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PREFACE

This report was prepared by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) pursuant to the
Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, Section 209 of the Foreign Service Act of 1980,
the Arms Control and Disarmament Amendments Act of 1987, and the Department of State and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, FY 1996. It is one of a series of audit, inspection,
investigative, and special reports prepared by OIG periodically as part of its oversight
responsibility with respect 10 the Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors
to identify and prevent fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement.

This report 1s the result of an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the office, post,
or function under review. It is based on interviews with emplovees and officials of relevant
agencies and institutions. direct observation, and a review of applicable documents.

The recommendations therein have been developed on Lhe basis of the best knowledge
availabie to the OIG, and have been discussed in draft with those responsibie for

implementation. It is my hope that these recommendations will result in more effective,
cfficient, and/or econamical operations.

T express my appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report.

Han b}:sﬂ/}
Mark W. Duda
Assistant Inspector General for Audits

Address correspondence to: LU.S. Department of State, Office of [nspector General, Washington, D.C. 205220308
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In March 2008, media reports surfaced that the passport files maintained by the
Department of State (Department) of three U.S. Senators, who were also presiden-
tial candidates, had been impropetly accessed by Department employees and contract
staff. On March 21, 2008, following the first reported breach and at the direction
of the Acting Inspector General, the Office of Inspector General (OIG), Office of
Audits, initiated this limited review of Bureau of Consular Affairs (CA) controls over
access to passport records in the Department’s Passport Information Electronic Re-
cords System (PIERS). Specifically, this review focused on determining whether the
Department (1) adequately protects passport records and data contained in PIERS
from unauthorized access and (2) responds effectively when incidents of unauthor-
ized access occur.

As of April 2008, PIERS contained records on about 192 million passports for
about 127 million passport holders. These records include personally identifiable
information (PII), such as the applicant’s name, gender, social security number, date
and place of birth, and passport number. PIERS offers users the ability to query
information pertaining to passports and vital records, as well as to request original
copies of the associated documents. As a result, PIERS records are protected from
release by the Privacy Act of 1974.! Unauthorized access to PIERS records may
also constitute a violation of the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act (18 US.C. § 1030).

According to CA officials, there were about 20,500 users with active PIERS
accounts as of May 2008, and about 12,200 of these users were employees or con-
tractors of the Department. PIERS is also accessed by users at other federal depart-
ments and agencies to assist in conducting investigations, security assessments, and
analyses.

OIG found many control weaknesses—including a general lack of poli-
cies, procedures, guidance, and training—relating to the prevention and detection
of unauthorized access to passport and applicant information and the subsequent
response and disciplinary processes when a potential unauthorized access is substan-
tiated. In some cases, Department officials stated that the lack of resources contrib-

"With certain exceptions, the Privacy Act prohibits an agency’s release of information in an
individual’s records that includes, but is not limited to, information on an individual’s education;
financial transactions; medical, criminal, or employment history; and name or identifying number
(i.e., Social Security number).
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uted to the lack of controls and to the Department’s ability to assess vulnerabilities
and risk. OIG has made 22 recommendations to address the control weaknesses
found.

Prevention OIG found no automated or managerial mechanisms in place to pro-
vide any assurance that all PIERS users and certifying authorities could be identified
or have a current need for PIERS information based on the performance of their
official duties. Actual PIERS data was also used during training sessions, whereby a
student could access the passport records of anyone in the system. Specifically, OIG
found that the Department:

* could not readily identify the universe of all PIERS user accounts;

* was not providing adequate control or oversight of the more than 20,000
estimated PIERS user accounts it later identified to ensure that access was
authorized only as required for the performance of official duties;

* did not verify that all authorized users and the more than 300 certifying
authorites (who grant user access) were still in positions that merited such
access and authority;

* made use of actual PIERS data for training users rather than simulated data;
and

* did not implement adequate controls to prevent or detect an unauthorized
access, similar to those controls in place at the Internal Revenue Service and
the Social Security Administration that are used to protect large amounts
of electronic PII, such as having tiered user access permissions for granting
access at level needed (e.g., limited to full), blocking user access from certain
records, and conducting audits of access activity logs.

Detection OIG found that the Department was ineffective in detecting possible
incidents of unauthorized access because:

* the names of only a limited number of purported high-profile individuals
were targeted for e-mail alerts to CA management when the records of any
of these individuals were accessed. Individuals were considered to be “high-
profile” if they generated significant media coverage and/or public interest
or notoriety, such as entertainment and sports celebrities and politicians.

» although PIERS contains an audit trail that identifies users who access the re-
cords of any of the 127 million passport holders, this data was neither readily
available nor reviewed, and except for accesses to the records of a limited
number of individuals that would trigger an e-mail alert, there were no other

proactive programs or provisions in place to detect access to the records of
the larger universe of individuals.
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* there is no mechanism in place to capture why a passport record was ac-
cessed, and there is only one individual in CA who, through a series of
manual steps, tries to determine the purpose for a targeted access and wheth-
er the access appeared to be for a legitimate need based on the user’s account
profile before contacting the PIERS user and/or supervisor to obtain expla-
nations for the access.

* no analysis is conducted to identify trends or indicators for excessive or
suspicious user access activity, thereby rendering the magnitude of potential

unauthorized access as unknown.

Response OIG found that the Department was unable to respond effectively to
incidents of unauthorized access because of a2 number of procedural deficiencies.
Specifically:

» PIERS user account data was sometimes incomplete or inaccurate, making

follow-up difficult;

* auser’s reasons for accessing individual records could not be readily or inde-
pendently determined without ultimately contacting the user;

* no breach notification policies or procedures were in place for reporting inci-
dents; and

* no specific guidelines for disciplinary actions against users who made an
unauthorized access currently exist.

OIG did not verify instances of unauthorized access, but it did conduct a
judgmentally determined study at the initiation of this review to identify the frequen-
cy with which the records for 150 high-profile individuals were accessed in PIERS
between September 2002 and March 2008. Seven of the 150 selected individuals
were also included in the Department’s listing of a limited number of high-profile in-
dividuals. OIG’s results revealed several patterns that raised setious concerns about
the potential for undetected unauthorized access to passport records. For example,
the passport records of one high-profile individual were accessed a total of 356
times by 77 different users. Additionally, the passport records for another high-pro-
file individual were accessed 313 times by 54 different users. In these occurrences,

a user may have accessed the records of a high-profile individual on more than one
occasion or gone through the records of a high-profile individual screen-by-screen
on a single occasion. OIG counted each instance of a record access separately, even
if the records belonged to one high-profile individual. In both cases, the users who
accessed these records were located in different regions of the country. OIG also
found that some users had accessed the records of multiple high-profile individuals.
For example, one user accessed the files of 38 of the 150 individuals, while another
accessed 27. Users with indications of excessive and potential unauthorized accesses
to passport records were referred to OlG’s Office of Investigations for further re-
view.
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OIG became aware of other activities that raise concern about the safeguard-
ing of PII in passport systems, such as the following:

* the accuracy of the PIERS Privacy Impact Assessment regarding controls
for preventing unauthorized browsing of passport data and whether data is
shared with other agencies,

* the need to perform vulnerability and risk assessments and the lack of re-

sources to do so,

. the re-disclosure® of PII to third parties and the lack of proper consent to
do so,

* inconsistent agreements with other agencies to address adequate safeguarding
of controls, and

* ongoing activities to transfer PIERS passport data to the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) and the development of sufficient controls to
safeguard PII.

Following the publicized passport record breaches, the Department implemented
a number of corrective actions, including the items noted, and has other efforts
planned, as detailed in this report.

* March 24, 2008: The Working Group to Mitigate Vulnerabilities to Unau-
thorized Access to Passport Data (Working Group) was formed to “develop
a comprehensive management plan to mitigate any unauthorized access of
passport records/applicant personal data, and to develop well-defined report-
ing procedures should a breach occur.”

*  March 25, 2008: CA issued an electronic “Notice to All Personnel With Ac-
cess to Consular Records” as a reminder of the requirement for safeguarding
the privacy of passport applicants and passport holders.

* April 9,2008: The Working Group developed and issued interim guidance’
and process flowcharts that identify the various steps to be followed and de-
cisions to be made in response to a potential incident of unauthorized access
to passport records and applicant PII.

* May 1, 2008: The Bureau of Administration (A) issued the Department’s
“Personally Identifiable Information Breach Response Policy,” which con-
tains Department-wide procedures for incident reporting, response, and
notification.

*CA uses the term “re-disclosure” in its Memoranda of Understanding with other agencies to
refer to providing passport information to third parties.

*‘Interim Reporting Guidelines for Incidents of Unauthorized Access to Passport Records/Ap-
plicant Personally Identifiable Information,” April 9, 2008. These guidelines are a product of the
CA Working Group and are not included in the Department’s Breach Response Policy, which sets
forth a Department-wide approach to address breaches concerning PII that is collected, pro-
cessed, or maintained by the Department.
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Management Comments and OIG Response

OIG received comments to a draft of this report from Department officials with
the Bureaus of CA, A, Human Resources (HR), and Information Resource Man-
agement (IRM) and from the Foreign Service Institute (FSI). (See Appendices G
through K, respectively, for the written response from each organization.) All com-
ments received were considered, and where appropriate, OIG has revised the report
and recommendations to clarify the information presented.

