
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Description of document: Department of Labor (DOL) records provided to Senator 
Charles E. Grassley and Senator Tom Coburn concerning 
the independence of the Inspector General necessary to 
promote efficiency and prevent fraud, waste and abuse in 
agency programs, in response to the Senators' inquiry, 
2011-2012 

 
Requested: 15-April-2012 
 
Released date: 21-May-2012 
 
Posted date: 04-July-2012 
 
Source of document: Disclosure Officer 

Office of Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Labor 
200 Constitution Ave., N.W., Room S-5506 
Washington, DC 20210 
Fax: (202) 693-7020 

 
Note: This is one of several files on the same subject for various 

agencies available on governmentattic.org.   See: 
http://www.governmentattic.org/6docs/GrassleyCoburn.htm 

 
 
 
 
The governmentattic.org web site (“the site”) is noncommercial and free to the public.  The site and materials 
made available on the site, such as this file, are for reference only.  The governmentattic.org web site and its 
principals have made every effort to make this information as complete and as accurate as possible, however, 
there may be mistakes and omissions, both typographical and in content.  The governmentattic.org web site and 
its principals shall have neither liability nor responsibility to any person or entity with respect to any loss or 
damage caused, or alleged to have been caused, directly or indirectly, by the information provided on the 
governmentattic.org web site or in this file.  The public records published on the site were obtained from 
government agencies using proper legal channels.  Each document is identified as to the source.  Any concerns 
about the contents of the site should be directed to the agency originating the document in question.  
GovernmentAttic.org is not responsible for the contents of documents published on the website. 

http://www.governmentattic.org/6docs/GrassleyCoburn.htm


U.S. Department of Labor Office of the Inspector General 
Washington , D.C. 20210 

May 21, 2012 

This is in response to your April 15, 2012, Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for a copy 
of each biannual response to Senators Grass ley and Coburn regarding their April 8, 2010 
request to the Labor Department Office of Inspector General to provide a summary of the 
non-public management advisories and closed investigations. Your request was received on 
April18, 2012 and assigned FOIA case number 212035. 

The policy of the Inspector General is to make, to the extent possible, full disclosure of our 
identifiable records in accordance with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act. 
Accordingly , I am enclosing a copy of all materials responsive to your request; the DOL OIG 
biannual responses with the corresponding reports to Senators Grassley and Coburn . However, 
certain information has been excised from the enclosed documents for the reason set forth 
below. 

Exemption (b)(?)(C) of the FOIA authorizes the withholding of names and details of personal 
information related to various individuals which , if disclosed to the public, could reasonably be 
expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. In this case, details related 
to certain investigations which would lead to the identities of complainants and individuals who 
were the subjects of OIG investigations have been deleted on portions of the enclosed pages. 

You have the right to appeal my decision to (partially) deny your request within 90 days from the 
date of this letter. Should you decide to do this, your appeal must state, in writing, the grounds 
for appeal , together with any statement or arguments. Such an appeal should be addressed 
and directed to the Solicitor of Labor, citing OIG/FOIA No.212035 Room N-2428, 200 
Constitution Avenue , N.W., Washington , D.C. 20210. Please refer to the Department of Labor 
regulations at 29 C.F.R. 70.22 for further details on your appeal rights. 

We hope you find this information helpful. Because the cost to process this request was de 
minimus, fees were not charged. Should you have any questions concerning your FOIA request, 
please contact the FOIA office at 202-693-5116. We look forward to assisting you . 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Kim Pacheco 
Disclosure Officer 
Office of Inspector 

General 

Enclosures: 

Working for America's Workforce 
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Via Electronic Transmission 

The Honorable J. Anthony Ogden 
Inspector General 
U.S. Govenunent Printing Office 
732 North Capitol Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20401 

Dear Inspector General Ogden: 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

April 8, 201 0 

As the Ranking Members of the Senate Committee on Finance and the Senate Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmenta1 Affairs, Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, 
we have a duty to conduct oversight into the actions of executive branch agencies. Integral to 
this effort is ensuring that Inspectors General have the independence necessary to carry out 
audits, evaluations, and investigations within their respective agencies. During our time in 
Congress, we have sought to protect the independence of Inspectors General and write today in 
that continued effort. 

Rec.ently we learned that several agencies have sought to interfere with, limit, or outright 
block investigations, evaluations, or audits by, among others, Inspectors General, or otherwise 
impede their activities. Simply put, Inspectors General cannot get their job done without 
assistance and cooperation from the agencies they serve. Despite the need for cooperation, 
agencies are not always forthcoming with as.sistancc required for Inspectors General to achieve 
their respective goals. In an effort to monitor agency cooperation, we request that your otl:lce list 
and describe any instances when the Department/ Agency resisted and/or objected to oversight 
activities and/or restricted your access to information. Even temporary delays in granting access 
to information can be unnecessary and frustrate the mission of Inspectors General, so please 
include descriptions of instances where information was ultimately provided but only after a 
substantial delay. Where possible, please include the Department/ Agency's reasoning for its 
actions, if any. When responding to this request, please include all applicable information 
from October 1, 2008 to the date of this letter. In the event a matter occurs subsequent to the 
date of this letter, please advise the staffmembers identified below immediately. We would 
appreciate receiving this information on June 15,2010. 

Secondly, we arc requesting that you provide our staff with biannual reports on all closed 
investigations, evaluations, and audits conducted by your office that were not disclosed to the 
public. For example, this may include fmdings that resulted in an internal Management 
Implication Report. We would appreciate this non-public information for the period of January 
1, 2009 through April30, 2010 on June 15,2010. 



Tbirdly, section 6(f)(3)(E) of the Inspector General Act states that an Inspector General 
shall have his/her comments included in the budget ofthe United States Government submitted 
to Congress ifthe Inspector General concludes that the budget would "substantially inhibit" the 
OIG from performing its respective duties. This requirement is essential if Congress is to ensure 
that Inspectors General are adequately funded. We were troubled to learn of an allegation that 
the Office of Management (OMB) and Budget told an Assistant Inspector General that OMB 
would "make life miserable" for the IG ifthey chose to communicate with Congress concerning 
their budget. We are also aware that a survey was done and that the Inspector General 
community did not identify any other situations of concern. In any event, we request that if any 
federal official threatens and/or otherwise attempts to impede your office's ability to 
commrmicate with Congress, whether that communication concerns the budget or any other 
matter, we wish to be advised immediately. 

