
 

 

 

 

 

Final 
Advisory 

Memorandum 

Department of Correction 
and Rehabilitation 
Personnel Complaints 
and Allegations 

 

 Report # OIG-18-002 

 
August 11, 2017  

 

 

 

  

Montgomery County Maryland  

Office of the Inspector General 



 

 

This Page Intentionally Blank 

 



 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

F I N A L  C O N F I D E N T I A L  A D V I S O R Y  M E M O R A N D U M  

 

 

August 11, 2017 

TO: Timothy L. Firestine 

Chief Administrative Officer 

Robert Green 

Director, Department of Correction and Rehabilitation (DOCR) 

  

FROM: Edward L. Blansitt III   

Inspector General 

  

SUBJECT: DOCR Personnel Complaints and Allegations  

 

 

 

Introduction and Background 

 

During 2015, 2016, and 2017, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received numerous 

complaints concerning alleged improprieties by Department of Correction and Rehabilitation 

(DOCR) management with respect to the administration of personnel. The complaints included 

allegations of insensitive top management conduct; improper conduct with respect to a 

promotional examination; disparate treatment in personnel administration; insertion of false 

information in personnel and sick leave records; and improper supervisory direction to not file an 

incident report. 

 

 

Consultant’s Review 

 

During our review of the complaints, the Montgomery County Office of Human Resources 

(OHR) and DOCR conducted a parallel inquiry with respect to allegations concerning the 

promotional examination.  Subsequently, OHR engaged the services of a consultant. The 

consultant, utilizing an “Appreciative Inquiry” process, was to assess the “work environment” 

within the Montgomery County Correctional Facility (MCCF) with an eye toward developing “a 

strategy to ensure a successful organizational change management process.”   Specifically, the 

consultant was to (1) conduct a thorough assessment of the MCCF work environment and its 
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more than 300 employees and (2) lead an effort to explore and implement an organizational 

change management process at DOCR. 

 

We suspended our review in July 2016, while the consultant conducted field work. Meanwhile, 

we continued to receive and consider employee complaints. We received complaints from 

personnel in both components of the Detention Services Division of DOCR: MCCF and the 

Montgomery County Detention Center (MCDC). 

 

On March 6, 2017, the consultant briefed the OIG, DOCR management, and OHR on the status 

of her project.  The findings were consistent with staff perceptions of:  

 

• favoritism by DOCR management;  

• lack of fair and consistent application of personnel rules and regulations; and  

• disparate treatment with respect to the imposition of discipline.  

 

To address the perceived problems/deficiencies and to implement corrective action, the 

consultant proposed establishing action groups to develop specific action steps to address the 

issues presented by staff.  The consultant’s action plan also proposed a staff retreat to elicit input 

from stakeholders.   

 

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology  

 

Initially, we intended to conduct a policies and procedures review of DOCR’s administration of 

personnel. The objective of the review, among other things, was to assess the adequacy of those 

policies and procedures and whether they were applied consistently and fairly.  Based on the 

complaints brought to our attention, the purpose of our review was adjusted to (1) investigate 

employee grievances of inequitable or improper treatment; (2) determine whether those 

grievances could be confirmed; (3) analyze the complaints to determine patterns in consistency 

of application of the policies and procedures; and (4) ultimately notify DOCR upper 

management of these employee concerns1.   

 

The consultant is assessing the work environment at DOCR broadly from an organizational 

behavioral and cultural perspective; our inquiry focused on specific instances of misbehavior by 

individuals that might not be addressed by management under a broad approach. 

 

Our review primarily entailed interviewing, in addition to the complainants, DOCR staff and 

other County employees, in an effort to verify the individual complaints. We also acquired and 

reviewed relevant and pertinent documentation, statistical data, rules, and regulations.  We 

                                                 
1 In pursuing these objectives, we considered the existence or non-existence of internal controls 

within DOCR with respect to the administration of personnel, as well as the effectiveness of 

such.  
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interviewed more than twenty employees, including individuals both at the supervisory and non-

supervisory levels.  The DOCR employees interviewed are assigned to or have duty stations 

within various DOCR divisions and/or units.  