Of the 22 recommendations made by OIG, the Department generally agreed
with 19, partially agreed with 1, and did not concur with 2. Based on the responses,
OIG considers 19 recommendations resolved and three recommendations unre-
solved. To ensure that adequate and timely progress is achieved, OIG will conduct
a follow-up compliance review of the Department’s implementation of the recom-
mendations in this report, as well as CA’s process for reviewing possible unauthor-
ized accesses by users as identified in OIG’s study (see Appendix A).
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BACKGROUND

Congress established the Department of State (Department) as the sole author-
ity to issue passports to U.S. citizens*, and the Bureau of Consular Affairs (CA)
is tasked with this responsibility. Through 18 passport agencies across the United
States, CA processes domestic passport applications; prints passport books; and pro-
vides information and services to U.S. citizens on how to obtain, replace, or change a
passport. CA also supports the issuance of passports through embassies and consul-
ates abroad. During FY 2007, the Department issued almost 18.4 million passports
domestically and participated or assisted in the issuance of about 365,000 passports

overseas.

A US. passport is the official U.S. government document that certifies the
holder’s identity and citizenship and permits travel abroad. Applications for pass-
ports require the submission of personally identfiable information (PII)°, such as
the applicant’s date and place of birth and social security number. In addition, other
documentation, such as the applicant’s birth or naturalization certificate, is required.
The Department is responsible for maintaining the integrity of U.S. passport opera-
tions and for safeguarding the PII obtained for each passport application. PII is
protected by the Privacy Act of 1974 and by other applicable regulations and guid-
ance, such as those found in Office of Management and Budget (OMB) memoranda,
Presidential Directives, and the Department’s Foreign Affairs Manual (FAM). Appli-
cable laws, directives, and guidance are summarized in Appendix F.

CA uses various systems for data entry, scanning, issuing, archiving, and querying
documentation for the passport operations. These systems include the Travel Docu-
ment Issuance System (TDIS), the Passport Records Imaging System Management
(PRISM) database, the Passport Lookout Tracking System (PLOTS), the Manage-
ment Information System (MIS), the Consular Lost and Stolen Passport (CLLASP)
system, and the Passport Information Electronic Records System (PIERS)®. The
passport systems also interact with other CA systems, as well as with systems of

+22 US.C. § 211a.

The term “personally identifiable information,” as defined by the Office of Management and
Budget, refers to information that can be used to distinguish or trace an individual’s identity, such
as name, social security number, or biometric records, either alone or when combined with other
personal or identifying information that is linked or linkable to a specific individual, such as date
and place of birth and mother’s maiden name.

QOther tools, such as TDIS, are used to query in-process records.
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other federal agencies and private entities (see Appendix B). However, the primary
system or tool that CA uses for querying archived passport records is PIERS. CA s
responsible for the data integrity, security, privacy, and accountability of the passport
and/or consular records maintained in all passport systems, including PIERS. The
interrelation of various passport systems is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Passport Data Input and Retrieval Process

Biographic
Data
transferred
to PIFRS
post issuance

Passport Data Data Entered Passport and
Received at into TDIS Vital Record
Ageney. Post, (Lockbox/ACS & ITmages

or Lockbox Ingest or Data Searchable in
Entry) PIERS

Images
Scanned via
PRISM

Source: Bureau of Consular Affairs, Computer Systems and Technology (CA/CST)

Legend
TDIS: Travel Document Issuance System

PRISM: Passport Records Imaging System Management database
PIERS: Passport Information Electronics Records System

CA implemented the PIERS software application in April 1999 to improve user
response time and create greater capacity and connectivity with researching passport
records. PIERS offers users the ability to query information pertaining to passports
and vital records, as well as to request original copies of the associated documents.
Through PIERS, authorized users can view scanned images of passport applica-
tions and select supporting documentation (such as affidavits, educational records,
and itineraries) for records created from 1994 to the present. In addition, PIERS
contains passport applicant information, but no scanned images, for records created
from about 1978 to 1993. An applicant’s archived passport records are searchable in

mIG Report No. AUD/IP-08-29, Review of Controls and Notification for Access to Passport Records in PIERS - July 2008
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PIERS.” PIERS may be accessed by other Department users, such as CA’s Overseas
Citizens Services in Washington and American Citizens Services at posts wotldwide,
to review an individual’s data for purposes such as verifying identity when a passport
is lost or stolen, identifying and alerting family members when an American citizen is
the victim of a disaster or dies abroad, and investigating allegations of one spouse’s
abduction and transport of a child outside of the United States. Users at other agen-
cies may need access to PIERS for law enforcement and anti-terrorism purposes,
such as for verifying the identity of a passport holder at a border crossing.

As of April 2008, PIERS contained records on about 192 million passports for
about 127 million passport holders. Passport information is retained for the initial,
renewal, and replacement passport of an applicant. These records include PII, such
as the applicant’s name, gender, social security number, date and place of birth, and
passport number. PIERS also contains additional information, such as previous
names used by the applicant, citizenship status of the applicant’s parents or spouse,
and scanned images of passport photos, and select supporting documentation, if ap-
plicable, submitted by the applicant. As a result, PIERS records are protected from
release by the Privacy Act of 1974. Unauthorized access to PIERS records may also
constitute a violation of the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act (18 US.C. § 1030). Un-
der these provisions, PIERS records should be protected against any unauthorized
access that could result in harm, embarrassment, or unfairness to any individual on
whom information is maintained.

According to CA officials, there were about 20,500 users with active PIERS ac-
counts as of May 2008, and about 12,200 of these users were employees or contrac-
tors of the Department. PIERS is also accessed by users at other federal agencies to
assist in conducting investigations, security assessments, and analyses. These other
federal entities are located across the United States and include the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and the Office
of Personnel Management (OPM).

"Passport records are available in PIERS within 24 hours of issuance. Images are available once
PRISM processing is completed, depending on the agency’s schedule. Overseas issuances can
take 30 or more additional days.
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According to CA officials, almost all PIERS users have “read only” access.* To
obtain authorized access to PIERS, a user must submit a request to the certifying au-
thority approved by CA for that organization. The certifying authority approves the
request and identifies the appropriate user profile. Select users within CA can access
PIERS directly, and other Department and non-Department users with an approved
account for the Consular Consolidated Database (CCD) (see Appendix B) can access
PIERS on-line via a web portal.

*A small number of CA Passport Directorate staff can edit PIERS records as required by their
positions.
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

In March 2008, media reports surfaced that the passport files maintained by the
Department of three U.S. Senators, who were also presidential candidates, had been
improperly accessed by Department employees and contract staff. On March 21,
2008, following the first reported breach and at the direction of the Acting Inspector
General, the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) Office of Audits initiated this lim-
ited review of CA’ controls over access to passport records in PIERS. Specifically,
this review focused on determining whether the Department (1) adequately protects
passport records and data contained in PIERS from unauthorized access and (2)
responds effectively when incidents of unauthorized access occur.

To make these determinations, OIG focused on PIERS, the system in which
these improper accesses had occurred. For this review, OIG identified indications
of weaknesses in PIERS access controls and responses to unauthorized accesses
through interviews with appropriate Department officials, demonstrations, and
hands-on use of PIERS and through reviews of relevant policies, procedures, and
other supporting documentation. Although cognizant of the Working Group to
Mitigate Vulnerabilities to Unauthorized Access to Passport Data, formed by the De-
partment in March 2008 in response to the publicized unauthorized access incidents,
OIG did not evaluate or verify the Working Group’s ongoing initiatives to identify
and address vulnerabilities associated with these breaches. Those initiatives are in Ap-
pendix C, and the relevant laws, regulations, and guidance reviewed by OIG are listed
in Appendix F.

OIG performed work at Department offices in Washington, DC, and Atling-
ton, VA, from March 24 to May 2, 2008. This work included a walkthrough of the
Washington, DC, Passport Agency and systems demonstrations of data access and
extraction as appropriate. The review included interviews with and/or documents
provided by officials from:

* The Bureau of Consular Affairs (CA)

*  Human Resources Division (CA/HRD)

* Computer Systems and Technology (CA/CST)

* CA’s Directorate of Passport Services (CA/PPT)

» CA/PPT’s Office of Field Operations (CA/PPT/FO)

» CA/PPT’s Washington Passport Agency (CA/PPT/WN)

OIG Report No. AUD/IP-08-29, Review of Controls and Notification for Access to Passport Records in PIERS - July 2008 n
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s CA/PPT’s Office of Passport Integrity and Internal Controls Program (CA/
PPT/IIC)

» CA/PPT’ Office of Legal Affairs and Law Enforcement Liaison
(CA/PPT/L)

» CA/PPT’s Senior Passport Operations Manager (CA/PPT/POD)

s CA/PPT’ Office of Planning and Program Support (CA/PPT/PPS)

« CA/PPT’ Office of Technical Operations (CA/PPT/TO)

* Bureau of Administration (A), including the Office of Information Programs
and Services (A/ISS/ISP)

* Bureau of Information Resource Management (IRM), under the Chief Infor-
mation Officer

* Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS)
¢ Foreign Service Institute (FSI)

OIG also interviewed or received information from representatives from the U.S.
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration (TIGTA), the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS), and relevant operational units and the OIG of the Social Security Ad-
ministration (SSA). These agencies have addressed similar concerns with the protec-
tion of PII in their programs and systems.