Finally, we understand that the Ranking Member of the House Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform has requested that you provide information on outstanding 
recommendations that have not been fully implemented. Please provide a courtesy copy of your 
reply to us as welL 

'Thank you in advance for your cooperation with this request. Ifyou have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact Cluistopher Armstrong on Senator Grassley's staifat (202) 224-
4515, or Chris Barkley on Senator Coburn's staff at (202) 224-3721. All written responses 
should be sent in electronic tbnnat to Brian_Downcy@financc--rep.senatc.gov. 

Charles E. Grassley 
Ranking Member 

Committee on !7inance 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Tom Coburn 

Ranking Member 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

Homeland Security and Govenunental Affairs Committee 



JUN 16 201J 

·n1e Honorable Charles E. Gr..tSsley 
United States Senate 
13 5 Hart Senate Otlice Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0405 

The Honorable Tom Coburn 
United States Senate 
172 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0405 

Dear Senators Grassley and Coburn: 

~' ', ~ .. -- . -· ~ \. 

I am writing in response to your April 8. 2010. request for information regarding agency 
cooperation with respect to Office of Inspector General (OJG) activities. Specifically. 
you requested that we provide the following information: 

1) Instances when the Department resisted and/or objected to oversight activities 
and/or restricted access to intorrnation from October 1. 2008 to April 8. 20 I 0: 

~) Biannual reports on all closed non-public investigations and audits tor the period 
of January 1. 2009 through April 30. 201 0; 

3) Any threats and/or attempts to impede my office's ability to communicate with 
Congress regarding the budget or any other matter; and. 

4) Our response to Representative lssa·s request for outstanding OIG 
recommendations that have not been fully implemented by the Department. 

Regarding your tirst and third requests the OIG has not encountered any situations where 
the Department of Labor sought to restrict or delay investigations or audits. In addition. 
we have not encountered any instances where there has been an attempt to impede or 
influence our communication with Congress about any issue to include our budget. 

With regard to closed investigations and audits conducted by the OIG, my staff contacted 
Emilia DiSanto and Jason Foster from your staff to clarify the parameters of this request. 
We were intbrmed that we should provide: a.) Summaries of internal investigations of 
DOL employees at the Grade 15 and higher level which were closed during this period of 
time and which resulted in a referral to Departmental management; and b.) Summaries of 
all investigations concerning allegations of retaliation tor whistleblowing activities. 

We have identified two closed internal investi~ations involving Department SES and GS 
15 employees during the period in question (January 1. 2009 through April30. 2010). as 
follows: 

,·· 



• We conducted an investigation of a G -I:! employee who was allegedly us ing 
go ernment time and t!quipmcnt to further his outside private legal practice. 
During this investigation. the ~!mployee told the OIG that he used his government 
computer and other government resources to conduct research on private legal 
ca<>es he was working on for his government co-workers and supervisors. 
including two GS 15 employees. This matter was referred to Departmt:nt 
management. and administrative action was taken against one of the GS 15 
employees. 1 o administrative action was taken against the other GS l : employee 
bl!cause that cmployet: retired before any administrative action could be taken. 

• We received an anonymous complaint that an ES employee intentionall y 
concealed the outcome and existence of a Final Oraft Report conducted by the 

(b) (7)(CJ which was requested by ~~ after 
the . Our investigation concluded that the 
l!mployce deliberately concealed the results of the repon from 
senior management within ~(7)(Cl . We also determined that several other 

·employees. including a GS 15 employee. withheld the same information. at the 
request of the SES employee. from non-technical members o (b) 

(b} . The SES employee resigned trom (b) (7)(C):""as""··a"'~r.;;.es'-. u-'lt of 
the investigation. and administrative action was taken against the GS 15 
employee. 

In addition. we have identified one case concerning allegations of retaliation tor 
whistleblowing activities during the period in question: 

• In January. 2009 the St.!cretary of Labor received a complaint from the Ot1ice of 
Special Counsel (0 ' C). and the OIG agreed to provide investigative suppon for 
this OSC reterral. The OIG·s investigative results were forwarded to the 
Secretary in September. 2009. ami were subsequently forwarded to OSC (for 
further disclosure to Congress and to the President). The complaint in question 
was received from an employee with the 

~} C) The employee alleged that (b) 7)(C)officials. 
including an SE employee and a G' 15 employee. abused their authority during 
al(b) (7)(C) investigation of a q and retaliated against him for .. blowing 
the whist e·· on these alleged abuses. 

It should be noted that th{~ (1M employee had previously directly contacted the 
O!G with similar allegations. and the OIG conducted a limited review but did not 
lind any support for these allegations. When the OIG received the OSC referral 
from the Secn.:tary, we conducted a full investigation of the employee· s 
allegations. This investigation did not substantiate any of the seven allegations 
regarding abuses of authority b. ('7)Ci managers. The investigation did reveal 
delays in the investigation that were attributed to the inexperience (ti) (7){C 
regional managers. The investigation detenn incd that these delays were not 
intentional delays intended to obstruct or delay the investigation. and the 
investigation did not substantiate the employee·s retaliation allegations. 



Finally, you requested a copy of our response to a request from Representative Issa tor 
outstanding OIG recommendations that have not been fully implemented by the 
Department. A courtesy copy is enclosed. 

If you or your statl' has any questions or concerns, or if we may be of further assistance 
on this or any other matter. please contact me or Nancy Ruiz de Gamboa, Assistant 
Inspector GeneraL Office of Management and Policy, at (202) 693-5100. 

Sincerely, 

I ) ' 
~.. . /'~;) /'/~, / 

', .. J,; i/ r ~ ~ -;.-.r.~( .. Jt···-''-"'-( '\ .1~;..-,.._(} -( 

Daniel R. Petrole 
Acting Inspector General 



U.~. Department of Labct 

I~AY 12 Z010 
The Honorable Darrell E. issa 
Ranking Member 

Office oi Inspector General 
Washington, D.C. 20210 

Cm1mittee on Oversight and Government Refonn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington. D.C. 20515-6143 

!)car V!r. Chairman: 

in resnonse to your request dated March 24, 2010, f am enciosing our repon on open audit 
recommendations my office has made to the Depanment of Labor <DOL) (Enclosure I). 1l1is report 
is an update to the information provided to you in April 2009. Enclosure 2 provides a s~mmary ;)fthe 
three open recommendations my office considers to be the most important, per your request. 
The Depanment has made some progress in closing recommendations since January 2009. as 
cvidem:ed by the 353 recommendations it has implemented. However, we also recognize that much 
remains to be done to close the recommendations that are still open. and we are continuing to work 
\Vith the Depattmem to that end. 

