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Understanding the Office of Inspector General 
Welcome to the Office of Inspector General (OIG) Information Toolkit. Here you will find 
information about what we do, how we are organized, and the manner in which we operate. For 
additional information about OIG, please go to https://www.oig.dot.gov/information-toolkit. 

Mission 
The Office of Inspector General is committed to fulfilling its statutory responsibilities and 
supporting members of Congress, the Secretary, senior Department officials, and the public in 
achieving a safe, efficient, and effective transportation system. 

Who We Are  
Since OIG was established in 1979, we have been dedicated to providing independent and 
objective reviews of the economy, efficiency, and effectiveness of Department of Transportation 
(DOT) programs and operations, and to detecting and preventing fraud, waste, and abuse, and 
criminal violations of laws affecting DOT.  

What We Do  
Our audits and investigations provide independent reviews and recommendations to enhance the 
effectiveness of the Department’s programs and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse of the 
Department’s money and resources. By law, OIG reports to the Secretary of Transportation and 
Congress.  

OIG is the only office within DOT that has law enforcement authority, including carrying 
firearms, executing warrants, and making arrests.  We often collaborate with other Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement entities, and must report possible criminal violations to the U.S. 
Attorney General.  OIG’s Office of Investigations also manages a Hotline Complaint Center that 
is staffed 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  This office is also responsible for investigating 
whistleblower complaints, including those referred by the U.S. Office of Special Counsel.   

OIG’s Office of Auditing and Evaluation is comprised of auditors, analysts, information 
technology experts, economists, statisticians, engineers, accountants, and other subject matter 
experts.  In addition to performance audits aimed at improving the economy, efficiency, and 
effectiveness of transportation programs, our audit staff specialize in financial and information 
technology audits, and acquisition and procurement audits. While OIG’s work is akin to that of 
private sector auditors and management consultants, our reports are made available to the public 
via our Web site www.oig.dot.gov.  

 

 

https://www.oig.dot.gov/information-toolkit
http://www.oig.dot.gov/
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Organization – OIG Executive Committee 
• Calvin Scovel was sworn in on October 26, 2006 as DOT’s sixth Inspector General.  He 

leads an office tasked with providing the Secretary and Congress with independent and 
objective reviews of the economy, efficiency, and effectiveness of the Department’s 
programs and operations in addition to detecting and preventing fraud, waste, and abuse, and 
violations of law.   

• Mitchell Behm is OIG’s Deputy Inspector General.  He assists and advises the IG on day-to-
day operations, management and policy decisions.  He also oversees OIG’s Chief of Staff 
and the Office of Quality Assurance Reviews and Internal Affairs.   

• Joe Comé is the Principal Assistant Inspector General for Auditing and Evaluation.  He leads 
OIG’s five audit offices: Aviation; Surface Transportation; Financial and Information 
Technology; Acquisition and Procurement; and Audit Operations and Special Reviews.  

• Michelle McVicker is the Principal Assistant Inspector General for Investigations.  She 
manages OIG’s criminal and civil investigations, Hotline Complaint Center, and DOT 
employee and contractor Whistleblower Ombudsman functions.   

• Dr. Eileen Ennis is the Assistant Inspector General for Administration and Management.  
She oversees all of OIG’s administrative and management services, including budget and 
financial management, human resources, information technology, procurement, and training 
and development.   

• Brian Dettelbach is the Assistant Inspector General for Legal, Legislative and External 
Affairs. He oversees OIG’s legal, congressional, and public affairs operations.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.oig.dot.gov/about-oig/inspector-general-ig
https://www.oig.dot.gov/about-oig/deputy-inspector-general
https://www.oig.dot.gov/about-oig/office-auditing-evaluation
https://www.oig.dot.gov/about-oig/office-investigations
https://www.oig.dot.gov/about-oig/office-administration-management
https://www.oig.dot.gov/about-oig/office-legal-legislative-external-affairs
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Organization Chart 
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https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Eileen%20Ennis.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Eileen%20Ennis.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Eileen%20Ennis.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Louis%20King.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Louis%20King.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Louis%20King.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Louis%20King.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Matt%20Hampton.pdf
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https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Chuck%20Ward.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Chuck%20Ward.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Mary%20Kay%20Langan-Feirson.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Mary%20Kay%20Langan-Feirson.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Mary%20Kay%20Langan-Feirson.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Mary%20Kay%20Langan-Feirson.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Brian%20Dettelbach.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Brian%20Dettelbach.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Brian%20Dettelbach.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Brian%20Dettelbach.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Barry%20DeWeese.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Barry%20DeWeese.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Max%20Smith.pdf
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/508-Max%20Smith.pdf
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OIG Leadership Bios 
  