 

Over time, we admittedly have become an independent “sounding board” for employee 

complaints and suspicions. 

 

We considered relevant/applicable County personnel regulations (OHR and DOCR), DOCR 

disciplinary statistics, and administrative decisions related to DOCR disciplinary and/or hiring 

actions heard by the Merit System Protection Board.  

 

 

Specific Personnel Complaints That We Considered 

 

We aggregated various complaints into common themes, as follow.  We found it difficult to 

objectively verify several of the complaints. However, we received similar complaints from 

multiple individual members of the DOCR staff. 

 

 

 Insensitive Top Management Conduct 

 

Allegations:  We received allegations of a Caucasian top manager during a meeting directing an 

African American staffer, in the presence of other staffers, to get him/her a bottle of water; a top 

manager interrupting  a meeting in progress in which he/she was not participating, putting a foot 

on the desk around which the meeting was being held, using the telephone, and then exiting 

without apologizing in any way for this conduct; and a Caucasian top manager addressing an 

African American staffer as “good boy”  in the presence of others during a retirement event.  

 

Resolution: We obtained statements that corroborate instances of top management interacting 

with or addressing staff in an insensitive or degrading manner by rudely interrupting meetings, 

and evidence of a manager referring to a staffer in an offensive manner.   

 

 

Improper Conduct in a Promotional Examination  

 

Allegations: We received complaints alleging impropriety in the administration of a DOCR 

promotional examination in November 2015 by, among other things, an applicant receiving 

information in advance of the examination and the inappropriate influencing of the examination 

raters/scorers by others.  It appears that those taking the promotional examination were neither 

adequately informed how their scores would be calculated, nor were they told how they ranked 

in scores.  
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Partial Resolution: OHR and DOCR jointly investigated the matter and issued a report, finding 

insufficient evidence to substantiate the complaints. However, we did verify that OHR and 

DOCR management failed to adequately inform applicants of the standards by which the 

applicants would be evaluated, and their scored ranking with respect to the examination results. 

 

Disparate Treatment in Personnel Administration 

 

Allegations: We received complaints alleging disparate treatment in the administration of 

personnel at DOCR.  The disparate treatment matters related to or involved duty assignments and 

the imposition of discipline.   

 

Specifically, as to duty assignments, it was alleged that the assignments in high risk/maximum 

security units of the correctional facility are made based on race and gender, resulting in only 

African American females being assigned to those units where female inmates are housed.  

 

As to discipline, it was alleged that favored employees tend to receive less severe or no 

discipline for similar or more egregious acts.   

 

Lack of Resolution: We were unable to objectively verify these complaints.  

 

  

Information Improperly Included in Personnel and Sick Leave Records 

 

Allegations: We received complaints alleging “unethical operating procedures” at DOCR, 

including the placement of false information in an employee personnel file, as well as that 

DOCR sick leave policy is neither clearly communicated nor equitably enforced.  It was alleged 

that false, erroneous, or improper information was placed or maintained in an employee’s 

personnel file and/or then taken into consideration with respect to promotion or selection for 

special assignment.  Specifically, in one of these instances, it was alleged that non-disciplinary 

information consisting of a sick leave restriction and a non-work-related court matter were 

placed in an employee’s file and then used as a basis for denying the employee a promotion.  

 

The complaints concerning imposition of sick leave restrictions involved situations where 

individuals had been approved and granted sick or family leave and then were subsequently 

(months or days later) informed that they were being placed on sick leave restriction because 

they were deemed to have abused leave. 

 

Partial Resolution: We were unable to independently substantiate and/or corroborate the 

improper placement of information in any employee’s file. 

 

As to leave recordkeeping, we understand that DOCR management is implementing an 

automated timekeeping /scheduling system to enhance transparency and establish real time 
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recordkeeping with respect to time and attendance; and to address concerns/problems in this 

regard.  

 

 

Improper Supervisory Direction to Not File an Incident Report 

 

Allegation: We received information concerning an allegedly unreported incident involving the 

use of force against an inmate at the MCCF.  

 

Several complainants separately contacted us alleging that three correctional officers entered an 

inmate’s cell following some improper behavior on the part of the inmate.   