Please note that the enclosed repon does not include recommendations from audits of DOL grantees 
pursuant to the Single Audit Act. These audits are not conducted by the Office of Inspector General 
(OIG), but rather by independent public accountants through contracts or other a1Tangernents with the 
grantees. The OIG's role with respect to such audits is limited to reviewing the resulting audit reports 
for findings and questioned costs related m DOL awards, and to ensure that the reports comply with 
the requirements of OMB Circular A- i 33. 

Yuu a!so asked for any legislative suggestions I have to further improve the IG Act or the !G Refonn 
.-\ct of2008. l~:oncur with the :-ecommendations made by the Council of the Inspectors General on 
integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE) in a letter to you dated April 2, 20 I 0. ln particular, I believe that 
':xpanding the Inspectors General subpoena authority ro include compelling the attendance and 
testimony of non-Federal agency witnesses would enhance the IG's ability to conduct thorough 
audits :tnd investigations. From a DOL standpoint the authority to access state vnemployment 
Insurance wage records, Social Security wage records, and employment information from the 
:-lationai Directory of New Hires would help reduce overpayments in DOL programs, including the 
Unemployment lnsurance and Federai Employees' Compensation Act programs. 

Please contact me ::n 202-693-5100 if you have any questions. Alternatively, your stall' can contacc 
Cc1nstance Christakos ofmy staff at 202-693-5238. 

Sincerelv. 

)a~~~~~~ 
Daniel R. Petrolc 
Deputy Inspector General 

Enclosures (2) 

cc: The Honorable Edolphus Towns, Chairman 

Working for America's Wor!~f'orce 
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OPEN AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF lABOR 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

OPEN AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS. AS OF MARCH 31, 2010 
Total Total 

Number of Number of 
Recommendations Open 

FY Made Recommendations 

:::001 314 ,~ ..... 

2002 ~03 1€ 

2003 -353 29 

2004 :.>J/ '2 

2005 34.2 o3 

2C06 :£-7 ~-

:J07 234 .:6 

::o::s 433 ~.;e 

2009 300 208 

:c10 .. ?7 '~9 

:-::r;...i.. :5~0 744 

Opl·n Recommendations with !'ntcntial Cost Savi~s/ 
~,. unds Put to Heller [; ~c 

J ~he .'ob C::rps P·ogram :ollec:s a refund ctue 'rom the National 
;:>an. SeNtce resu!ling !rom underutilization ::lf its fRCJiity. •t 
Niii r.et::! ::ost saving 'f $i90 ~67 
Repon Nc. 26-07..C(•1-J1-370. ssued March 3C. 2007; 

Potential 
eo.t Savings! 
Funds Put to 
Belter Use 

·) 

j 

0 

c 

0 

0 

338.709 

0 

J 

142,435.2~~ 

142,i74 053 

• '( Scm O;egc •'/oti:force Pannershio, Inc. had complied with the reqwreme~ts 
Hi: ou: ;nOMS Carr.u:ar "·' ~0 fer program inCOMe. •I could have usea "'et 
nc:rne of S148 342 lo funrer .ts eligible project or progr2m objectives 
~ec:J:t No C9-C}i-CQ1 .. J3-390. i~sueo February 14. Z007) 

; Only~ m:llior. of S15C m1!hcn :r.e Recovery .A.ct made available for the 
Oeoanment's r-lealth Coverage Tax Ci"edit National Emergency Grants 
!las oeen awardee to states Tne ramatning $142 million could be 
:Jetter used if tl'le Cepartment tal\es action to evaluate and ~trengther. 
'.he Health Coverage ':'ax Cred•t ,:Jrogram. 
Re;::rt N~ ~g.·O-:J03-C3·390. !SSUed March 31. 201C; 

I 

I 



OPEN AUDIT R.ECOMMENDATIONS 
US DEPARTMENT ClF LABOR 

·' -:-he ccmractor h1rnd by DOL to conduc: the required statistical review of the 
Department's procurement data in the FPDS-NG could not provide support 
:or its report 8y ensuring the contract req:.irements were specific and 
inc:uoed time lines. staff auaiificationslkey personnel, and scheoule 
~~ c.>rcgress reports ana other deiiverabies. the $190,718 paid for this work 
could have been put to better use. 
•.Re!:!Ol1 No. ;)3-1G-C01-07 -711, !ssued February 22, 2010) 

~- Fer the Job Corps contract modification totaling $122.103 that CASAiv1 
.;culd net demonstrate was issued based on merit, either issue a modification 
incorporating a SOW that is within the scope of the original contract or 
re-compete the work. and provide documentation that $122,523 of 
Recovery Act funds spent for repains net eligible for Recovery Act funding 
·.vas oe-obligated. 
'Report Nc ~ 8-10-005-07-001. issued Marcn 30, 2010\ 

2 

Enc;ost.:re : 



Enclosure: 

Summary of the 3 Open Recommendations at the U. S. nepat·rment of La hot· 
Considered Most Imp011:ant by the OIG 

L Rcporr/Recommendation: Our audit entitled "Employers with Reponed Fmaiities 
Were Not Always Properly Identified and Inspc<..:ted Under OSHA's Enhanced 
Enforcement Program." found that OSHA ha':lnot placed the appropriate management 
l.!mphasis and resources on this program to ensure indifferent employers were prope;·Jy 
designated tor EEP and subject to enhanced enforcement actions. By more effectively 
utilizing the EEP program, OSHA could potentially reduce the risk offuture injuries. 
illnesses, and fatalities. We recommended OSHA fom1 an EEP Task Force to make 
reconune:1dations to improve program efficiency and effectiveness. (Report No. 02-09-
203-l 0-1 05. issued March 3 1 . 2009) 

Agency Agree/Disagree: Agree 

Cost Savings: N/A 

Implementation Plans: On April22, 2010, OSHA unveiled it Severe Vioiator 
Cniorcement Program directive, intended to replace the Enhanced Enforcement Program. 
"I11e dircctiYe is aimed at focusing additional enforcement on recalcitrant employers who 
•.::ndanger \VOrkcrs by demonstrating indifference to their responsibilities under the law. 
OIG is currently reviewing the directive to determine if it is adequate to dose our 
recomme:Kiatior:. 