AS INSPECTOR GENERAL, MR. SCOVEL oversees 
DOT-OIG’s independent and objective reviews of the 
efficiency and effectiveness of DOT operations and 
programs to detect and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse. 
Inspector General Scovel leads OIG’s staff to support 
DOT’s priorities of transportation safety and effective 
program delivery and performance.  

Mr. Scovel was sworn in as the sixth Inspector General of 
DOT in October 2006 after 29 years of active service in 
the U.S. Marine Corps from which he retired as a 
Brigadier General. His last military assignment was as a 
senior judge on the U.S. Navy-Marine Corps Court of 

Criminal Appeals. He previously served as Assistant Judge Advocate General of the Navy for 
Military Justice, the principal advisor to the Secretary of the Navy and the Judge Advocate 
General on all criminal justice policy matters.  He also commanded a military police battalion 
that provided security and law enforcement for Marine Corps Base, Quantico, Virginia. 

Mr. Scovel served as senior legal advisor for the 4th Marine Expeditionary Brigade—which 
included all Marine amphibious forces in Operation Desert Storm—and later in a NATO 
exercise above the Arctic Circle in Norway. He had previously served as legal advisor for a 
Marine amphibious unit deployed to the Western Pacific and Indian Oceans, where it conducted 
overseas exercises. 

Mr. Scovel has also served as prosecutor, defense counsel, or judge in 250 courts-martial that 
included charges of murder, rape, child sexual assault, and drug trafficking. As an adjunct faculty 
member at the Defense Institute of International Legal Studies, he led instruction teams in the 
rule of law and civilian control of the military for senior civilian and military officials abroad. 

Inspector General Scovel is a recipient of the Secretary’s Gold Medal for Outstanding 
Achievement for his leadership of OIG in supporting DOT’s recovery effort after the collapse of 
the I-35W Bridge in Minneapolis in 2007. His military awards include the Legion of Merit (four 
awards) and Combat Action Ribbon. 

Mr. Scovel received his Bachelor’s degree from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
and his juris doctor degree from Duke University School of Law. He also received a master’s 
degree from the Naval War College. 



 

Page 7 of 48 

 

AS DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL, MR. BEHM 
provides advice to the Inspector General and assists in 
managing day-to-day operations. Deputy Inspector 
General Behm directly oversees the Office of Quality 
Assurance Reviews and Internal Affairs, and provides 
direction for OIG’s oversight of DOT programs.  

Mr. Behm has been with OIG since 2003. Prior to his 
position as Deputy Inspector General, Mr. Behm served 
as Assistant Inspector General for Surface Transportation 
Audits. In this capacity, he managed teams of auditors, 
analysts, and economists in executing audits and 
evaluations across various transportation programs.       
He also served as a financial expert, project manager,  

and program director.  He has received numerous awards from the OIG community for his 
contributions toward a variety of multimodal audits and reviews. Prior to joining DOT-OIG,   
Mr. Behm worked as an investment banking senior associate for JPMorgan, structuring debt 
financings for large corporate clients. 

Mr. Behm received a B.A. in Economics from the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor in 1989, 
a J.D. from the University of Illinois College of Law in 1992, and an M.B.A. from Georgetown 
University, McDonough School of Business in 1998.   
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL, 
MR. DETTELBACH oversees the Office of Legal 
Counsel, which provides legal advice and representation 
to the Office of Inspector General on a wide range of 
issues. The Office of Counsel comprises the Chief 
Counsel and staff attorneys who provide opinions on laws 
pertaining to the conduct, findings, and recommendations 
of OIG audits and investigations; develop analyses of 
questions regarding OIG authority, general management, 
and transportation-related laws; render assistance to U.S. 
Attorneys for criminal cases investigated by OIG Special 
Agents; represent OIG in civil and administrative 
proceedings; and manage OIG’s Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA) and ethics programs. 