To perform limited testing to determine whether indications of unauthorized
accesses may exist, OIG judgmentally developed, through a study approach (details
and results of this study are in Appendix A), a listing of 150 high-profile names and,
with CA’s assistance, determined whether the records of these individuals had been
accessed and, if so, by whom and how often. However, OIG did not determine
whether the results of the study represented authorized or unauthorized accesses
during this review. Where the results indicated the potential that an unauthorized
access may have occurred because of a high volume of user accesses to the pass-
port records of high-profile individuals, those results were provided to OIG’s Office
of Investigations for further review. To ensure that adequate and timely progress
is achieved, OIG will conduct a follow-up compliance review of the Department’s
implementation of the recommendations in this report, as well as CA’s process for
reviewing possible unauthorized accesses by users as identified in OIG’s study (see

Appendix A).

This limited review was performed as a non-audit service. As such, the scope of
the work performed does not constitute an audit under generally accepted govern-
ment auditing standards.
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On June 5, 2008, OIG provided copies of the draft of this report for comment
to CA, A, HR, FSI, and IRM and met with CA officials on June 9 and 12, 2008,
to discuss the findings and recommendations. The Department officials provided
comments and updated OIG on the actions they planned to take to improve con-
trols over PII in PIERS. (See Appendices G through K, respectively, for the written
response from each otganization.)
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OIG found many control weaknesses — including a general lack of poli-
cies, procedures, guidance, and training — relating to the prevention and detection
of unauthorized access to passport and applicant information and the subsequent
response and disciplinary processes when a potential unauthorized access is substan-
tiated. In some cases, Department officials stated that the lack of resources contrib-
uted to the lack of controls and to the Department’s ability to assess vulnerabilities
and risk. OIG has made 22 recommendations to address the control weaknesses
identified in this report.

MaNAGEMENT ConTRroLs FOR PIERS User Accounts Not
ApequaTe To PREVENT UNAUTHORIZED ACCESS

OIG found that the Department could not readily identify the universe of all
PIERS user accounts, was not providing adequate control or oversight of the more
than 20,000 PTERS user accounts it later identified to ensure that access was autho-
rized only as required for the performance of official duties, and could not verify
that all authorized users and the certifying authorities were still in positions that
merited such access and authority. Actual PIERS data was also used during training
sessions, whereby, as OIG obsetved, a student could access the passport records of
anyone in the system. Further, the Department had not implemented controls to
prevent or detect an unauthorized access by authorized PIERS users — similar to
those controls in place at other federal agencies — for protecting large amounts of
electronic PII.

Department Unable to ldentify All PIERS Users

As of May 2008, CA reported to OIG that there were over 20,500 active’ user
accounts. However CA admitted that the specific user totals it provided were only
estimates because of inconsistencies in the data. When OIG initially requested
information from CA on the number of PIERS users and certifying authorities and
whether they worked for the Department or another federal agency, the Department
could not readily produce the information. After several iterations of requesting

?A user account that has not been deactivated.
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data and obtaining clarifications during a 3-week span, OIG received several sets of
user account numbers. For example, with the initial results, CA could not verify the
identity of and/or organization for about 1,800 active users with PIERS accounts
because of missing, incomplete, and inaccurate user account data. After conducting
research, CA was able to reconcile all but 170 of these users.

Based on OIG’s observations, OIG determined that the difficulty CA had with
providing OIG the exact universe and types of users appeared to be attributable
to a combination of factors. First, the data was not readily available, and CA had
to develop specific queries to generate the data. Second, in attempting to respond
more precisely to OIG’s request, CA used different attributes for the queries, which
produced different results. Finally, the changes to user account records that occur
as users are added and deleted over time cause constant changes to the universe.
For example, the original query results included data for users with access to pass-
port systems other than PIERS and produced an estimated universe of more than
23,000 user accounts. However, the results of a refined query that CA officials said
represented only those users with access to PIERS as of May 1, 2008, produced an
estimate of over 20,500 active PIERS accounts for about 20,350 users (some users
appeared to have multiple accounts). CA was unable to further distinguish employee
and contractor staff with user accounts. As shown in Figure 2, of this estimated
number of users, about:

* 3,200 (16 percent) were with the CA Passport Directorate;

* 9,000 (43 percent) were with other Department bureaus, offices, or posts;
e 7,700 (38 percent) were with DHS;

* 300 (2 percent) were with other agencies; and

* 170 (1 percent) were unknown—there was not enough information to deter-
mine either the user’s identity or organization.
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Figure 2. PIERS User Account Distribution as of May 1, 2008

PIERS User Account Distribution
2%

38%
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Source: OIG developed based on Bureau of Consular Affairs data.

Recommendation 1: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
develop a mechanism to be able to accurately, readily, and, on a recurring basis,
identify the universe of all PIERS user accounts, including the organization of
the user.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

In recognition of this vulnerability, CA conducted a complete review of all
PIERS user accounts in May 2008. In addition to disabling inactive accounts, we
also disabled those accounts that were missing key contact information. Going
forward, CA will review the PIERS user accounts on a quarterly basis (minimum) to
identify any inactive accounts or those accounts with deficient contact information.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that the actions
described in CA’s response applicable to its ability to identify all user accounts have
been implemented and that CA has a process in place to review the PIERS users’ ac-
counts on at least a quarterly basis.
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Authorization Needed for Performance of
Official Duties Not Monitored

CA has not adequately managed user or certifying authority accounts and privi-
leges. According to guidance contained in National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology (NIST) Special Publication 800-53", an organization should, at a minimum,
review system accounts annually. A review includes the organization’s management
of its information systems accounts, including the establishment, activation, modifi-
cation, review, deactivation, and removal of user accounts. As a result, the informa-
tion is vulnerable to unauthorized access by users who may no longer have a valid
business need for the information. According to CA officials, there have been no
annual or other periodic verifications of user and certifying authority accounts and
privileges performed.

User Accounts Not Periodically Validated

CA could not readily determine how many users had a valid business need for ac-
cess to the system, although it noted that about 11,300 (55 percent) of the users with
an active account had not accessed PIERS via the CCD web portal for 90 days or
more. Specifically, 36 percent of Passport Directorate user accounts, 77 percent of
other Department user accounts, 37 percent of DHS user accounts, and 66 percent
of other agency and unknown user accounts had not been accessed for 90 days or
more. CCD accounts that are not accessed for 90 days automatically deactivate and
must be reset by a certifying authority before access is reactivated. However, ac-
cording to CA officials, even if CCD access is not reset, users with access to Open-
Net'! are still able to access PIERS. There is currently no automatic deactivation for
PIERS access based on inactivity.

Recommended Security Controls for Federal Information Systems, NIST Special Publication
800-53, revision 2, December 2007.

"OpenNet is the Department’s physical internal network: the cables, switches, and routers that
link the Department’s offices and missions together. OpenNet is connected to the Internet via a
gateway that allows certain kinds of public Internet traffic to pass onto the OpenNet.
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Recommendation 2: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
(a) review all Department and non-Department PIERS user accounts within

60 days of the issuance of this report to identify all accounts that have been
inactive for 90 days or more and accounts with incomplete or unknown identi-
fication information and (b) immediately determine whether these accounts are
valid and have a cutrent need for access. Those inactive accounts determined
to have a valid need should be updated with cotrect and current user and access
information, and those inactive accounts determined not to have a valid need
should be immediately deactivated and removed to avoid reactivation.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating;

In May 2008, CA reviewed all PIERS user accounts and disabled those PIERS
user accounts that had not been accessed within the last 90 days. This action result-
ed in disabling 14,895 accounts, leaving 10,115 active accounts. Of the 10,115 active
accounts, CA next disabled those accounts that were missing the name or missing
key pieces of contact information (i.e. telephone number, email address, office loca-
tion, office symbol). This action allowed CA to disable an additional 214 accounts.
Requirements to enhance the User Manager tool in PIERS are being developed to
enhance its functionality. A new tool will require certain data fields to be entered
before an account can be created. Specific reporting requirements have been ident-
fied to address deficiency in user activity reporting (i.e., number of active vs. inactive
accounts, active accounts by organization, etc.).

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that the actions
described in CA’s response to review and determine the validity of inactive accounts
have been implemented.

Designated Certifying Authorities Not
Periodically Validated

CA does not periodically review the designated certifying authority officials to
ensure that a current need exists for their continuing authority to grant system access
to users. The certifying authority is responsible for all permissions granted in CCD,
including PIERS. Within CA/PPT, the certifying authority is located at the passport
agencies and is the Regional Director, Assistant Regional Director, or an Adjudica-
tion Supervisor. Other Department bureaus and federal agencies designate their
own certifying authorities. Currently, there are about 300 active certifying authorities,
and more than half of these individuals are not Department employees.
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Because CA does not conduct periodic monitoring of certifying authorities, it
has not maintained current contact information for each official, nor has it made a
determination as to whether each official has a current need for this designation in
the performance of his/her official dutes (i.e., the individual may have left the orga-
nization or changed positions). As such, there may be certifying authorities with the
capability to grant user rights, although they are no longer in a position that requires
this authority. In addition, because of a lack of staff resources, CA has not assessed
whether the certifying authority officials are performing their responsibilities ap-
propriately.’> Therefore, there is no assurance that a certifying authority is granting
user rights that are consistent with the access needed by the user to perform his/her
official duties or that the certifying authority is deactivating user accounts when there
is no longer a business need for the access. Further, OIG was not provided with any
evidence indicating that CA had developed or provided any training or that it had
required annual certifications from these officials to ensure that they were aware of
and were fulfilling their responsibilities.