2. Rcpot-t/Rccommendation: Our audit entitled ·'MSHA Could Not Show lt Made the 
Right Decision in Approving the Roof Control Plan at Crandall Canyon Mine·· was 
conducted was conducted in response to the Crandall Canyon mine tragedy. 'Nc found 
MSHA could not demonstrate that it had made the right decision in approving the roof 
control plan: or that it had done everything appropriate to ensure that the roof control 
pian was sufficient to protect miners. We reconm1ended that MSHA establish explicit 
criteria and guidance for assessing the quality o( and potential safety risk associated 
"'ith. proposed mine roof control plans. (Report No. 05-08-003-06-001. issued March 31, 
200XI 

Agency Agree/Disagree: Agree 

Cost Savings: N/A 

[mplcmenration l'!ans: MSHA has not yet developed and implemented explicit criteria 
~md guidance for assessing the quality ot: and potential safety risk associated vvith. 
propost:d roof control plans. It has been two years since we recommended such criteria 
and guidance he developed and implemented as part of our audit of!\.1SHA's process ~or 
appwving roof ccntrol plans. 



Enclosure 2 

Summary of the 3 Open Recommendations at the U. S. Department of Labor 
Considered Most Impo1·t~.nt by the OIG 

in 2005. \1SHA ·s Office of Technical Support Roof Control Di\·ision, in coilaboration 
"-Nith tl'.e \i•:tional lnstitute on Occupational Safety and Health ()JlOSH). Jevehped a 
Dillar rt:-covery risk factor checklist. 'Iltis checklist included key risk factors Sllch as 
production pillar design, batTier pillar design. mohile roof supports. geologic hazards and 
age of mine workinl!s. MSHJ\ stated that it ,.,·ouid usc ~his checklist to develop the 
~:rite:ia for identit)'i~g potential problems in specitic retreat mining plans. Bc~ause rhe 
chcddist ·Nas ueveloped with NJOSH, MSHA wanted \i!OSH's input and concurren<:e 
prior to issuing any final criteria. MSHA has informed OfG that NIOSH is conducting a 
study at the request of Congress on the safety uf dee-p cover piilar recovery. MSHA ~tated 
that the smdy, which nas been completed and is in the tina! review process within the 
CDC wiil contain specific recommendations concerning the mining of barrier pillars. 
spiitting pillars at deep cover, burst assessments. etc. I'vfS!L,i. also stated that, in 
conjunction with the :,wdy. NIOSH has revised the Analysis of Retreat ~.1ining Pillar 
Stability (/\RMPS) software. which \vill affect the tv1SHA evaluation of ccrtaic asnects nf 
dce:J cover pillar plans. MSrL\ slated that it has been br;efed on certain aspects .Jf tht: 
.~mdy and th:: changes to ARMPS, but explicit criteria and guidance for assessing 
proposed mine roof control plans have not been formalized due io the lack of a tina! 
·\TOS}·f report. 

3. Report/Recommendation: Our audit entitled ·'Recovery Act: The U.S. De~arrmem 
uf Labor Needs to Evaluate Its Role in the Health Coverage Tax Cred1t rHCTC 1 
Program'· found that S 142 million of the $150 million the Recowry Act designated for 
ctse bv the Department's Health Coveraue Ta-x Credit (HCTC) Nationai Emer!!cnc.y 
C:fran{s {NFG) program had gone unused. We recommended that the Deparm;ent assess 
the at:ed for the unused $142 million by obtaining an annual estimate ofthe amount of 
Recovery Ad HCTC NEG f1.mds needed by each state. (Report No. D5-08-003-06·00i. 

issued March 3 J. 2008) 

Agency Agrec!Disagrcc: Agree 

Cost Savings: $ i 42,000.000 

Implementation Plans: The agency response to the report l;ontaining pl<mncd corrective 
actions and milestones for completing those actions is due on June 1. 2010. 



U.S. Department of Labor 

01/14/2011 

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0405 

The Honorable Tom Coburn 
United States Senate 
172 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0405 

Dear Senators Grassley and Coburn: 

Office of Inspector General 
Washington. DC. 20210 

I am writing in response to your request for biannual reports on all non-public. closed 
investigations, evaluations, and audits, as well as an update to your April 8, 2010, request for 
information regarding agency cooperation with respect to Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
activities. Specifically. we are providing the following information: 

I) Instances when the Department resisted and/or objected to oversight activities and/or 
restricted access to information from May I. 20 I 0. through September 30. 201 0; 

2) Biannual reports on all closed non-public investigations and audits through September 
30. 2010; 

3) Any threats and/or attempts to impede my office's ability to communicate with Congress 
regarding the budget or any other matter; and. 

4) Information on outstanding OIG recommendations that have not been fully implemented 
by the Department. 

Regarding your first and third requests, the OIG has not encountered any situations in which the 
Department of Labor sought to restrict or delay investigations or audits. In addition. we have not 
encountered any instances where there has been an attempt to impede or influence our 
communication with Congress about any issue to include our budget. 

With regard to closed investigations and audits conducted by the OIG, as indicated in my prior 
letter to you, we are providing: a) Summaries of internal investigations of DOL employees at the 
Grade 15 and higher level which were closed during this period of time and which resulted in a 
referral to departmental management; and b) Summaries of all investigations concerning 
allegations of retaliation for whistleblowing activities. 