Mr. Dettelbach also oversees the Office of Congressional and External Affairs including the 
Director and staff who facilitate communications, outreach, and technical assistance with key 
OIG stakeholders throughout the Department and Administration, Congress, the media, and 
general public; and manage social media and Website initiatives. In addition, he represents the 
Inspector General and participates in activities of the Council of the Inspectors General on 
Integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE).   

Prior to joining DOT-OIG in 1997, Mr. Dettelbach served as Counsel for the then-Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. Mr. Dettelbach’s portfolio included Government 
operations, oversight and investigations, appropriations, and Presidential nominations. In that 
role, Mr. Dettelbach worked extensively with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), 
Inspectors General, Chief Financial Officers, and the Government Accountability Office (GAO).   

Mr. Dettelbach has been recognized for his achievements within the Inspector General 
community, earning three CIGIE Awards for Excellence and CIGIE’s 9/11 Award. In 2012, he 
received the Inspector General’s Distinguished Service Award, DOT-OIG’s most prestigious 
honor. He also has received several Secretarial Team Awards. Mr. Dettelbach has written two 
articles that appeared in the OIG Community’s Journal of Public Inquiry.  

Mr. Dettelbach received a Bachelor’s degree in Foreign Service from Georgetown University 
and a Juris Doctor degree from the George Mason University School of Law.   
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AS PRINCIPAL ASSISTANT INSPECTOR 
GENERAL FOR AUDITING AND EVALUATION, 
MR. COMÉ leads DOT-OIG’s audit division, directing 
all OIG audits related to DOT programs and its agencies. 
He assumed this role in May 2016. 

Mr. Comé previously served as the Deputy Principal 
Inspector General for Auditing and Evaluation at OIG.  
As deputy chief of the audit group, he oversaw reviews 
impacting key safety, infrastructure, and financial 
programs at DOT. He also has specific responsibility for 
formulating OIG’s audit plan and promoting process 
improvements. His past audit work at DOT has covered a 
number of high-profile topics including the Department’s 

oversight of grants provided under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act; cost and 
schedule concerns with multi-billion dollar transit projects; and critical highway safety programs 
such as DOT’s efforts to identify automotive defects. Mr. Comé has testified before Congress 
and the National Transportation Safety Board. 

Mr. Comé—who joined DOT-OIG in 1999—received the Secretary’s Award for Meritorious 
Achievement in 2004 and was named to the Senior Executive Service in 2008. Prior to joining 
DOT, he worked for 17 years at the U.S. Department of Defense in the Office of the Secretary 
and Inspector General. 

Mr. Comé earned a B.A. in Political Science from Edinboro State University. He also earned an 
M.A. in Public Administration with a concentration in financial management from the University 
of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of International and Public Affairs. 
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AS PRINCIPAL INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
INVESTIGATIONS, MS. MCVICKER oversees DOT-
OIG’s Office of Investigations, which is comprised of 
criminal and general investigators responsible for 
conducting criminal, civil, and administrative 
investigations of fraud and a variety of other allegations 
affecting DOT, its operating administrations, programs, 
and grantees (grant funds). The Office of Investigation’s 
top priorities involve crimes with a public safety impact, 
procurement and grant fraud schemes that significantly 
impact DOT funds, consumer and workforce fraud, and 
employee integrity violations.   

Ms. McVicker began her law enforcement career as a 
DOT OIG Special Agent in Lakewood, Colorado. Over the past 2 decades, she has been 
responsible for investigating fraud, waste, and abuse in a range of Department programs, 
including those involving disadvantaged business enterprises, multimillion-dollar construction 
contracts, commercial drivers’ license testing, and pipelines and hazardous materials 
investigations. Ms. McVicker previously served as Special Agent-in-Charge for DOT-OIG’s 
Chicago Regional Office. Her region covered 11 States, leading 14 Special Agents and other 
investigative staff. Her team focused on criminal, civil, and administrative casework involving 
DOT funds and programs. 

