance to verify allowable costs,
fund availability, and encumber funds. Once the Purchase Requisition is approved by the Division of
Finance, the Program can issue an invitation to bid. The Program and the Purchasing Services
Department evaluates the bids and wards the contract to a bidder. Approvals for the contract include
the OOC and OAG.

The purchase of services begins with the Program developing a Request for Proposal (RFP) or
Request for Statement of Qualification (RSQ) that includes clear descriptions and requirements. The
Program evaluates bids and notifies the winner; all awards are contingent upon the execution of a
written contract with the Program and awardee that complies with Navajo Nation laws. The
Department develops a written contract, which is submitted to the Division of Finance for verification
of allowable costs, funds availability, and fund encumbrance. According to the current policy, all
contracts must be approved by the Division Director, the OOC and the Office of the Attorney General.

Condition

The Department establishes contracts for a variety of goods and services to support its operations. In
order to identify contracts used by the Department. However, they do not maintain a comprehensive
listing of all contracts leveraged by its programs, since most contracting activities are decentralized
and managed by each individual program manager. In order to incorporate contracts into our testing,
we hand-selected a judgmental sample of five contracts housed in binders maintained by the
Department’'s Administrative Services Officer. We attempted to identify contracts that were identified
as high-risk during interviews.

Each of the five contracts included in our sample were for services, two of which exceeded $50,000
and three of which qualified as small purchases. Of the two contracts that exceeded $50,000 and
qualified as normal service procurements, one was a sole source and the other was advertised in
accordance with Procurement Rules and Regulations. The sole source contract was for a long-term
study of bighorn sheep, which should be conducted by the same agency year over year to ensure
data reliability; therefore, the sole source justification was appropriate. The other contract received
one bid in response to the RFP advertisement. Both contracts received the appropriate approvals
from the Business Regulatory Office, Division of Finance, and the Office of the Attorney General.
Receiving records were also complete.

The remaining three contracts each qualified as small purchases; therefore, an RFP/RSQ was not
issued. All contracts received the appropriate approvals from the Business Regulatory Office, Division
of Finance, OAG, and Office of the President and Vice President as required by policy. Receiving
records were complete, indicating compliance with Procurement Rules and Regulations. Although the
documents received did not indicate noncompliance, during our review, some documents were
identified as missing, but were later located and provided by the Department.
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arrangements. According to this policy, proposed travel should be submitted on a travel authorization
form, approved, and submitted 12 hours prior to departure. Travel expense reports are then
submitted within 10 days after the conclusion of each trip, which should also be accompanied by a
trip report. All receipts associated with travel must be itemized.

Condition

The Department conducts work across the Nation, including attending meetings, conducting surveys,
testing biological matter in remote locations, responding to calls and complaints, and other numerous
activities. As a result, the Department experiences elevated levels of travel in relation to other Navajo
Nation departments.

According to available budget documents, the Department budgets over half a million dollars each
year for travel purposes. The Department spent $494,895.61 and $562.240.33 on travel in FY2018
and FY2019, respectively. These expenditures include fleet amounts associated with assigned
vehicles, which constitute a large portion of travel funds.

In order to evaluate compliance with the Nation’s Travel Policies and Procedures, we attempted to
identify travel using compiled GL detail reports and isolate the transactions related to travel. However,
this did not provide an accurate translation of travel dates and amounts when matched with available
employee files. As a result, we shifted our approach to travel testing to leverage p-cards in order to
identify travel that occurred at the Department. The transition, in addition to paper records, resulted in
on-site issues that prevented the audit team from fully completing testing. Of the 10 employees that
we reviewed for travel testing, five had travel expense reports for July 2019. Three of the five (60%)
did not have travel justification memos and one of the five (20%) received approval for travel after
travel had occurred. Throughout our review, we also noted that employees did not always submit
itemized receipts for travel expenditures.

Effect

Travel was not always approved prior to the event and did not always have complete supporting
documentation, such as travel justification memos and itemized receipts. Travel justification memos
describe the purpose behind the travel, and itemized receipts ensure that only allowable purchases
are made and reimbursed. Lack of documentation results in noncompliance with the Nation’s Travel
Policies and Procedures.

Cause

The Department conducts a significant amount of travel due to the nature of its work. The Department
Director may not always be available to approve travel due to her own travel schedule. Department
staff report that travel often occurs on short notice, which does not allow sufficient time to complete
justification memos and secure approval 12 hours in advance. The Department maintains files
manually and does not have an adequate document management process in place, which further
complicates the issue.
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o According to the Department, the list was outdated and included several items that were likely
disposed of.

These limitations apply to our testing and results. Overall, the Department located 18 (62%) of the
items on the list, three line items (10%) were partially located, and eight items (28%) were not able to
be located. The line items that could not be located included cyber battery backups, handheld radios,
calculators, and printers. The Department reported that these items were old and most were likely
disposed of.