We have identified two closed internal investigations involving a Department GS-15 and an SES 
employee during the period in question (May I, 20 I 0. through September 30, 20 I 0), and one 
whistleblower review, as follows: 

Working for .\merica's Workforce 



• During the course of an investigation regarding a DOL employee, the subject 's 
supervisor, an (11)(7)( Regional Administrator in the Senior Executive Service (SES). 
showed a lack of candor during interviews. The Regional Administrator consistently 
provided information that appeared to only serve to exonerate the subject; however, when 
that same information became incriminatory, the Regional Administrator refused to 
acknowledge that they provided it. The OIG referred the case to (lt)f7M management. The 
Regional Administrator received a 15-day suspension for misconduct, including 
negligence in the performance of duties. and violations of the Standards of Ethical 
Conduct for Executive Branch Employees . The Regional dministrator did not appeal 
the suspension. 

• We conducted an investigation into an allegation that a GS-15 employee in th had 
misused a government owned vehicle. The investigation determined that the GS-15 
employee was using the vehicle to conduct officia business ; however, while en 
route to a meeting, he stopped at a doctor's office for an appointment. The results of the 
investigation were referred t management who suspended the employee for vehicle 
misuse. 

• With respect to investigations concerning allegations of retaliation for whistleblowing 
activities during this period, we received an allegation from (b) (7)(C) employees 
(through their attorney) who claimed that they were subjected to a hostile work 
environment by~> officials in retaliation for providing information to the OIG 
regarding misconduct by othe ~(7)(q employees. We conducted a preliminary review of 
this allegation, including interviews of the complainants and their attorney by a 
senior OfG attorney . Based on this review, we determined that there was insufficient 
support for the existence of a hostile work environment, or of a nexus to the alleged 
whistleblowing, to refer the matter for a full investigation. The · employees and 
their attorney were notified of this determination. 

Finally, as detailed in the attached chart. since FY 2001 the OIG has made 3,798 audit 
recommendations, of which 924 have not been fully implemented by the Department. 

[f you or your staff has any questions or concerns, or if we may be of further assistance on this or 
any other matter, please contact me or Nancy Ruiz de Gamboa, Assistant Inspector General. 
Office of Management and Policy, at (202) 693-5100. 

Sincerely, 

4M(/.A-dr& 
Daniel R. Petrole 
Acting Inspector General 

Enclosures (I) 



OPEN AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
OPEN AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS -AS OF SEPTEMBER 30,2010 

Total Total Potential 
Number of Number of Cost Savings/ 

Recommendations Open Funds Put to 
FY Made Recommendations Better Use 

2001 314 11 
2002 303 18 
2003 653 29 
2004 467 17 
2005 342 54 
2006 297 27 
2007 234 43 338,7091 

2008 433 127 
2009 300 153 
2010 455 447 1 ,372, 757,6262 

TOTAL 3,798 926 1,373,096,335 

Notes for Open Recommendations with Potential Cost Savings 

1 $338,709 comprises: 
•$190.367 which represents a net cost savings that the Job Corps Program should 
collect as a refund from the National Park Service due to the underutilization of 
its facility. (Report No. 26-07-001-01-390. issued March 30, 2007) 

•$148.342 which represents net income that could have been used by the San 
Diego Workforce Partnership, Inc. to further eligible project or program 
objectives, ifthe Partnership had complied with OMB Circular A-110 
requirements for program income. 

2 $1,372,757,626 comprises: 
•$32 million which represents Recovery Act funds that could be better used if the 
Department takes action to evaluate and strengthen the Health Coverage Tax 
Credit program. ETA awarded to states only $8 million of $150 million the 
Recovery Act made available for the Department's Health Coverage Tax Credit 
National Emergency Grants (NEGs). Congress recaptured $110 million of the 
$142 million in Recovery Act funds for the Department's Health Coverage Tax 
Credit NEG, leaving $32 million unobligated. (Report No. 18-1 0-003-03-390) 

•$244. 626 which represents $122,103 in Recovery Act contract modifications that 
were not merit-based and $122,523 in obligations that were not eligible for 
Recovery Act funding. (Report No. 18-10-005-07-001) 



•$2.9 million which represents Disabled Veterans' Outreach Program (DVOP) 
funding that could have been better used, given the low number of veterans that 
Texas Veterans Commission (TVC) reported as having received case 
management services to address veterans' barriers to employment. (Report No. 
06-10-001-02-001, issued May 28, 201 0) 

•$713.000 which represents deficiencies that could have been corrected and funds 
put to a better use, if Veterans' Employment and Training Services (VETS) had 
not lacked adequate controls over the contract for Transition Assistance Program 
(TAP) workshops, undermining VETS' ability to ensure veterans succeeded in 
obtaining meaningful employment. (Report No. 06-10-002-02-001, issued 
September 30, 201 0) 

•$5. 9 million which represents program funds that may have been put to better 
use, if VETS had provided effective oversight of underperforming grants in its 
Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program. (Report No. 06-10-003-02-001, issued 
September. 30, 201 0) 

•$1.3 billion which represents UI modernization benefits that were unlikely to be 
applied for by ten states. To ensure the funds were put to better use, we 
recommended that ETA work with Congress to reinstate unused UI modernization 
funds into the Federal Unemployment Account (FUA) and work with the states to 
ensure administrative funds are spent as intended. (Report No. 18-10-012-03-315, 
issued September 30, 2010) 

• $31 million which represents Recovery Act funds that could have been put to a 
better use for the building of a new Job Corps facility. A government constructed 
Job Corps facility may have cost $31 million less than the $82 million multi-year 
lease agreement Job Corps signed. (Report No. 18-10-009-03-370, issued 
September 30, 201 0) 

2 



U.S. Department of Labor 

JUN - 1 Z011 

The Honorable Charles E. Gmssley 
lJ nited States Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 205 I 0-0405 

The Honorable Tom Coburn 
United Stales Senate 
I T2 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0405 

Uear Senators Grassley and Coburn: 

Olllce of 11181M1(:10r Genenat 
Wallhington, DC. 20210 

l am writing in response to your request tor biannual reports on all non-public. closed investigations. 
~valuations, and audits, as well as an updale to your April 8, 2010. request tor information regarding 
agency cooperation with respect to OtTice of Inspector General (OIG) activities. Specifically. we arc 
providing the following information: 

l) Instances when the Department of Labor (DOL) resisted and! or objected to oversight activities 
and/or restricted access to in formation from October l, 20 I 0. through March 3 l, 201 I : 

2) Biannual reports on all closed non-public investigations and audits through March 31, 2010: 
J) Any threats andlor attempts to impede my office's ability to communicate with Congress 

regarding the budget or any other matter: and 
4) Information on outstanding OlG recommendations that have not been fully implemented by 

DOL. 