Ms. McVicker has also helped OIG develop outstanding partnerships with other investigative 
agencies. She served as a member of a multi-Agency public corruption task force formed in 2012 
that included Federal, State, and local law enforcement partners. She has presented numerous 
Contract Fraud Prevention and Awareness and Hazmat Briefings to DOT stakeholders, along 
with Federal and State law enforcement agencies and industry officials, and for 12 years has 
served as an Associate Instructor for the Pipeline Safety Regulation Application and Compliance 
Procedures Course in Oklahoma City. She has been recognized through multiple awards, 
including OIG’s Meritorious Service and Leadership Awards. 

Ms. McVicker holds B.S. in Criminal Justice from Illinois State University.  
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AS DEPUTY ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FOR INVESTIGATIONS, MR. SMITH supervises 
DOT-OIG’s day-to-day investigative activities related to 
DOT programs and operations through its headquarters 
and major regional offices. The headquarters office 
conducts nationwide special investigations and analysis 
as well as manages the OIG Hotline Complaint Center 
and activities generated by complaints.  

Mr. Smith began his career as a Special Agent with the 
U.S. Air Force Office of Special Investigations, where he 
worked a variety of investigations, ultimately focusing on 
counterintelligence, counterterrorism, and high risk 
deployment operations.     

After separating from military active duty, Mr. Smith came to DOT-OIG as a Special Agent in 
the Washington Field Office. He has been responsible for investigating fraud, waste, and abuse 
in a wide range of Department programs, including those involving disadvantaged business 
enterprises, airport and highway construction projects, commercial drivers’ license testing, 
suspected unapproved parts, employee misconduct and hazardous materials investigations. 

Mr. Smith previously served as Special Agent-in-Charge for OIG’s Fort Worth Regional Office 
which included investigative jurisdiction over eight States with offices in Fort Worth, Texas, 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, and Lakewood, Colorado. He led a team of Special Agents and staff 
that focused on criminal, civil, and administrative casework involving DOT funds and programs. 

Mr. Smith has been instrumental in developing outstanding partnerships with DOT stakeholders 
and other investigative agencies on behalf of OIG. He has served on numerous multi-agency task 
forces and working groups, including Federal, State, and local law enforcement partners and has 
served as an Associate Instructor for the Pipeline Safety Regulation Application and Compliance 
Procedures course in Oklahoma City.   

Mr. Smith is also the recipient of multiple awards, including DOT Secretary and OIG Awards. 
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT, DR. 
ENNIS oversees DOT-OIG’s full range of administrative 
services including human resources, training, information 
technology, financial management, and acquisitions and 
procurements.  

Prior to joining DOT-OIG in February 2015, Dr. Ennis 
served in the U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s 
Science and Technology Directorate as the Director of 
Administration and Support. 

Before her appointment at DHS, Dr. Ennis served as the 
Deputy Special Inspector General for Operations at the 

Office of the Special Inspector General for the Troubled Asset Relief Program (SIGTARP) 
where she was responsible for standing up the newly created agency from a blank canvas and 
establishing all operational, administrative, technical, and infrastructure programs and services. 

Prior to the creation of SIGTARP, Dr. Ennis was the Associate Administrator for Administration 
and Chief Information Officer for DOT’s Research and Innovative Technology Administration.  
Dr. Ennis also temporarily served as Acting Director of DOT’s John A. Volpe National 
Transportation Research Center where she oversaw a unique fee-for-service Federal organization 
that conducted nearly $300 million in annual research and innovation projects addressing the 
Nation’s transportation challenges. Also at DOT, she worked in the Office of the Chief 
Information Officer where she served as an Associate CIO presiding over a $3 billion IT budget. 

Before transferring to DOT, Dr. Ennis worked at the Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
where she was a Deputy Director/Deputy CIO. Earlier in her Federal career, she worked in the 
DOT Inspector General’s office as a Project Manager conducting information technology and 
cyber security audits. Prior to public service, Dr. Ennis had an 11-year career in as a Material 
Control Manager in various manufacturing industries.   

Dr. Ennis holds a Ph.D. in information systems from Nova Southeastern University in Ft. 
Lauderdale, Florida; an MA in information and resources management from Webster University; 
and undergraduate degrees in psychology and law enforcement/criminal justice. She is a 
graduate of two master’s level programs at the National Defense University, the Federal CIO and 
eGovernment Leadership. 
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
AVIATION AUDITS, MR. HAMPTON manages 
DOT-OIG’s reviews of a range of Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) programs, including the Next 
Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen), air 
traffic control operations, and key aviation safety 
workforces. 