Recommendation 3: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs,
within 120 days of the issuance of this report, identify and validate all certifying
authority officials and update their contact information as needed. Those offi-
cials found to no longer have a need for this designation should be immediately
deactivated and removed from CCD and PIERS user authorization capability.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation but required more than 60
days, as OIG had recommended in the draft of this report. CA stated:

CA has initiated a review of all certifying authority officials. CA is working with
the Consular Consolidated Database (CCD) administrators to generate a list of cer-
tifying authority officials with their contact information. If there is an email address
in the contact information, we will email the certifying authority and ask them to
revalidate their designation. If there is no email address, we will phone them. Those
with no contact information will be disabled. CA will also generate a list of all Con-
sular System and Technology (CST) managers at all posts and request they revalidate
their role as a (CST) manager. CA will need 120 days to complete this recommenda-
ton.

A certifying authority should only grant access to an individual with a bona fide need, only
grant rights necessary to meet that need, and deactivate a user’s account when the need no longer
exists.
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On the basis of CA’s response, OIG modified the recommendation to reflect
120 days and considers this recommendation resolved. This recommendation can
be closed when OIG receives evidence that the actions described in CA’s response
regarding the identification and validation of certifying authority officials have been
implemented.

Recommendation 4: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs,
in coordination with PIERS certifying authorities, verify the accuracy, complete-
ness, and business need for all active Department and non-Department user
accounts within 180 days of the issuance of this report. Those active accounts
determined to have a valid need should be updated with correct and current
user and access information, and those active accounts determined not to have
a valid need should be immediately deactivated and disabled from reactivation.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation but required more than 90
days, as OIG had recommended in the draft of this report. CA stated:

Once the certifying authority list is validated, we will provide each with a list
of the users they have verified and ask them to validate the users and their access
information. For post, we will request that the CST manager perform this revalida-
tion and, for passport agencies/centers, we will request that the Information Systems
Security Officer (ISSO) perform this revalidation. CA will need 180 days to com-

plete this recommendation.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG modified the recommendation to reflect
180 days and considers this recommendation resolved. This recommendation can
be closed when OIG receives evidence that the actions described in CA’s response
regarding the validation and revalidation of user accounts have been implemented.

Recommendation 5: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
develop and implement policies and procedures to ensure that system user ac-
counts and certifying authority officials are reviewed on a quartetly cycle, or
at least annually, in accordance with the minimum requirements contained in
NIST Special Publication 800-53.
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In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

In the short term, CA implemented a PIERS user access request policy at all
passport agencies and centers. We developed draft requirements for a system-wide
user access program. The User Manager enhancements to this program will address
the need to review accounts on a quarterly or annual cycle. A reporting tool for this
program will give us the ability to run user account reports on ad-hoc and quarterly
bases. In the long term, CA will investigate automated methodologies to further ac-
complish the goals of this recommendation.

On the basis of CA% response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that the actions
described in CA’s response regarding the periodic review of system user accounts
and verifying certifying authority officials have been implemented.

Recommendation 6: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs,

- in coordination with the Foreign Service Institute, (a) determine and provide
certifying authorities with appropriate awareness guidance and/or training re-
garding their responsibilities, which includes verifying user information prior
to granting access to PIERS and deactivating accounts as appropriate, and (b)
require certifying authorities to certify annually that they are aware of and will
diligently fulfill their responsibilities.

In its response, CA did not concur with the recommendation made by OIG in
the draft of this report in its entirety regarding developing and providing periodic
training to certifying authority officials. Specifically, CA stated:

CA/PPT is in the process of evaluating procedures for certifying authorities. We
plan to implement, at a minimum, an annual signed statement from each certifying
authority official affirming their understanding of their role and responsibilities in
addition to verifying the validity of their user information. CA believes that the basic
duties and responsibilities can be conveyed effectively in this manner, whereas creat-
ing a training class would not be cost effective. These procedures will be affirmed in
revisions to the current MOUs with federal agencies we share PIERS access.

However, OIG also received a response to this recommendation from FSI. In its
response, FSI stated:

ESI is currently developing a Passport Data Security distance learning course for
CA which will provide initial and annual certification not just for certifying authori-
ties, but for all PIERS users. FSI is working closely with CA to determine the best
method of delivery for this course.
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OIG agtees that requiring annual certifications is a positive step in achieving
the intent of the recommendation. However, OIG also believes that some form of
awareness guidance or training is necessary to ensure that the certifying authorities
understand what they are affirming when they sign the certification. Consequently,
OIG has revised the recommendation to require CA to coordinate with FST to deter-
mine the appropriate means for providing awareness guidance or training and obtain-
ing annual certifications.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation unresolved.
This recommendation can be resolved and closed when CA provides evidence that
CA has coordinated with FSI to develop an appropriate awareness and certification
program for all certifying authorities.

Actual Passport Data Used in PIERS Training

Students in certain consular courses at FSI” accessed and used actual PIERS
data as part of their training. FSI officials told OIG that actual access to PIERS had
been used in training courses for several years. Two FSI officials informed OIG
that students were told to access only their own passport records during the training.
However, OIG was told that this was not always the case.

For example, a former student told a CA official whom OIG had interviewed
that when the student trained at FSI, records of celebrities were used as examples.
Also, another former student told an OIG investigator that the FSI instructor did
not stress that course participants could not access PIERS files of prominent indi-
viduals after a classmate stated he/she was going to look up a celebrity’s passport ap-
plication. However, the FSI instructor stated to the OIG investigator that students
were told not to access passport records of high-profile individuals.

Students are granted access to PIERS for the entire length of the consular
courses that require such access. Although the instructors have said that they try to
monitor student usage of PIERS in class, students could also access the same in-
formation outside the classroom. OIG was informed by FSI officials that students
could use any of the computers provided in the study carrels or elsewhere as Jong as
they were able to access the Department’s system. According to FSI officials, stu-
dent accounts are required to be deactivated at the end of each course. OIG did not
confirm whether this is done. A

PThe students are primarily Department and other federal agency Civil Service, Foreign Service,
or contract employees taking formal training as approved by their agencies and provided by FSL
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OIG noted in its study that nine individuals with FSI log-on accounts accessed the
files of one or more high-profile names. OIG did not determine whether these indi-
viduals accessed the records while inside or outside of the FSI classroom.

OIG found no justification for allowing students at FSI to have access to actual
PIERS data, because FSI cutrently uses simulated data for various aspects of its
consular courses, such as for training on visa systems. OIG did not review training
provided at any sites outside of FSI.

Recommendation 7: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs,
(a) in coordination with the Foreign Service Institute, stop providing access to
actual PIERS data for training sessions and develop an alternative approach,
such as simulated PIERS data with fictional records, and (b) determine whether
access to actual data is provided in other training environments, including at
other agencies and contractor venues, and replace with simulated PIERS data.

In their responses, CA and FSI agreed with the recommendation. In its re-
sponse, CA stated:

CA is in the process of generating a test data version of the PIERS database.
We have identified commercial off the shelf software to generate the test data and
are in the process of working with the A Bureau Privacy Office to identify the fields
that need to be modified and/or altered. Once we generate the test data base, it will
be available for all authorized OpenNet users.

In its response, FSI stated:

FSTI has requested that CA/CST remove PIERS from the student profile, pre-
venting the possibility that the students will access the system without a need to

know. FSIis exploring the possibility of creating a Passport Training Database using
simulated PIERS records.

On the basis of both responses, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that simulated
rather than actual PIERS data is being used for all training venues.
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Controls Implemented at Other Agencies Offer
Examples of Good Business Practices

OIG met with and/or received information from representatives from TIGTA,
IRS, and SSA — organizations also responsible for protecting large amounts of elec-
tronic PII data — to discuss their controls and found that they had established more
controls to prevent and detect unauthorized access than had the Department, as well
as penalties for violators. The most common of these controls are summarized in
Table 1.

s oo oo

‘The agency representatives stated that their proactive efforts help them in pros-

ecuting users who have impropetly accessed records in their systems. For example,

OIG believes that the collection of these controls offers examples

of good business practices that CA should consider for aggressively monitoring user
access to PIERS.
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Recommendation 8: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
consider the types of controls that the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Ad-
ministration, the Internal Revenue Service, and the Social Security Administra-
tion have put in place to protect electronic personally identifiable information
and develop and implement a comprehensive and coordinated strategy for pro-
actively preventing and detecting incidents of unauthorized access to PIERS.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

The Working Group that CA convened in March 2008 met with representa-
tives from the Internal Revenue Service, the Social Security Administration, and the
Department of Veterans Affairs in April to ascertain their best practices and lessons
learned related to unauthorized access of PII, their auditing systems, and report-
ing procedures. All three entities provided valuable information that CA is using in
developing long range initiatives for monitoring, auditing, and reporting incidents of
unauthorized access.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that CA has de-
veloped and implemented a comprehensive and coordinated strategy for proactively
preventing and detecting incidents of unauthorized access to PIERS.