Regarding your first and third requests. the OIG has not encountered any situations in which DOl. sought 
to restrict or delay investigations or audits. In addition, we have not encountered any instances wht:rt: 
there has bt:en an attempt to impede or influence our comnumication with Congress about any issue to 
include our budget. 

With regard to closed investigations and audits conducted by the OIG, as indicated in my prior letter to 
you, we are providing summaries of internal investigations of DOL employees at the Grade 15 and higher 
level which were closed during this period of time and which resulted in a retcrml to departmental 
management. 

We have identiticd two closed internal investigations involving two SES employees and one Department 
GS-15 during the period in question (October I, 20 I 0, through March J I. 20 II as follows: 

\Vorking for America's \Vorkforce 



• We conducted an investigation involving allegations thatan Assistant Secretary was having an 
inappropriate relationship with a contractor. The allegations against the Assistant Secretary were 
not substantiated. 

• We conducted an investigation involving several allegations against a career SES manager. The 
OlG substantiated that the SES manager submitted inaccurate time-and-attendance records, used 
business travel as a pretext to conduct personal aff.'lirs, had an intimidating management style. 
and made offensive comments to staff During this investigation, the OlG became aware of 
allegations involving a GS-15 subordinate supervisor and substantiated that the supervisor had 
submitted inaccurate time and attendance records. As a result of the investigation. the SES 
manager was allowed to retire in lieu of being terminated, and the GS-15 supervisor received a 
14-day suspension. 

Finally. as detailed in the attached chart, since 2002 the OIG has made 3. 70 I audit recommendations, of 
which 385 have not been fully implemented by the Department. These 885 recommendations include 462 
recommendations resulting from audits issued in the past two years. and in many cases, the Department 
has corrective actions plans in place. Many of the older recommendations involve grant or comract audits 
with questioned costs that the Depattment is still attempting to collect, as well as IT security 
recommendations tor which we are working with the Department to ensure ti.tll implementation. 

If you or your staff has any questions or concerns, or if we may be ofthrther assistance on this or any 
other matter, please contact me or Nancy Ruiz de Gamboa. Assistant Inspector General. Otlice of 
Management and Policy. at (202) 693-5100. 

Sincerely, 

("'\ -~/-

/ ~.Jr · 7~~::_\2-__.-
-0 Dani~dtrole j 

/
1 

" Acting Inspector General 

Enclosure 
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OPE\: AUDIT RECO!v1~1E~DATIO:..IS 
l~.s. DEPARTME~T OF !..ASOR 

:\umber of 
Recommendations 

Made 

\umber cf 
Open 

Recommendations 
:oo: 303 6 

C ()St Savings; 
Funds Put to 
Better t'se ____ , ________ _ --------- --------~-----

2003 653 
------~~ ~~-----·~---

24 
200~ ~67 13 ----- _________________ _.:._ _____________ ----------. 
:oos 342 --------·- _...;_ __ 51 ·-----------:oo6 297 16 ------------------- -----------
2007 234 32 !48.3..;.2' 
:oox 433 

---- __j ::ooq 300 :::.6 : 
----...L-. 5~5-=---=--=--=--· -=--=---- . -~3 3:;:..(;_) -- ' l. 3~0. 75 .;,~(,2{-~-l --~~."-

2010 ------ -- -~=----------=~~- -· J -·--1 
173 !66 ::.;00.000 . 2011 ---

TOTAL . _ __;:;....:._;__:;__ ____ -----. 3,701 '---- 885 ________ 1_.3_4_!1.:_60~~2~_8 ---

;'IJotes for Open Recommendations with Potential Cost Savings 

: $148.342 comprises: 
• 51-IX. 3 ·C which represents net income that could have been used by the San 
Diego W orkforcc Partnership. lnc. to further eligible project or program 
objectives. if the Partnership had compiied with OMB Circular A- 1 10 
:-equirements tor program income. 

: Sl.340,75i.626 comprises: 
•S/.3 billion. which represents UI modernization benefits that were unlikely to be 
anplied for by 10 states. To ensure the funds were put to better use. we 
r\!commended that ETA work \Vith Congress to reinstate unused L:I modcrni7..ation 
funds into the federal Unemployment Account (FUA) and work with th..: statt:s to 

::nsure administrative funds arc spent as intended. 
t Report ~e. 1 S-1 0-012-03-315. :ssucci September 30. :o: Oi 

• SJ / million. which represents Recovery Act funds that could hav..: beer. put to 
bcner usc for the building of a ne•v Job Corps 1acility. A government constructed 
.lob Corps facility may have cost 53 j million less than the ~&:. million multi-year 
lease agreement Job Corps signed. 
iRcpon ~o. 18-10-009-03-370. issueci September 30. :::010) 



·~~-~- 9 million which represents program funtis that may have been put to better 
use, if VETS had provided effective oversigh1 of undcrpcrforming grams in its 
Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program. 
(Report No. 06-10-003-0~-001, issued September. 30.20101 

•$), __ ~!_i!.!lilion. which represents Disabled Veterans' Outreach P~·og:am \l)VOP i 
funding that could have been better used. given the low number ot' veterans that 
T~.!xas Veterans Commission (TVC} reponed ::ts l;aving received case 
management services to address veterans' barric::-s to employment. 
(Report No. 06-l 0-001-0:2-001, issued May 28. ::;o I 0) 

•S":'i 3 000 which represents deficiencies that could have heen corrected and 
funds put ro better use. if Veterans· Employment and Training Services (VETSl 
had not lacked adequate controls over the contract for Transition /\ssismncc 
Program (Ti\P) vvorkshops, undermining VETS' ability to ensure veterans 
succeeded in obtaining meaningful employment. 
(Report No. 06-10-002-0:2-001. issued September 30. :2010) 

•':£'144.626. which represents $12?..103 in Recovery Act contract modifications 
that were not merit-based and $1?.?.,523 in obligations that were not eligible for 
Recovery Act ftmding. 
(Report No. 18-10-005-07-001) 