Mr. Hampton has been with DOT-OIG since 1998 and 
has over 25 years experience in auditing and evaluating 
aviation programs. His Federal service includes 
experience with GAO and the House Aviation 
Subcommittee. He has led reviews of aviation security, 
aging aircraft, runway safety, FAA financing, and 

cutting-edge air traffic control technologies. Mr. Hampton has also testified before Congress on 
FAA-related programs. Before joining the Federal government, Mr. Hampton worked for 
Senator John Glenn and the Government Research Corporation. 

Mr. Hampton is a graduate of American University where he earned a B.S. in Political Science in 
1984. He earned an M.S. in Comparative Economic Development from American University in 
1986.  He also completed additional graduate course work at Johns Hopkins University, George 
Washington University, and the Naval War College. 
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AS DEPUTY ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FOR AVIATION AUDITS, MR. ZAKEL is responsible 
for managing DOT OIG reviews of a wide range of 
Federal Aviation Administration programs. Mr. Zakel 
assumed his position in January 2017, after 25 years of 
experience in managing large projects and programs. 
  
From 2011 to 2017, Mr. Zakel served as a program 
director in DOT OIG’s Office of Surface Transportation 
Audits, managing audits of the Federal Transit 
Administration’s (FTA) and Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) oversight of transportation 
infrastructure investments. Notably, his teams have 
reviewed FTA’s progress and challenges in establishing 

its Emergency Relief Program and safeguarding the Nation’s multibillion-dollar investment in 
areas affected by Hurricane Sandy. More recently, his teams have evaluated FTA’s and FHWA’s 
engineering and financial oversight of large projects exceeding $1 billion in total costs.  
 
Prior to DOT OIG, Mr. Zakel was a director in FTA’s Office of Oversight and Program 
Guidance. In addition, he served as a director in the Directorate of Installations and Logistics at 
the National Security Agency, leading major capital improvement projects. Before his Federal 
service, Mr. Zakel worked for 15 years as an engineer and program manager at Morrison 
Knudsen, Booz Allen & Hamilton, and Parsons Transportation Group on transportation and 
infrastructure projects in the United States and England.  
 
Mr. Zakel graduated from Saint Bonaventure University in 1990 with a bachelor’s degree in 
physics, and from Binghamton University in 1993 with a master’s degree in electrical 
engineering. In 2014, he graduated from Loyola University of Maryland with a master’s in 
business administration, with a concentration in executive management. 
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
FINANCIAL AND INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY AUDITS, MR. KING is responsible 
for providing executive level leadership and direction to 
OIG audits of the Department’s information technology 
(IT) and security, financial statements and management, 
as well as oversight of single audits that relate to the 
Department’s programs. 

Mr. King came to DOT-OIG in 2008 as an IT Program 
Director. In that capacity, he directed audits of DOT’s 
information security program and practices—as 
required by the Federal Information Security 

Management Act of 2002—and of specific departmental information systems and functions.  

Prior to coming to DOT-OIG, Mr. King served for 10 years at the Department of Treasury OIG 
as a Senior Auditor, Contracting Officer’s Representative for financial audits, and Director of 
Financial Audits. In that role, Mr. King was responsible for directing multiple financial statement 
audits of Treasury’s components. In 2003, Mr. King became the Treasury OIG’s Director of IT 
Audits. 

Prior to his stint at Treasury OIG, Mr. King spent nearly a decade at the Government 
Accountability Office overseeing, managing and conducting financial statement and 
management audits. His auditees included Capitol Hill entities, U.S. Department of Defense, and 
several Government corporations including the Export-Important Bank. 