PIERS Not Permission-Based to Limit Access

OIG found that CA had not established a system of tiered access to limit users’
permissions to view only the data for which they have an authorized need to access.
Currently, once a user is granted access to PIERS, all records become available and a
user can view the passport application and supporting documents. However, accord-
ing to CA officials, all users of the system do not need the same level of informa-
tion. For example, a user with OPM may need to verify the U.S. citizenship of an
applicant for a government position. This does not require a full-view image of a
passport application but rather verification that a U.S. passport or Consular Report
of Birth exists in the passport system. Conversely, a U.S. Customs and Border Pro-
tection user may need to verify a passport book that is questionable and need access
to check more detailed identifying attributes, such as the passport number, social
security number, name, or date and place of birth.
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In 2007, CA began developing business requitements' to establish access limits
in PTERS so that five distinct security levels of access may be assigned to third-party
agencies based on the Department’s discretion. According to various CA officials,
CA approved the business requirements document in April 2008 and plans to apply
the access levels to all internal and external PIERS users. As currently proposed,
the dered levels will limit the information that a user receives in response to a quer
to PIERS. For example,

These business requirements are expected to be implemented by September 30,

2008. According to CA officials, some of the implementation issues that are not yet
fully developed include the following:

* modification of the appropriate systems to reflect the assigned tier level,

* development of sufficient guidance and training to ensure that user accounts
are assigned the appropriate access level,

* development of a roll-out plan (e.g, implementation all at once or phased in),

* identification of a table of minimum penalties (such as deactivation of access
or temporary suspension from work) for all identified (direct hires and con-
tractors for the Department and other federal agencies) violators who either
seek or authorize unnecessary levels of access,

* development and finalization of new Memoranda of Understanding (MOU)
and Memoranda of Agreement (MOA) with all external agencies that include
specific guidance and requirements to ensure that agencies provide only the
level of access required for each user, and

* definitions of oversight responsibilities for all appropriate Department and
other agency officials to ensure that access levels are properly assigned and
maintained.

Recommendation 9: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
develop complete PIERS business requirements to address all internal and
external users of PIERS and an implementation plan that covers all aspects

— such as guidance, training, verification, violations, and agreements with other
agencies — before executing the new tiered-access levels.

1*“PIERS Business Requirements for Restricted User Access.” Bureau of Consular Affairs, Doc-
ument 1, final draft, January 28, 2008.
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In its response, CA did not concur with the recommendation, stating:

CA has already completed the business requirements for tiered level access for
federal agency PIERS access. The project is currently in development with a ten-
tative completion date of Fall 2008. CA believes that the business requirements
implementation plan can be efficiently done in tandem with these new levels of
access. The tiered levels of access were thoroughly vetted with the Department and
our outside agency partners. Waiting for completion of the implementation plan will
only delay a critical mitigation mechanism to safeguard against unauthorized access.
Performing these functions in tandem provides system agility that will enable CA to
expand and /or contract the levels of access in real time.

OIG agrees that implementing tiered access is a critical step to safeguarding
against unauthorized access to PIERS records. However, OIG found the business
requirements to be ambiguous because they address only external PIERS users and
not all users. While it is the intent of CA to apply the tiered-access approach to all
users, the current document does not support that implementation goal. As such,
OIG has modified the recommendation to clarify the actions needed. OIG believes
that a comprehensive implementation plan should be developed in tandem with ap-
propriate provisions in the MOUs with the other agencies to minimize the risk of
imposing ambiguous systems requirements among agencies and loosely controlled
implementation and start-up by internal and external control points.

On the basis of CA’ response, OIG considers this recommendation unresolved.
This recommendation can be considered resolved and closed when CA completes or
clarifies its business requirements as applicable to all PIERS users and develops an
implementation plan for PIERS and implements it in conjunction with the tered-ac-
cess system.

DetecTioN oF UNauTHORIZED Access UNLIKELY

OIG found that unauthorized access was unlikely to be detected by the Depart-
ment because the methods used were limited and ineffective; there were inadequate
resources and manual processes used to follow up on potential incidents; and no
analyses had been conducted to identify trends or indicators for incidents, as demon-
strated in the OIG study.
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Ineffective Method Used to Detect Possible
Incidents of Unauthorized Access

At the time of OIG’s review, the only method CA had in place to identify possi-
ble incidents of unauthorized access to about 192 million passport records in PIERS
was through a separate system known as Monitor. According to CA officials, Moni-
tor was developed on an ad hoc basis in 2005 by a group of CA managers concerned
with access controls and their systems developers. It was designed to notify selected
CA/PPT officials when the records of “flagged” individuals were accessed.

CA officials informed OIG, at the initiation of this review, that the names of a
limited number of high-profile individuals wete included in Monitor. Through this
system, an e-mail alert is sent to CA management when any of the records of these
individuals is accessed to initiate follow-up action to determine whether the access
was authorized. The initia]l publicized unauthorized access to the passport records
of one of the presidential candidates was detected by Monitor. Although PIERS
contains an audit trail that identifies users who access the records of any of the 127
million passport holders, this data was neither readily available nor reviewed, and
except for accesses to the records of a limited number of individuals that would trig-
ger an e-mail alert, there were no other proactive programs or provisions in place to
detect access to the records of the larger universe of individuals During this review,
CA officials informed OIG that CA had increased the number of high-profile indi-
viduals flagged in Monitor to over 1,000.

Through discussions with CA officials and demonstrations of Monitor, OIG
learned that CA had not developed any criteria for determining which names of
individuals to add or remove from Monitor. OIG was told that the number of
names targeted in Monitor at the time of the publicized breaches was limited to
those names that were arbitrarily added by one CA official because the individuals
may have been generating media attention at the time. OIG also found that CA had
not developed policies, procedures, or guidelines for investigating and determining
whether access to passport records detected by Monitor was for authorized or unau-
thorized purposes.

Under the process in place during OIG’s review, three CA officials would be no-
tified by an e-mail alert when one of these flagged records was accessed. However,
OIG learned that only one of these three individuals is responsible for responding to
these Monitor alerts, thus creating a single point of failure in the notification process.
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Because there is no current mechanism to capture why a passport record was ac-
cessed in PIERS, this CA official goes through a series of manual steps to determine
whether the event that triggered the alert represented an authorized access, includ-
ing contacting the user and the user’s supervisor. However, this CA official did not
always follow the same process when conducting this follow-up to an alert. Any
responses received by the user or the user’s supervisor regarding the reason for ac-
cessing the records wete not further investigated or validated by CA officials.

Given the millions of passport records in PIERS, a more robust and effective
process to monitor and detect potential unauthorized access is needed, including
the appropriate resources to implement and maintain the process. CA officials do
not currently have an effective method to determine which individuals should be
identified for inclusion in Monitor beyond those currently included. It will also be
paramount for CA to develop and implement sufficient guidance and resources to
respond to a Monitor alert for both Department and non-Department users.

Recommendation 10: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
(CA) conduct an analysis of PIERS passport records frequently accessed by
users to determine trends and excessive hits on an individual’s records and to
make appropriate additions to the listing of individuals contained in Monitor.
From this analysis, CA should develop guidance for periodically updating the
names of individuals in Monitor.

Inits response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

CA is currently drafting standard operating procedures to dictate the rules and
methods to add and delete individuals from the Monitor List. We also plan to
conduct coordinated PIERS user analysis with CST and Passport Setvices Office of
Technical Operations (CA/PPT/TO). This analysis will ensure that the Monitor List
contains the appropriate passport records and will implement a reporting mechanism
and system alerts to identify violators who access records that are part of the Moni-
tor List.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that CA has com-
pleted the user analysis of PIERS and has developed and implemented the standard
operating procedures for updating the Monitor List as desctibed in its response.
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Recommendation 11: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
develop and implement policies and procedures for investigating access alerts
generated by Monitor and develop an independent means to identify why an
access was made, such as by adding a mandatory field in PIERS to capture the
reason for access.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

In April 2008, as a result of the efforts of the Working Group that was formed
to mitigate the vulnerabilities to unauthorized access, Passport Services implemented
revised interim procedures for reporting and investigating potential instances of
unauthorized access. Various bureaus within the Department contributed to these
new procedures, to include Diplomatic Security (DS), OIG, the Office of the Legal
Advisor (L), and the Bureau of Administration (A Bureau). Working with these bu-
reaus ensured that their needs and concerns were addressed and resulted in Depart-
ment-coordinated reporting and investigation procedures. In addition, CA is in the
process of gathering requirements to improve the overall security of systems and
databases that contain PII from passport applications. CA is committed to provid-
ing the necessary resources to develop a mandatory drop-down selection for entry
into PIERS, requiring the user to provide a reason for their use of the database. CA
believes this will act as a deterrent to unauthorized access. CA is also working with
the A Bureau to build a comprehensive alert system that will better leverage technol-
ogy and enhance the interim reporting procedures already in place.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that CA has com-
pleted and implemented the actions to address the investigation and identification of
unauthorized access to PIERS as described in its response.

Recommendation 12: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
conduct an assessment to determine the appropriate level of resources needed

to effectively receive, investigate, and verify alerts for potential unauthorized
access generated by Monitor.
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In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

Since the incidents of unauthorized access, CA has provided and will continue to
provide the necessary staffing resources to the office currently responsible for over-
seeing the monitoring function of the PIERS database. We are currently assessing
the long term needs of this office based on the short and long term initiatives being
implemented.

On the basis of CA response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives the results of CA’s assess-
ment of the resources needed to effectively receive, investigate, and verify alerts from
Monitor.

Magnitude of Potential Unauthorized Access
Unknown — A Study

OIG did not verify instances of unauthorized access, but it did conduct a judg-
mentally determined study at the initiation of this review to identify the frequency
with which the records for 150 high-profile individuals were accessed in PIERS be-
tween September 2002 and March 2008. OIG selected the names of 150 individuals,
of which seven names were also included in Monitor’ listing of a limited number of

high-profile individuals (the details are in Appendix A).

OIG’s results revealed several patterns that raised serious concerns about the
potential for undetected unauthorized access to passport records. For example, the
passport records of one high-profile individual were accessed a total of 356 times
by 77 different users. Additionally, the passport records for another high-profile
individual were accessed 313 times by 54 different users. (In these examples, several
users accessed the high-profile individuals’ records multiple times. For example, one
individual accessed the records of one high-profile individual 26 times during an 11-
minute timeframe. Each time a record is accessed is considered a “hit.”*® Therefore,
the 26 accesses on one individual’s passport records are considered to be 26 hits.)