'ss, 700,000 comprises 
•S5.: millhiJl- which represents funds that could have been put to bctt<.:r use if the 
funds had been expended on eligible pmticipants. YouthBuild grantees. including 
some \-Vho received Recovery Act Funds, could not support the eligibility 
status (e.g., \ow income, disadvantaged. or school dropout) Cor about :20 percent 
of program participants. 
(Report ~o 18-11-001-03-00 L issued March 31, 2011 ) 



U.S. Department of Labor 

NOV Z 9 Z011 

The f lonorable Charles l:i. Grussley 
!Jnitcd States Senate 
13 5 flart Senate Office Building 
Wa.-.;hington. DC ::051 0-0405 

rhc l lonorablc Tom Cobum 
Lnitcd States Senate 
! i2 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0405 

Dear Senators Grassley and Coburn: 

Olfice of Inspector General 
VVash~on.CH:.20210 

I am writing in response to your request tor biannual reports on all non-public. closed investigations. 
\!Valuations. and audits, as well as an update to your April 8. :o 1 0, request for information regarding 
agency cooperation with respect to Office of Inspector Ocneral (OIG) activities. Spcl.:ifically. we are 
providing the tollowing intonnation: 

I) Instances when the Department of l.abor (DOl.) resisted and! or objcded to oversight activities 
antL'or restricted ,u;ccss to infonnation trom April I. 2011. through September 30, .20i I: 
Biannual reports on all closed non-public investigations and audits through September ~ll. 2011: 

') Any threats and/or attempts It) impede my nftice's ability to communicate with c.,ngress 
regarding the budget or any other matter; and 

-+) Information on outstanding OIG recommendations that have nor hccn fully implemelllctl h~ 
DOL 

Regarding your tirst and third requests, the OIG has not encountered any situations in which DOL sought 
to restrict or delay investigations or audits. ln addition, we have not encountered any insmnccs where 
there has been an attempt to impede or influence our communication with Congress about any issue to 
include our budget. 

With rcgnrd to closed investigations and audits conducted by the OIG, as indicated Ill my prior letter to 
you, we arc providing summaries of internal investigations of DOL employees at the tirade 15 and higher 
level which were closed during this period of time and which resulted in a retcrral tu departmental 
management. 

We have identified two closed internal investigations involving Depru1ment tiS-15 l!mployees during the 
period in question (April 1. 20 II, through September 30. 20 II as follows: 

Working for America's Workforce 



\\\: .:nnducted <tn mv '.'lil!ation int an allegation h~ a DO!. m· nagc r that a CIS-I 5 cgi<IIHII 
.\dmini ·traiOr had cngagct.l in a "pall.cm and pract ; ~.;..: oLtbus~: <)! .mthori t~ anti l<l.'lltcn cr •ru._t. .. 
it wa alleged that r h~: Rc<,!ional Administmror :ua. ha\·e v io!med conTract ing :tetilln an l 
appn print ion~ :aws. i>> tL·ir :,! FY:o Ill t1mds lilr a trainiilg :"e . JPn. rcqu inn g. tnt \ c1. in tile :: " 
1\l!:li'IC!' .)r FY:tll I:· ·~ '.\dl 'h mi ' llHHICI~ :m:nl in 111C L'. rcn litu rc ,,f :tppm:>-illll!!cl~ '.I -'.tll'O i n 

' '11n~t~ 1iH· 1 1..: cnlhlructitHl and :;ub "l.Jltent de:11oli tion and rc buiiding uf :1 e<• nfcrcn..: c r,,, 111. \\ ..: 
11id not ~ubstantiatc the u l lcga tion~ . 

\Vc condu~.:tcd an invc. rigation invoh ing. nr aik:;at iun agniusl .11 <IS- ~ : ~)lv.sion l 'hic r'. 
l'hc Divt: ion Chid 1ccci c:O a iettcr lf rcprmwnd ;md was rc:1 ·signed l'o ilo,,·ing an i!.vc. tig·ttinn 
that shmwd he used his position as a comract task monihll. to i ntlucn~.:c a conwctt r to hire hi · 
:>on -i n- lu \~ and brotJ1 '1'-in- la\.\ . A u tasl-. moni tor o\'crsccing the cnntractor 

~~'--'-"J!1.::~-' . 
. the Division 'h icrhad provided Uw resumes of his r~l atiH·s \o thc ;:ontractDr'. 

'"'~"'""~"'~~ 
pwj~::: t managcr resulti ng. in both ind i idua l~ bcinu hired. t\lt houg.h our rmc. tigat ton ,lid "''l 
~ I bstantiall: that the Divi ·ion Chief pc..:ilicai l) i ld the r rojectt nunagt.:r lo iti rc lli . l'l'la t iv~:s . !1 
action crea ted . at a minimum. 1 hc appearance that 1 he !Ji\ is ion Chwf us ·d his o iTicia t Fcdcra i 
J<lSition !•> obtain ~!mp ln~ ll lCill lilr rndividuals h ·\\:I~ :·elated to " I' \ \ ith whom hL' h·,u a dth • 

1 crs•mn l td• tionship. 

1 ina lly. a. de tailed in the auad1~d chart . ;i ncc ::on: :hL' 01< i ha:-. m<ldc 3.803 audit r ·comnh.: da tron:--. tlf 

••hi ·h -ox ha\c rhH bc~.:n l i J!I ~ i111 pil:111cnwd b; th · Dcp;u1rncrH. f ht'St' -os 1 ·c HIIII JL'ndatinn.., mL ·irLic ..;_·: 
rccommcnda t il' llS resulting t'mm audits issued in the past 1 wo . · ·urs. and in man) ca:e:-. . tilt• ! : cpanm~:r 1 

!las ·orrc:.:ti\c a..: t •• l !h plnn:; ·n place. \ !any ot"thc t1 ldcr rc;.: <' lllim:ndatil nS ill\1ll"c: )! rant ,,r ' 'lll ract .tutlit 
\\ it!l lJ lll'!'tion ·d '0:->IS that th~ o~partment is .,r ill ancmpting {0 ...:o llc~:l. as 1\Cll a~ IT ·ecuril~ 

'l'c·nnn1LJ:t!at :. ns ii•r \1i1 id1 1\.: an: \\ •lrkmg 11ith ihe l o;:rartm ·:lt ;n l'~l.lln: ill! impkl lt.:lll :l\1,)11 

r I :·l)ll Il l' ~;our ~tall iw <HI) q u..: ~ ti lll lS ' I(' t.:OIICCnl!i. I r i r \V. 11\a~ be \) f runhcr assi : Hlll\!C Oil t I liS or a n~ 
, ,111-:r niall~'l'. plc:1~c .:nntac1 me •)I' . llnc;. Rui7 de (l.m thl'<l \ sistanl lnspcc:tl r ( i\.• ncral. { ' rticc, 
1vlan.t!!cm~lll <i lld 1'1,lit' .. at 1 20'2) 6lJ3-5 1llO. 