Mr. King is a graduate of the University of Puerto Rico in San Juan, Puerto Rico, where he 
earned a BBA in Accounting and in Computerized Information Systems. Mr. King is a Certified 
Public Accountant, Certified Information Systems Auditor, Certified Management Accountant, 
Certified in Financial Management, and Certified Government Financial Manager. 
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
ACQUISITION AND PROCUREMENT AUDITS, 
MS. LANGAN-FEIRSON oversees DOT-OIG’s audits 
related to departmental acquisition activities on Federal 
contracts and financial assistance and grant recipient 
contract award and oversight activities. The group she 
leads audits all DOT operating administrations and 
frequently provides acquisition expertise to other audit 
groups. 

Ms. Langan-Feirson joined DOT-OIG in March 2011, 
bringing with her over 30 years of acquisition experience 
with DOT programs and projects. She previously served 
as a senior attorney in DOT’s Office of the General 

Counsel where she reviewed and provided legal advice on contracts and acted as legal advisor on 
major system acquisitions and DOT acquisition oversight matters. She managed the legal work 
on DOT Headquarters’ project involving lease, construction, and contract management matters 
and provided advice on FAA’s AAS Cost and Schedule Task Force, the Secretary’s Safety 
Review Task Force, and served as the legal advisor to DOT’s Investment Review Board for 
several years. She is the recipient of the Secretary’s Silver Award for Meritorious Achievement 
on Departmental Procurement Programs and several other Secretarial and General Counsel 
Awards for advice on major system acquisitions and procurements throughout the Department. 

Ms. Langan-Feirson earned a B.A. with honors in Political Science from the University of 
Arizona in 1977, and a J.D. cum laude from the University of Maryland in 1980. She is an active 
member of the DC Bar and also holds a Master’s Certificate in Government Contract 
Management from the George Washington School of Business. 
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION AUDITS, MR. 
DEWEESE oversees audits, evaluations, and economic 
analyses of highway, transit, rail, maritime, pipeline and 
hazardous materials programs and projects as well as 
transportation financing issues. Mr. DeWeese joined the 
DOT-OIG in July 2009 and has also served as a Program 
Director in OIG’s San Francisco field office where he led 
diverse and high-profile audits of the Federal Aviation 
Administration’s (FAA) oversight of air traffic 
modernization infrastructure investments. Notably, his 
teams scrutinized FAA’s progress and challenges in 
safeguarding the multi-billion dollar investment in the 
Next Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen). 

More recently, he had also assumed the additional responsibility for reviewing FAA’s oversight 
of airports.  His team’s work has been showcased in multiple IG testimonies, and 
recommendations from their audits have shaped legislation and policy.  In 2014, the Council of 
the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency recognized these contributions with an 
“Award of Excellence.” In addition to his focus on program accountability, he continues to be a 
leader through significant mentoring and staff development activities.   

Before he came to OIG, Mr. DeWeese managed high-profile, multi-location audits with the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) in Atlanta, Europe (Frankfurt, Germany), and 
Washington, DC.  Of particular note is his work in GAO’s European Office for 4 years where he 
led reviews of a wide range of complex international trade, finance, and defense budget issues. 
As a leader with GAO’s Acquisition and Sourcing Management team in Washington, he oversaw 
audits of procurement-related issues that cut across the government, including reviews of how 
Federal agencies share and use past performance information in awarding contracts. In addition 
to his 12 years with GAO, he spent another 10 years as a senior management and program 
analyst with the U.S. Army Headquarters in Heidelberg, Germany, where he focused largely on 
civilian and military personnel management. 

Mr. DeWeese graduated in 1983 from Western Kentucky University with a Bachelor’s Degree in 
Government and Economics and earned an MBA in 1986 with an emphasis in management.     
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AS DEPUTY ASSISTANT INSPECTOR 
GENERAL FOR SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
AUDITS, MR. POULIOTT is responsible for 
managing audits, evaluations, and economic analyses 
of highway, transit, rail, maritime, pipeline and 
hazardous materials programs and projects as well as 
transportation financing issues.  
 
Mr. Pouliott joined DOT OIG in 2004 and has 29 
years of Federal service —including 15 years of 
leadership in two OIG audit offices. At DOT OIG,  
Mr. Pouliott also served as a program director, 
primarily leading audit work covering the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), and was 
instrumental in DOT OIG’s oversight of FHWA under 

the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. In 2013, he received the Council of the 
Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency award for excellence in transforming oversight of 
the Federal-aid highway program.  
 