 

Related protocols and/or procedures as understood by the OIG through its inquiry into this 

incident require, at a minimum, that an incident report be filed whenever officers use force with 

respect to their oversight of inmates.   

 

Resolution:  We referred this matter to the County’s Chief Administrative Officer and the          

Director of DOCR. The Director of DOCR assigned the matter to DOCR’s Internal Affairs 

Investigator.  DOCR confirmed (1) an inappropriate use of force by a correctional officer, and 

(2) a failure to report by the Sergeant in charge of the incident “as well as some of the other 

parties involved”, when a report should have been filed. 

 

 

Decisions of the Merit System Protection Board 

 

As part of its inquiry, the OIG reviewed cases of DOCR disciplinary actions heard by the  

Merit System Protection Board (Board) for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2013, 2014, 2015 and  

2016, the most recent years for which Board cases were reported.  We found four cases in  

which the Board reviewed the merits of DOCR disciplinary actions in rendering its  

decisions out of a total of ten DOCR related matters reviewed by the Board. The other six  

matters involved procedural or hiring decisions unrelated to any sort of discipline.  Our 

objective in conducting the review was to identify and acquire a sense of the merit or  

propriety of DOCR disciplinary actions from the perspective of an independent  

adjudicator such as the Board.  

 

In two of the matters, the Board found an insufficient basis for fully upholding the imposed 

discipline.  In the other two matters, the Board found that disparate discipline had been imposed  

by DOCR in one of the matters and an employee had been misled by DOCR concerning rights of 

appeal in the other. While we were not able to conclude or find that DOCR’s actions in these 

matters were intentional, we do see how the instant Board decisions can, at a minimum, foster a 

perception of inequitable administration of personnel by DOCR management in the eyes of 

DOCR staff, warranting corrective action going forward. 
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Comparative Analysis 

 

Statistical information acquired by OIG from DOCR appears to indicate that 17% of DOCR 

employees were cited for various disciplinary actions over a two-year period. We were not able 

to determine if this level of disciplinary actions is excessive or typical of similar institutions. 

Accordingly, we were unable to draw conclusions based on the data provided. 

 

Conclusion/Recommendations 

 

As demonstrated herein, we have received in recent years an unexpected number of complaints 

and allegations of DOCR management wrongdoing. These allegations support employee beliefs 

of favoritism and discrimination by management in the administration of personnel. These 

beliefs, whether accurate or not, again from our perspective based primarily on inquiries, appear 

to have clearly taken a toll on staff morale within DOCR.  This toll cannot help but negatively 

affect the overall effectiveness, efficiency, and productivity of DOCR.  

 

We conclude that the consultant’s review is a constructive initial step.    

 

We recommend that the action teams formed in the consultant’s review focus on a few matters:   

development of a mechanism to ensure equity, consistency, and uniformity in imposing 

discipline; development of a viable communication system to inform and keep managers and 

staff abreast of personnel rules and regulations, particularly those concerning promotions; and 

development and implementation of reasonable performance metrics to assess progress.  

 

With respect to the holding or conducting of a retreat to, among other things, allow for input 

from stakeholders in a group setting, we believe that it might be more beneficial to hold such a 

gathering after the formulation and development of specific plans and policies by the action 

teams.  

 

In conclusion, any success in addressing the cited problems and the instituting of specific 

corrective action is contingent upon the development and implementation of policies and 

programs directed at the specific problem areas; and on, as the consultant termed, “ownership” of 

the needed changes by all stakeholders. Ultimately, all changes should provide for the 

establishment and maintenance of a fair and equitable personnel system that is evenly applied.  

 

 

 



Appendix A: Chief Administrative Officer’s Response  

 

The response of the Chief Administrative Officer, including attachments, follows in its entirety. 
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If you are aware of fraud or misconduct 

in County government activities, 
contact the County Inspector General 

 

 

_    Confidential OIG Hotline:   240 777 7644 
   ig@montgomerycountymd.gov 

 
 
 
 

Edward L. Blansitt III 
Inspector General 

 
51 Monroe Street, Suite 802 

Rockville, Maryland  20850 

240 777 8240 

montgomerycountymd.gov/oig 