In both cases, the hits came from users located in different regions of the country.
OIG also found that some users had accessed the records of multiple high-profile
individuals. For example, one user accessed the files of 38 of the 150 individuals,
while another user accessed 27. Users with an indication of excessive and potentially

A hit could represent one of the following actions: searched for a passport, viewed a passport
application, viewed supporting documentation (one hit per each page viewed), or printed an item
(application or supporting documentation). Therefore, for example, if a user searched for a pass-
port, viewed the application, and printed a copy of the application, it would register as three hits.
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unauthotized access to passport records wete referred to OIG’s Office of Investiga-
tions for further teview. The Department was unaware of these patterns because
it did not have a program in place to data mine for questionable patterns, nor did it

conduct audits of user access activity logs.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

In the short term, CA has implemented a formal audit program for all PIERS
usets within Passport Services. The audits are performed monthly by a passport
agency’s senior management to review both the permissions for personnel to have
access to PIERS and the actual queties the employees conduct in PIERS. These au-
dits started in April 2008 and will be done at least once a year for every employee. In
addition, CA/CST is developing randomly generated lists of PIERS users for both
non-Passport Services employees and PIERS users from other agencies, so random
audits can also be conducted. In the long term, CA is in the process of gathering re-
quirements to improve the overall security of systems and databases that contain PII
lications. The workin,

from passport a roup convened by CA (mentioned above)

On the basis of discussions with CA and its written response, OIG modified
this recommendation to emphasize that a risk-based approach should be taken

and considers this recommendation resolved. This recommendation can be closed
when OIG receives evidence that CA has developed and implemented the actions
described in its response that will ensure a comprehensive method for user trend
analysis is implemented.
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DepARTMENT UNABLE T0 RESPOND EFFECTIVELY TO INCIDENTS
ofF UNAUTHORIZED ACCESS

Once an alert was triggered in Monitor, the Department could not respond ef-
fectively to instances of potential unauthorized access because of a number of pro-
cedural deficiencies. CA/PPT’s ability to respond effectively was hampered because:

» PIERS user account data was sometimes incomplete or inaccurate, making

follow-up difficult;

* auser’s reasons for accessing individual records could not be readily or inde-
pendently determined without ultimately contacting the user;

* no breach notification policies or procedures were in place for reporting inci-
dents; and

* no specific guidelines for disciplinary actions to take against users who made
an unauthorized access currently exist.

Lack of User Information Makes Follow-up of
Alerts Difficult

CA managers could not always easily identify or contact the user and/or the
user’s supervisor to enable a prompt inquiry to determine whether the user had ac-
cessed the records for an authorized use or purpose. The user account information
in PIERS was sometimes inaccurate, missing, or outdated. This occurred because
there was no quality control over the entry of the user’s identification fields.

During the OIG study, examples of data integrity problems with user informa-
tion were detected, as shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. PIERS User Data Discrepancies Identified in OIG’s Study

Field Problems Noted

UserName . misspelled
. inserted commas in the middle of a name — “doe, jo,hn”
. did not appear to be a valid user name — “WANGDATA”

OfficeSymbol |- outdated
. inaccurate or unknown — “SAY”
. missing — field was left blank

Source: OIG study of CA data.

These deficiencies were not isolated instances. For example, OIG found that 29
(almost 20 petcent) of the 150 high-profile names were accessed by a user who was
missing an office symbol in his/her account profile. Without accurate information,
it was manually time consuming to identify and locate the user and/or supervisor to
begin the initial contact and inquiry to determine why the passport records were ac-
cessed, especially for users outside the Department.

OIG believes that once the existing user data is reviewed and updated (see rec-
ommendations 2, 3, and 4) and policies and procedures are put in place for annual
system account reviews (recommendation 5), controls must be developed and imple-
mented to ensure a recurring data integrity process. This process could include, for
example, requiring certifying authorities to verify that all user and supervisor contact
information is correct and complete before approving user access, such as through
the use of mandatory data entry fields.

Recommendation 14: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Af-
fairs develop and implement policies and procedures for quality assurance that
require certifying authorities to verify user and supervisor contact information
for completeness and accuracy before they grant users access to the passport
systems and to confirm periodically the continuing need for the access.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

CA is in the process of gathering requirements to improve the overall security
of systems and databases that contain PII from passport applications. The working
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group will also address the issue of managing and tracking certifying authority infor-
mation. In addition, the MOU’s with federal agencies will be reviewed and strength-
ened so the requirements for certifying authorities are detailed.

On the basis of CA’s agreement with the recommendation, OIG considers this
recommendation resolved, although CA did not specifically address each component
of the recommendation. This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives
evidence that CA has developed and implemented the policies and procedures
requiring certifying authorities to verify user and supervisor contact information
prior to granting access and to periodically confirm the continuing need for access to

PIERS.

Reasons for Accessing Passport Records Not
Readily Known

Although PIERS access activity logs capture when records were searched,
viewed, and printed, the only way to determine why a file was accessed was to con-
tact the user and/or the user’s supervisor. Users were not required to indicate in
PIERS why they had accessed a record, such as through choosing a task-based pull-
down menu selection or enteting the need for the information in a comment field.
Such information would provide some basis for making an initial determination,
especially if compared with other available information, such as when and where the
passport was issued and the position of the employee.

Currently, the CA official responsible for following up on alerts from Monitor
must complete a multi-step process to make a determination as to why a record was
accessed. First, the official has to compare the PIERS data accessed with informa-
tion as to when and where the passport was issued. Then a determination has to
be made as to whether the user might have had a legitimate and authorized reason
to access the records based on factors that included the user’s position and location
and when the access occurred. Ultimately, the CA official must contact the user and
the user’s supervisor'é to obtain an explanation about the access and to determine
whether the responses received provide a valid reason for the access that occurred.

There are several potential benefits from implementing a system requirement
for entering a reason for accessing a record. First, it could aid in the determination
process noted above. It could serve as an additional reminder to all users and act as

“Currently, a user does not have to identify a supervisor when requesting an account log-on. As

a result, the Department official has to conduct additional work to identify the correct point of
contact.
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a deterrent to an individual’s improperly accessing a record. Additionally, it could

be used in actions taken to reprimand or discipline an employee (i.e., show intent).
Management could also generate statistical information to assist in work-flow analy-
ses. Although requiring such information may add more time to the process of ac-
cessing records, OIG believes that requiting the additional information would enable
CA to better determine whether the access was authorized.

Recommendation 15: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
(a) petform a technical and cost analysis for adding a required drop-down se-
lection or field in PIERS to force users to identify the reason specific passport
records need to be accessed and (b) identify the necessary resources to develop
and implement such capability in PIERS.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, referring to its response
provided for recommendation 11. Specifically, CA stated:

CA is in the process of gathering requirements to improve the overall security of
systems and databases that contain PII from passport applications. CA is commit-
ted to providing the necessary resources to develop a mandatory drop-down selec-
tion for entry into PIERS, requiring the user to provide a reason for their use of the
database. CA believes this will act as a deterrent to unauthorized access. CA is also
working with the A Bureau to build a comprehensive alert system that will better
leverage technology and enhance the interim reporting procedures already in place.

On the basis of CA’ response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives (a) the results of CA’s
technical and cost analysis for adding a drop-down selection or field in PIERS to
identify the reason for accessing specific records and (b) an estimate of the resources
required to develop and implement such a capability.

Policy and Guidance for Reporting Pl
Incidents Only Recently Established

The Assistant Secretary for Administration, as the Senior Agency Official for
Privacy, is responsible for ensuring that the Department’s privacy policies adhere
to Privacy Act requirements and provide appropriate protection of PII in the cus-
tody of the Department. The Privacy Protection Governance Board (PPGB) was
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formed to provide a focal point for the development of guidance and policies on
privacy issues that impact Department operations. The PPGB established the Data
Breach Core Response Group (CRG) to provide a mechanism for the Department
to respond promptly and appropriately in the event of a data breach involving PII,
in accordance with the guidelines contained in OMB memorandum dated September
20, 2006, “Recommendations for Identity Theft Related Data Breach Notification,”
and OMB Directive dated May 22, 2007, “Safeguarding Against and Responding to
the Breach of Personally Identifiable Information” (OMB Memorandum M-07-16).
The CRG charter became effective on September 7, 2007.

At the time of the publicized breaches, neither CA nor the Department had
implemented breach notification policies, procedures, or other criteria for reporting
incidents of unauthorized access of passport records when they were detected. For
example, neither OIG nor the Office of the Chief Information Officer had previ-
ously been notified of breaches of PIERS data. Specifically, there were no policies,
procedures, or guidance in place that:

* defined what incidents are reportable as PII breaches;
* identified who in the Department should be notified, by whom, and when; or
* identified what documentation should be maintained for each incident.

Within CA, OIG was informed that there was an internal bureau policy of “No
Surprises,” which was left to individual interpretation as to what this meant and what
was required. CA officials had differing opinions as to whether the three breaches
of the file for one of the presidential candidates should have been reported to seniot
management officials. One official said that the incidents did not merit report-
ing beyond those officials who were alerted, despite the apparent sensitivity of this
public figure. Yet another official stated that the matters should have been brought
to senior management’s attention. However, the CRG subsequently determined that
these cases should have been treated as a breach of PII and reported to A/ISS/IPS
accordingly.