Previously, Mr. Pouliott was with the Department of Justice (DOJ)—first as a senior auditor with 
the Drug Enforcement Administration and then as a program manager for DOJ OIG. Before that, 
he served for several years as a senior auditor with the Defense Contract Audit Agency.  
Mr. Pouliott also has served in the U.S. Army and holds a bachelor’s degree in accounting from 
Siena College, NY, and a master’s degree in management from the University of Maryland 
University College. 
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AS ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR 
AUDIT OPERATIONS AND SPECIAL REVIEWS, 
MR. WARD is responsible for a range of work that 
impacts DOT-OIG’s audit production, policies, 
processes, and practices, and conducts reviews using OIG 
and outside technical experts and selected assessments 
that are cross-cutting both organizationally and 
programmatically.  

Mr. Ward has over 35 years of combined Federal service 
with DOT-OIG, the Government Accountability Office 
(GAO), and the U.S. Navy. Since 2002, Mr. Ward has 
served at OIG’s Headquarters in Washington, DC and 
Seattle Regional Office. Prior to joining OIG, Mr. Ward 

spent 15 years with GAO in Washington, DC. During his career with both GAO and OIG, he has 
led dozens of performance audits of federally funded acquisition and grant programs to identify 
ways to improve the economy, efficiency, and effectiveness of program management, and made 
numerous recommendations for improving program outcomes. The work of Mr. Ward’s teams 
has resulted in hundreds of millions of dollars in funds put to better use in DOD, DOT, and FAA 
programs. Since his appointment to the Senior Executive Service in 2015, Mr. Ward has served 
as the Assistant Inspector General for Aviation Audits and where he oversaw OIG aviation 
reviews with an emphasis on airport grant funding, FAA acquisition and procurement, aviation 
safety, and program management.    

Mr. Ward has Bachelor’s and Master’s degrees in Government and Politics from the University 
of Maryland at College Park, which he attended after his service in the U.S. Navy.  
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Key Considerations 
DOT’s Top Management Challenges for FY2018 
OIG neither issues regulations nor sets departmental policy.  OIG’s role is to provide facts for 
the policy-makers in the Department and Congress.  One of OIG’s key deliverables is our 
statutorily required annual report on the DOT’s top management challenges (TMC)  which 
provides a forward-looking assessment for the coming fiscal year to aid DOT's operating 
administrations in focusing attention on the most serious management and performance issues 
facing the Department.  OIG issued its FY2018 TMC on November 15, 2017, and the ten (10) 
topics identified include: 

• Maintaining Safety and Oversight of a Diverse and Complex Aviation Industry   

• Ensuring the Safety and Reliability of the Surface Transportation Infrastructure  

• Using Data-Driven Approaches and Technology To Reduce Highway and Rail Safety 
Risks   

• Keeping Modernization on Track and Increasing User Benefits While Fostering 
Resiliency in the National Airspace System  

• Integrating Unmanned Aircraft Systems and Other New Airspace Users Into the National 
Airspace System  

• Maximizing Surface Infrastructure Investments Through Innovative Financing, Improved 
Project Delivery, and Effective Oversight   

• Recalibrating DOT’s Cybersecurity Posture To Mitigate Evolving Cybersecurity Threats 
and Uncertainties  

• Enhancing the Department’s Management and Oversight of Acquisitions To Achieve 
Results and Save Taxpayer Dollars  

• Improving Mechanisms for Deterring Fraud, Waste, and Abuse  

• Managing Response, Recovery, and Rebuilding Efforts for National Disasters and 
Emergencies 

Semiannual Reports to Congress 
Per the IG Act, by April 30 and October 31 of each year, OIG must prepare and send to the 
Secretary a Semiannual Report to Congress summarizing OIG activities for the preceding 6-
month period. The report must describe pending and completed audits, note the status of open 
audit recommendations, include statistical tables on the results of OIG work, and provide 
summary data on investigations. The Act further directs the Secretary to send the report to the 
appropriate committees of Congress within 30 days of receipt.  
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Recommendation Dashboard 
On November 30, 2016, OIG deployed on our public Web site an audit Recommendation 
Dashboard feature. Our objective is to publish near real-time information regarding the status of 
OIG recommendations at www.oig.dot.gov. For each audit report, the public will be able to see a 
list of each audit recommendation, the status of individual recommendations (open or closed) 
and the dollar value of any financial recommendations. 
 