Sirll.'l'fcl). 

, r1~ !) 1'~ 1·:/ ~~ 
. ~· ,z.,..:..~( ;( ,J24f'J 

I )nnic t R. Pl·trolc 
.. ling lr!sp ·;.;:or l icncr:1 l 
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Number of Number of Cosl S~tvings: 
Rc<.:ommendations Open Funds Put to 

FY Made Rcl.!ommendations Better {)se 
200.2 
2U03 
2004 
2005 
2006 
.2007 
20()8 
_))(it) 

201\1 
. - -~------------

2011 
T<HAI" 

-----~-- -- -----
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:303 
653 ------·-· __ ,_ 

-+67 

--~------------ ------ ~---
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~33 

.? ()() 

3803 

76 
;;;~ 

2<)9 
2-P 
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:-.iotes for Open Recommendations with Potential Cost Savings 

1 SI.t8,3J.2 comprises: 

·····--- ··-····· 

~~g:.::.nso.:)z,):) · 

(19::!.4-t l ,3.42 

·~~(_-i,'L3:J1. •,vhich represents net int:l1!11e that eouid be used by: llle s~m Dic;;o 
\Vurkfurcr: P:.:trtJH:rship, Inc. \o t'urther digibk project c>r program <.lbj(.>~ri\·es. i;' 

the Panncr~hip had complied \vith 0\ !B Circular .\-110 ,.Ccjtdremems •(n 
program income. 
:Report :\o. 09-07-00 l-03-390. issued February 1 •L 2007; 

·· S9.513,000 cumpris~;;s: 

•'i_L:!._iJJilll!-''1· which rcpresmts program funds that could be put to be ncr use. if 
V etcrans' l t::ployrnent and i'r:.tini ng Ser,·iL:t' (VETS) rm'\·iJt:s L~l'il:di '-..: o\ <.:rs;ghl 
lli' underpcrfurming: gram;-; in i!:i Homckss Veterans Reint.:gr~1ti·m i)roh'ram. 
1 Report Nn 06- i 0-00.::-rJ:-uo I. i~sued Septemb('r. .~0. ::o I!); 

•SJ. 9 million. \Vhich represents Disnbkd Veterans' Omn:aeh [>rogram funding 
that could be better used, given the lov" number of veterans that 1\:xas Veterans 
Ct,mmissie>n rcp(lrts as having re.:eiveJ case mnnagemem sen·i~.:r;s tv ctddress 
v•:tt:rans· barriers to ,;mployment. 
( Hl.!port :--Jo. 06-l 0-00 1-U:::'.-00 l. issued May 2\( 2010 l 

·SLLLJO[,!, \\·hich represl:nts ddici..:ncies that ..:uuld be c:Jrrected ~md ii.mds put l1' 

better use, if VETS implements adcyuatc cumrol:: O\Cl the cnntracl :·or T;·:uJ;o;ill<W 



,\ssist<uKc i'rogram \ T.\P) workshops. 10 irnprm ~~ VETS· abi!it~ 1.0 e!lsun: 
\ e!e:·ans succeed in obtaining meaningful employmenl. 
;Report No 06-l0-00:2-02-00l. issud September 30, 20lU) 

'S6N2,780,000 cumprises: 

<55.-:- J!lil!ion. which represents funds that could be put t1) better use if thl' l'tnKb 
;Jre cxpemkd Lm training eligible panicipants. Y11UthF~uild grantees. including 
some who nx:cived Recovery Act Funds. could not :::uppori the digibiiit: 
~tatus ·- low income. disadvantaged. cr school dropout --- !~>r abcut 2\i pen.:ent eli' 

rrogram participants. 
1 Report No 18- I l-00 l-03-\)0 I. issued !\·larch .31. :w 1 1 l 

·SL:;L!ni/ftQ_!l. which rcprcsenis funds that could be put to hl'ltcr use if the funds 
are expended on training assoeiated with employment by r\dult and Disiocuted 
\Vorkcrs .:xilers. Analysis <)f37 percent ofthe sampled niters disclus~'J the;. 
t:i1her did nol obtain employment ur tht.:ir emp],lyment \\~Is unrelakd r.o th<: 
training they reeeived. 
!f{..:port ~o. 03-1 i-003-03-390, issued September 30 . .201 i) 

·SJ2=}.. m£tli!!!1 which represents ti.mds that cuuld be put to hr;;ter use if an 
..:valuation of the Green .lobs Program determines that the grantees can not 
effectively nse the funds and deliver targeted employment outcomes by the end o( 
!he gram periods. Any of the $327.3 million determined not !o he nt•t.:dcd <hould 
be recouped :mel to the extent permilli;:d by law. made avnilahk !'ur ut!wr 
purposes. 
d{.cpoi1 No. 18-ll-004-03-390. issued September 30. 20 l;) 

•S6l"'L~!triJUJm. which represents t"unds that could be put lo better usc if .lob 
Corps improves m·crsight of its servic(;! providers to increase the number',)!' 
students trninet.l by Job Corps to lind vocational training-relatt:d e-mployment. 
(Report No. 26-ll-004-03-370. is~ucd. September 30.201 i l 

•Sl 6{_Q_tnillior.~L which represents ti.mds that ~:ouid bt: put to hener us<: i ( .' ob 
<.'urps implement planned changes to its student -:nrollrnem proce::;s plllicy ur 
allowing potential students to self-certify their family income lc\·ds. ·.,.,hich has 
resulted in -!-2.3 percent ineligible students being involved in Job Corps .. 
(Report No. 26-11-005-03-3 70. issued September 30. 201 l 1 
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