According to CA officials, immediately following these breaches, a2 number of
corrective actions were taken. Specifically:

*  On March 24, 2008, the Working Group to Mitigate Vulnerabilites to Unau-
thorized Access to Passport Data was formed to “develop a comprehensive
management plan to mitigate any unauthorized access of passport records/
applicant personal data, and to develop well-defined reporting procedures
should a breach occur.”
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*  On March 25, 2008, CA issued an electronic “Notice to All Personnel With
Access to Consular Records” as a reminder of the requirement for safeguard-
ing the privacy of passport applicants and passport holders.

* In April 2008, the Working Group developed and issued interim guidance"
and process flowcharts that identify the various steps to be followed and de-
cisions to be made in response to a potential incident of unauthorized access
to passport records and applicant PII (see Appendix C).

On May 1, 2008, the Bureau of Administration issued the Department’s “Person-
ally Identifiable Information Breach Response Policy,” which contains Department-
wide procedures for incident reporting, response, and notification, which responds
to the requirements of OMB Memorandum M-07-16. This policy addresses breach-
es of PII that is collected, processed, or maintained by the Department, whether it
is reflected in paper records or stored and/or transmitted via Department computer
systems, as well as PII stored on non-Department computer systems used by or op-
erated on behalf of the Department (see Appendix E).

While each of these groups is to be commended on these timely actions to issue
policy, procedures, and guidance, they were working independent of each other: CA
to address passport-specific PII breaches and A for all types of PII breaches. For
example, the notification to OIG when a breach occurs is inconsistent. Under CA
guidance, CA/PPT is to notify OIG at the same time DS is notified of a passport
PII breach. Under Department policy, the Diplomatic Security Computer Incident
Response Team will “notify, as soon as possible, the OIG for any action that office
deems appropriate” (see Appendix E). The consistency of instructions provided in
these documents will be paramount for an effective PII program to address unau-
thorized accesses.

Recommendation 16: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
(CA), in coordination with the Bureau of Administration, ensure that (a) CA’s
policy and the Department of State’s breach notification policies, procedures,
and guidance ate consistent to effectively address incidents of unauthorized
access of passport records and (b) the final versions of each document are
promptly incorporated into the applicable Foreign Affairs Manual and Foreign
Affairs Handbook. '

"“Interim Reporting Guidelines for Incidents of Unauthorized Access to Passport Records/Ap-
plicant Personally Identifiable Information,” Apzil 9, 2008. These guidelines are a product of the
CA Working Group and are not included in the Department’s Breach Response Policy, which sets
torth a Department-wide approach to address breaches concerning PII that is collected, pro-
cessed, or maintained by the Department.
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In their responses, CA and A agreed with the recommendation. In its response,

CA stated:

CA has and will continue to coordinate with the Bureau of Administration on
all policies and procedures developed to mitigate the vulnerabilities to unauthorized
access of passport records so they are in synch with A Bureau’s Breach Response
Policy. CA will also ensure any new policy or procedure is incorporated into the
Foreign Affairs Manual and Foreign Affairs Handbook on a timely basis.

In its response, A stated:

The Bureau of Administration concurs with the recommendation that the
Bureau of Consular Affairs, as well as all Department components, work in close
coordination with the A Bureau to ensure consistency in all privacy policies, includ-
ing incident reporting, training, and operational matters. The Department’s Breach
Response Policy serves as the overall guidance for addressing incidents of unauthor-
ized access and will be incorporated in the Foreign Affairs Manual and Foreign Af-
fairs Handbook.

On the basis of both responses, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.
This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that CA has final-
ized breach notification policies, procedures, and guidance that are consistent with
those of the Department and that these guidelines have been incorporated into the
applicable sections of the Foreign Affairs Manual and Foreign Affairs Handbook.

No Guidance Available to Consistently Apply
Disciplinary Actions

There is no guidance that details the disciplinary actions that should be taken
against a user who inappropriately accesses passport records, regardless of whether
the user is an employee or a contractor with CA ot is external to CA or the Depart-
ment. Disciplinary actions taken in CA have been left to the discretion of the super-
visor and, as such, were inconsistently applied. According to CA officials, the same
act of misconduct could affect CA users in different ways; that is, a PIERS user who
is a contractor working in CA may get fired, while a user who is a federal employee
may be counseled. Conversely, CA is not made aware of whether any disciplinary
action is taken against a user who performs an unauthorized access who works in
another Department organization or another federal agency.
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The Department’s guide™ on performance and conduct of Civil Service employ-
ees is followed by CA management when disciplining Civil Service employees who
work for CA.¥ This guide does not apply to contract employees, Foreign Service
employees, or employees of other federal agencies. According to officials of CA/
HRD, no CA employee has been reprimanded for inappropriately accessing PIERS
records, and if this type of misconduct occurred in the past, it was handled at the
supervisory level.

CA/HRD officials told OIG that there is no all-inclusive guidance for disci-
plining all types of PIERS users. For example, although CA supervisors can disci-
pline their federal employee staffs, some of the CA employees are union members,
so the supervisors must also follow union rules when applying disciplinary actions.
CA management does not believe it has the authority to discipline Department
employees outside CA. Further, contract supervisors, rather than CA management,
discipline contract employees. CA officials said that they have limited knowledge of
actions taken by officials in other Department organizations or other federal agencies
for either federal or contract staff.

OIG contacted SSA and TIGTA officials to obtain information regarding how
these agencies discipline their employees and contractor staff with respect to un-
authorized access to PII data. Both SSA and IRS officials explained that they have
developed specific guidelines that address penalty determinations in response to
unauthorized access, which include reprimands, suspensions, dismissal, and prosecu-
tion. They provide this information, in the form of guidebooks, for all employees
and managers. For example, the IRS guidebook includes a desctiption of offenses;
applicable penalties for first, second, and third offenses; and key factors to consider

in applying the penalty.

OIG is aware that developing and implementing such guidance could be com-
plicated because users include contract, Civil Service, Foreign Service, and union
employees of the Department and other agencies, all of whom have their own set of
standards, rights, and requirements. Nevertheless, OIG believes that for consistency
and to prevent disparate treatment, the Department needs to determine the feasibil-
ity of developing and communicating a set of minimum disciplinary actions that can
be applied to all users of passport systems. Therefore, CA/HRD should work with
the Bureau of Human Resources to consider specific disciplinary guidelines that

1¥‘Addressing Unacceptable Performance and Conduct of Civil Service Employees,” U.S. De-
partment of State, Bureau of Human Resources, Office of Employee Relations, revised January
2007.

The first response to misconduct is to provide informal oral or written counseling to the em-
ployee to inform the employee of what was done wrong and what improvements are needed.
Because CA/HRD follows progressive discipline, CA/HRD is not involved in this first phase.
If the misconduct continues, formal action involving CA/HRD is taken whereby the manager
writes a Letter of Reprimand, which details the misconduct, and which is then placed in the
employee’s Official Personnel Folder in the Bureau of Human Resources for 1 or 2 years. If the
misconduct continues, the next step is suspension.
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include a range of disciplinary actions and penalties to address user violations for
passport systems.

Recommendation 17: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs,
in coordination with the Bureau of Human Resources, determine the feasibil-
ity of developing and implementing specific disciplinary guidelines and a table

~ of disciplinary actions and penalties to address unauthorized access to passport
information. Consideration should be given to addressing all passport system
users, including contractors, within the Department of State and with other
agencies.

In their responses, neither CA nor HR concurred with the recommendation. In
its response, CA stated:

In response to the instances of unauthorized access to the passport records of
presidential candidates, CA and HR have developed procedures for administering
progressive discipline for cases of unauthorized access and/or misuse of personally
identifiable information contained in passport databases. HR/ER/CSD specifically
advised against developing a table of penalties for progressive discipline because
guidelines already exist within the Department’s existing system of progressive dis-
cipline. In addition, any policy developed would not be applicable to both outside
agencies and contractors as they do not fall within the jurisdiction of CA and HR for
disciplinary action. For contractors, CA will coordinate with the appropriate Con-
tracting Officer/Contracting Officer’s Representative to contact the company of the
person suspected or confirmed of unauthorized access to take appropriate disciplin-
ary action. For outside agencies, CA will contact the appropriate point of contact
as specified in the Memorandum of Understanding, or as otherwise directed by the
federal agency, to share the passport data for appropriate disciplinary action. CA
always maintains the ability to suspend access to employees, to include contractors,
and federal agency employees, where it determines unauthorized access has occurred.

In its response, HR stated:

Specific disciplinary guidelines and a table of disciplinary actions and penal-
ties to address unauthorized access to passport information are not necessary. The
Department’s regulations at 3 FAM 4370 and 3 FAM 4321 set forth the guidelines
for handling discipline, and these guidelines are sufficient to address misconduct
related to accessing PIERS records. Similarly, the Department’s regulation at 3 FAM
4377 provides the list of disciplinary offenses and penalties. The intent of the table
s to serve as a general guide only, to provide a broad-range of offenses and penalties
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(reprimand to removal), and is not intended to provide an exhaustive list of every
possible job-related offense. In practice, this table is referenced as a guide for disci-
pline against both Civil Service and Foreign Service employees. The table includes
“improper use of official authority or information” as a nature of offense that could
adequately address misconduct related to accessing PIERS records. It is not neces-
sary to add to the existing list of offenses or create a separate table. Contractors and
other non-DOS employees are disciplined by their respective employers. The De-
partment has no authority to discipline such individuals.