In addition to tracing items from the fixed asset listing, we also selected a handful of items during a
tour of the warehouse and traced them back to the fixed asset listing to assess its completeness and
accuracy. None of the five items that we identified could be traced back to the fixed asset listing,
including a DFW boat, seven truck winches, and boxes of bullets. We also identified a buzz saw while
in the warehouse, staff report that this item was the personal property of a Department employee.

The results of testing demonstrate that the Department'’s fixed asset listing is unreliable and overall
property management controls need improvement.

Effect

Without reliable information, the Department cannot know the full extent of the quantity, location,
condition and value of assets it owners, safeguard assets from physical deterioration, thett, loss, or
mismanagement, prevent unnecessary storage and maintenance costs or purchases of assets
already owned, or determine the full cost of programs that use these assets. Without effective
property management controls in place, the Department has an elevated risk of theft and misuse of
resources. Inventory shortages undermine service delivery while excess inventory results in higher
costs.

Cause

The Department reports challenges in working with the Property Management Department to get
assets tagged. Several program managers at the Department reported requesting Property
Management to tag items on multiple occasions to no avail. The Department does not maintain an
independent inventory to track items locations, condition, and asset numbers.

Recommendation

To support proper property management, the Department must maintain detailed records of produced
or acquired property. Detailed asset records are necessary to provide for the physical accountability
of property and the efficiency and effectiveness of operations. As such, the Department should
consider implementing an inventory management system or reliable process to monitor its inventory
independently from the Property Management Department. The Property Management Department
should still tag and retain records on the items purchased and possessed by the Department;
however, it can reconcile its records to with the Department's records to identify items that require

tagging.
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Seven employees in our sample were no longer with the Department; five of which lacked
documentation demonstrating that property was retumed to the Department. Two employees had
memos detailing the property that was returned to the Department, which was signed and accepted
by the employee’s manager. The Department reports that this is a new practice that was recently
established to improve its property management practices.

Nine of the employees in our sample did not have a property listing in their employee file; five of these
employees actually did not have property checked out to them. Because computer equipment and
assigned vehicles are tracked separately in conjunction with other Navajo Nation departments, we
assessed individuals with only these two pieces of property as not having property checked out to
them. However, four employees that did not have property listings in their employee file did have
property checked out to them. Several of these employees had toolboxes attached to their assigned
vehicles, which included a number of tools. Another employee had field gear, such as binoculars,
daypacks, a compass, and a GPS. Finally, another employee had specialized office equipment that
was not noted in their employee file.

Four of the employees in our sample had property listings in their employee file. However, none of
these employees submitted evidence of property currently held as requested. Therefore, we were
unable to determine the accuracy of their property listings. Most of these employees were within the
Animal Control Program, which appeared to conduct a thorough inventory in 2013 and 2015.

Effect

Property checked out to employees is at a higher risk of not being returned to the Department or
misused due to improper tracking and management. Management may order too many supplies or
lose track of who is using property.

Cause

Because the Department operates in small teams, managers tend to keep track of property mentally
rather than on paper. A consistent and enforced policy has not been implemented within the
Department to ensure property checked out to employees is adequately tracked. The information is
spread across multiple areas and in many cases, no physical document exists. The Department does
not have an assigned employee that is in charge of managing this process; therefore, accountability
for actually tracking property is not clear.

Recommendation

The Department should complete an inventory of all Department-owned property checked out to
employees and revisit these annually during the employee’s performance evaluation to ensure the
listing is complete, up-to-date, and items do not need to be replaced. A comprehensive policy should
be developed and enforced around property management and accountability should be assigned for
managing the process of checking in and out property to employees using a centralized database or
listing. The Department should also institutionalize the practice of requiring employees who leave the
Department to provide a memo to document the return of all department property issued to them.
This memo should be signed by both the employee and the employee’s manager, who should receive
the equipment.
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During testing, we discovered that nine of the employees included in the sample were hired prior to
the audit period. This occurred because the Date of Entry for the Department often correlated to a
step increase or change of address, not necessarily the employee’s start date with the Department.
We recalculated the number of employees that were hired using the Date of Entry for the Nation
during the audit period and found that this equated to 16 employees. We completed testing for 10
total employees.

Employee File Documentation

Six out of 10 employee files did not include the job vacancy announcement for the open position;
therefore, we were not able to calculate the total time required to complete the recruitment process.
Additionally, one employee file was missing the employment application, while another employment
application was unsigned. According to DPM policy, unsigned applications should be considered
incomplete and excluded from subsequent recruitment activities until the application was complete.
However, this employee continued in the selection process and was uitimately hired by the
Department.

In order to evaluate the consistency of the hiring process across positions, we also assessed
qualification assessments and interview documentation. We found that the Department conducted six
of the 10 qualification assessments in our sample, which was a practice only in place during the
limited period pilot program. The Department complied with the related policy and the four
qualification assessments that were completed by DPM occurred after this date. In accordance with
Nation practices, the Department schedules interview for qualified applicants and conducts interviews
with a panel of existing employees. Interview dates, participants, and notes were located in five of the
10 employee files. One employee file had documentation indicating that an interview was deemed
unnecessary because the employee was already working with the Department as a temporary
employee. Therefore, four employee files were missing interview documentation that would
demonstrate consistency with the Department’s hiring practices.