OIG understands the position presented by CA and HR against developing and
implementing specific disciplinary guidelines and a table of disciplinary actions and
penalties to address unauthorized access to passport information. However, given
the government-wide emphasis on safeguarding PII and the practices of other agen-
cies with similar unauthorized access concerns (i.e., IRS and SSA), OIG believes that
CA and HR should determine the feasibility of developing disciplinary guidelines
and actions for all types of passport system users—internal and external. OIG
believes that establishing and communicating disciplinary actions would also serve as
a deterrent to unauthorized accesses. Further, OIG does not believe that the FAM
sections cited adequately address OIG’s concerns, because 3 FAM 4321 applies only
to Civil Service and 3 FAM 4370 and 4377 apply only to Foreign Service person-
nel. In addition, CA will need to modify its MOUs with external agencies to address
even minimal disciplinary actions, such as deactivating the account of a user with a
suspected unauthorized access violation, while an investigation commences. In con-
sideration of the positions presented by CA and HR, OIG has modified the recom-
mendation.

On the basis of both responses, OIG considers this recommendation unre-
solved. This recommendation can be considered resolved when CA and HR agree to
determine the feasibility of developing and implementing the disciplinary guidelines
and the table. The recommendation can be closed when OIG receives documenta-
tion that the feasibility study has been completed.

OTHER MATTERS

During its review, OIG was also made aware of other activities that raise con-
cerns about the safeguarding of PII in passport systems relating to both Department
and non-Department users.
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Required Reviews Identify Security
Vulnerabilities With Passport Systems

PIERS is identified as a major system of the Department under the Federal
Information Security Management Act (FISMA). As such, it is required to undergo
periodic certification and accreditation® by IRM’s Office of Information Assurance
(IRM/TA). Access control testing is part of the certification testing performed to
support the Authorization Decision that PIERS can be used or operated. Accord-
ing to IRM/TA officials, reviews of access controls were performed for both PIERS
and PRISM. The system administrators, under the authority of the system owner
(CA), review user-level access and provide the results of annual testing of selected
security controls to IRM/IA for review. According to IRM/IA officials, through the
certification and accreditation process, the vulnerabilities and safeguards to prevent
breaches in PIERS are known. An IRM representative is on the Working Group and
also participates on two of the functional areas that are addressing planned system
changes and enhancements that are designed to further protect PII data contained in
PIERS and other CA passport systems.

Another FISMA and OMB requirement is the conduct of the Privacy Impact
Assessment (PTA),*' which, for PIERS, is submitted by CA to A/ISS/IPS. The
representatives of A/ISS/IPS conduct a “privacy review;” in which they examine
the mission-related necessity of each element of collected PII as explained by the
systems owner in the PIA. However, an official with A/ISS/IPS told OIG that the
office is not equipped to perform a technical test of the system but tries to validate
the information in the PIA to the extent possible. Ultimately, the office depends on
the system owner to complete the PIA accurately. According to this official, the PIA
tor PIERS is currently being updated.

OIG reviewed the most recent (undated) PIA for PIERS. Regarding the controls
in place to prevent the misuse (e.g,, unauthorized browsing) of data by those having
access, the PIA states:

PIERS tracks and logs the activities of system users. It logs the authorized user
and timestamp in which it was accessed. Training materials provided during employ-

*Certification and accreditation require documentation of security planning, including risk as-
sessments, contingency plans, incident response plans, security awareness and training plans,
information systems rules of behavior, configuration management plans, security configuration
checklists, privacy impact assessments, and system interconnection agreements.

#A Privacy Impact Assessment (PLA) is a process for examining the risks and ramifications of
using information technology to collect, maintain, and disseminate information in identifiable
form from or about members of the public and for identifying and evaluating protections and
alternative processes to mitigate the impact to privacy of collecting such information.
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ee orientation define the proper use and handling of privacy related data.

Regarding the question of whether other agencies share data or have access to
the data in this system, the response in the PIA was “No.”

The PIA information appears to contradict what OIG observed during the
course of this review. While PIERS may track and log user access, it does not main-
tain information regarding what specific activities were conducted or why the system
was accessed. Further, CA officials have stated to OIG that the data in PIERS is ac-
cessed by other agencies via the CCD web portal and as coordinated through Memo-
randa of Understanding and Memoranda of Agreement.

Recommendation 18: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Consular Affairs
ensure the accuracy of its Privacy Impact Assessments (PIA) for PIERS regard-
ing all user access (internal and external) and review the PIAs for all other pass-
port systems to accurately reflect security controls for and risks to personally

- identifiable information.

In its response, CA agreed with the recommendation, stating:

CA conducts regularly scheduled PIAs on all its databases and applications to
include PIERS. As a result of the incidents of unauthorized access, we are in the
process of reevaluating the level of detail associated with the PIA so they can more
accurately measure the Bureau’s exposure to breaches of PII.

On the basis of CA’s response, OIG considers this recommendation resolved.

This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives the results of the reevalua-
tion of the PIA for PIERS.

System-Wide Review Needed to Identify
Vulnerability and Risk

OMB mandated federal agencies to review their current holdings of all PII
and to ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, that such holdings are accurate,
relevant, timely, and complete and reduce them to the minimum necessary for the
proper performance of a documented agency function.”® These system reviews
should be completed every 3 years. A/ISS/IPS officials said that they plan to work
with the Department’s bureaus and offices to meet this mandate, including CA’ pass-
port operations. As part of this effort, A/ISS/IPS officials indicated that they would

#“Safeguarding Against and Responding to the Breach of Personally-Identifiable Information,”
OMB M-07-16, dated May 22, 2007.
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like to undertake an end-to-end business process review that will encompass both
the handling of the hard-copy passport application and its imaging and storage in the
various computer systems and databases (see Appendix B). However, A/ISS/IPS
officials stated that the office does not presently have the resources available to begin
this task.

Officials from CA/PPT/TO also believe that an examination of the vulner-
abilities and weaknesses of all passport systems should be conducted, even of those
passport systems that are within the normal 3-year review cycle. The office has
previously requested, but has not received, funding to begin such reviews. In ad-
dition, the Working Group is proposing that vulnerability and risk assessments be
performed for all passport systems.

Given the weaknesses and data vulnerabilities identified in PIERS during this
review, OIG fully agrees that such examinations of vulnerabilities and weaknesses in
passport systems are warranted and necessary. Accordingly, OIG believes that the
Department should make resources available to conduct the assessments as quickly
as possible.

Recommendation 19;: OIG recommends that the Bureau of Administration,
in coordination with the Bureau of Consular Affaits, conduct the necessary vul-
nerability and risk assessments of all passport systems and report the results of
the assessments to the Bureau of Information Resource Management, Office
of Information Assurance, and to OIG no later than 120 days after issuance of
this report. The report of the results of the assessments should include rec-
ommendations to address any weaknesses and vulnerabilities identified, as well
as a timetable for implementing cotrective actions.

Both A and IRM responded to and agreed with this recommendation. CA did
not respond.

In its response, A stated:

The Bureau of Administration (A) concurs with the OIG’s recognition that
system wide reviews are needed to identify vulnerabilities and risks in systems con-
taining Personally Identifiable Information. As further noted in the report, the
requirement to conduct Privacy Impact Assessments allows system owners to iden-
tify potential privacy risks. To this end, the A Bureau concurs with the objective that
the Bureau of Consular Affairs (CA) work with both the A Bureau and the Office
of Information Resource privacy reviews to ensure a comprehensive evaluation and
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where necessary, create mitigation strategies to address vulnerabilities. The A Bureau
will coordinate its findings with the Office of Information Resource Management,
which is responsible for conducting Vulnerability and Risk Assessment. Also, the A
Bureau concurs with the statement that timely reviews and reports cannot be done
without adequate resources for not only CA systems, but also other Department
systems containing PII.

In its response, IRM stated:

IRM’s Office of Information Assistance (IA) stands ready to assist CA in their
efforts to update the vulnerability and risk assessments of their passport systems.
Likewise, IA stands ready to assist A in ensuring that the update Privacy Impact As-
sessments are incorporated into the certification and accreditation packages of those
passport systems.

On the basis of A’s and IRM’s responses, OIG considers this recommendation
resolved. This recommendation can be closed when OIG receives evidence that the
necessary vulnerability and risk assessments of the passport systems have been com-
pleted and a corrective action plan is reported to IRM/IA.

Re-disclosure of Passport Records to Third
Parties

CA’s policy, as stated to OIG and included in CA's MOUs with agencies that
have been given access to PIERS data, is that requests by third parties for informa-
tion from passport databases must be directed to CA for decision and/or assistance.
Agencies are not permitted to furnish or make accessible any such information to
any third party (including Congress, the Government Accountability Office, courts,
and the general public) without the prior written consent of CA. During the review,
CA officials informed OIG of two instances in which PIERS users outside the De-
partment had provided passport record information to a third party. In one instance,
a user from another federal agency had provided hard copies of an individual’s
passport records to an assistant U.S. attorney (i.e., the “third party”) and, in the other,
to another federal entity. In both cases, a CA/PPT/L official noted that these third
party disclosures were discovered only after the fact and by chance, such as when the
third party contacted CA for a clearer copy of a document.

Although the Department currently has a draft MOU with DHS for review
and approval, CA currently does not have an MOU in effect with DHS. Without a
signed MOU in effect, DHS was not prohibited, in the two cases cited, from pro-
viding the PIERS data to third parties without CA approval. Further, OIG noted
that neither the draft MOU with that agency nor two final MOUs with other agen-
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