Hiring Process Length

Although two applications were missing from the 10 employees tested in our sample, we calculated
the average, minimum, and maximum days required to hire an employee at the Department. Overall,
hiring practices appear to occur within reasonable timeframes; the average time to hire from
application receipt to employment offer date was 32.5 days. The quickest hire process was 14 days
and the longest was 84 days.

After employees verbally accept employment with the Department, they are required to sign a PAF
formally accepting employment. The PAF is signed by the Department Director and then routed to
DPM for approval. Although it is not specified in DPM policy, OAG representatives report that the
expectation is for DPM to approve employment prior to the employee starting work. However, eight of
PAFs were approved by DPM after the employee started work and one PAF was not signed by DPM
at all. The Department reports that DPM approval processes are untimely and can result in significant
delays that can result in an employee seeking other employment and overall inefficiencies in
completing critical work due to vacancies. Evidence from the PAFs included in this sample
corroborate that DPM approval takes an average of 20.2 days to complete after the Department
approved the applicant's employment. Based on the information gathered from testing, DPM approval
could take as few as nine days or as many as 33 days.
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Condition

In order to verify the level and type of training that employees receive to support job performance, we
randomly selected 21 employees who were employed by the Department during the audit period.
However, during testing we learned that two of the employees selected in our sample were
terminated prior to the audit period; therefore, our sample looked at training records for 19
employees. Although it is Department policy for employees to maintain training certificates in
employee files; five employees’ training files were not able to be located within the employee files.
Instead, the Department produced these employees’ training certificates after a review of missing
materials.

Of the 19 employees that were included in our sample, three employees did not receive any training
and five employees attended one training between October 2017 and September 2019. The average
number of trainings attended during these two year was 2.3, with a minimum of zero and a maximum
of seven. Of the trainings included in our sample, 38% were related to soft skills such as
communication, team-building, and communication skills; 45% were related to technical skills specific
to each employee’s position; and the remainder was related to Navajo Nation requirements, such as
the Defensive Driving training course. Of particular note are the highly technical trainings attended by
the Animal Control Officers within our sample; the Animal Control Program Manager also established
a listing of required trainings for all employees within the program.

The Department spent $19,574.10 and $18,133.44 on training in FY2018 and FY2019, respectively.
This demonstrates a very small portion on the Department's overall budget. Some programs, such as
the Natural Heritage Program, did not have any dollars reserved for trainings, potentially due to grant
funding restrictions, while other programs such as the Zoo and Colorado Ranches Enterprise spent
less than $500 each year on trainings.

Effect

Without sufficient training opportunities, the Department cannot take advantage of opportunities to
inspire operational efficiency and effectiveness. Staff may be unprepared to manage changing
conditions or experience a lack of growth opportunities in their field. Employee trainings is a critical
factor in retaining and growing high-performance employees, developing leadership succession, and
improving employee morale.

Cause

Despite these results, Department management reports that it does not harbor concerns that staff are
underqualified or unprepared to complete their assigned duties. Given the long tenure of most
managers, employees likely receive a significant amount of on-the-job training. Managers also
reported that training records in employee files do not provide a full representation of all trainings
attended. Some employees are likely not providing training records to their employee file.

Recommendation

Although management does not feel employees require additional training, employees may wish to
attend more training in order to grow and develop their skills. To better support employee growth and
job performance, the Department should incorporate annual learning plans as a component of the
employee appraisal process. These plans should be developed with input from each employee and
their manager and help employees:
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Cause

The DPM policy defines employee anniversary dates in a way that resuits in shifting dates. This can
contribute to confusion over the performance appraisal date. Within the sample, two performance
appraisals for the same employee were completed over a year late, suggesting that the supervisor
may have dismissed the employee’s performance appraisal due to forgetfulness or distraction with
other tasks.

Recommendation

Ensure all performance appraisals are completed in a timely manner to support employee
performance. Managers should establish calendar reminders and ticklers to remind themselves and
their employees of their anniversary date. The performance appraisal process should be initiated 45
days in advance to ensure timely completion.
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again in the final draft report that up to April 1, 2020, non-pcard holders were not required to submit
itemized receipts. This is not acknowledged in the final draft report. This issue overall was found
in several of their findings, inaccurately attributing deficiencies in our operations.

3. Many areas of the report contain subjective findings that presents opinions of the Moss Adams
Auditors. For example, Finding No. 7 states, “We did not identify any instance of non-compliance,
related to executed contracts, with Navajo Nation Procurement Rules and Regulations; however, the
Department is likely not be adhering to contract requirement for items purchased on pcard.”

Overall, the final draft report is not truly representative of the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The
final draft report does not recognize the exceptional operations of the Department and only seeks to find
deficiencies and issues with management and operations. The comments provided in the attached
mark-up provide a more detailed Department perspective on the final draft report and the comments are
too numerous to mention in 3 pages.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (928) 871-6450.

cc: Beverly Tom, OAG
DFWL File
DFWL Section Supervisors
DNR