We undertook this initiative to enhance the transparency and accountability of OIG information 
by making it more timely and accessible to the public.  Making progress toward closing open 
audit recommendations is an important part of fulfilling both DOT and OIG’s missions and 
making that process more publicly transparent through the Recommendations Dashboard will 
enhance those efforts. 

 

Budget and Performance 
• The Office of Inspector General (OIG) operates as an independent organization within the 

Department of Transportation (the Department) under the authority of The Inspector General 
Act of 1978, as amended. Our audits and investigations provide independent and objective 
reviews and aim to detect and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse throughout the 
Department.  Our work continues to reflect our commitment to fully inform Congress, the 
Department, and the public of pressing transportation concerns and to aggressively pursue 
individuals intent on putting the public at risk.  

• OIG audit recommendations lead to substantial financial and program improvements, 
including those that enhance safety. In addition, OIG investigations enhance safety by 
thwarting criminal activities that put lives at risk, and protect taxpayer investments through 
fines, restitutions, and recoveries. 

• OIG has consistently demonstrated a commitment to achieving a significant return on 
investment (ROI1). For every dollar appropriated to OIG in FY 2016, $54 was returned—a 
cumulative result of the following body of completed work: 118 audit reports containing 341 
recommendations, and investigations resulting in 93 indictments and 72 convictions. This 
work led to five Congressional testimonies in FY 2016; produced more than $4.7 billion in 
financial recommendations, including fines, restitutions, and recoveries. Over the most recent 
five fiscal years, from FY 2012 through FY 2016, OIG achieved an average ROI of $35 for 
every appropriated dollar. 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 ROI considers the cost for OIG to do business compared to the revenue and other savings generated through OIG 
oversight work. These results are comprised of court-ordered fines, restitutions, recoveries of improper payments, 
recommended cost savings and recommendations for funds put to better use. 

http://www.oig.dot.gov/
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FUNDING LEVELS 

($ in millions) 

 

 FY2017 
Enacted 

FY 2018 
President’s 

Budget 

FY 2018 
House 
Mark 

FY 2018 
Senate 
Mark 

FY 2019 
President’s 

Budget 

Salaries & Expenses $90.2 $87.3 $92.2 $92.1 $91.5 

FTEs (Direct Funded) 410 400 410 410 413 

 

Key Statutes and Requirements 
• The Inspector General Act of 1978 (and related amendments). 
• Annual Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies (THUD) 

Appropriations bill. 
• Operating Administration reauthorization bills: FAA (FAA Extension, Safety, and Security 

Act of 2016); FHWA, FRA, FTA, FMCSA, NHTSA, (FAST Act); MARAD (National 
Defense Authorization Act); PHMSA (PIPES Act). 

• In addition to the annual THUD appropriations bill and Operating Administrations’ 
reauthorization bills which contain mandates and directives typically for OIG audits, public 
laws such as the Disaster Recovery Appropriations Act (following Hurricane Sandy), the 
National Defense Authorization Act, and those Acts related to improper payments, 
acquisitions, contracting, data analytics, fraud reduction, ethics, and grant award oversight 
impact OIG’s oversight role.  

• The following bills also play a significant role in our operations: 
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 LEGAL AUTHORITY           SUMMARY          OIG’S ROLE 

The Inspector General 
Act of 1978 

5 USC app. 3 

DOT OIG was created with 
this act. Its mission is to be 
an independent and 
objective organization to 
review DOT activities 
through audits and 
investigations to detect and 
prevent fraud, waste, abuse, 
and mismanagement in 
program operations.  

DOT OIG:  

 Conducts audits of DOT modes 
• Conducts investigations 
• Has access to all DOT info 

 Requests assistance from fed, state, local 
government agencies 

 Reviews existing and proposed legislation 
that affects OIGs 

• Keeps DOT Secretary and Congress 
fully and currently informed of OIG 
operations and findings  

• Provides Congress with semiannual 
report 

• Establishes and maintains website 
on which public can request info on 
audits 

 Receives and responds to complaints from 
agency employees 

2008 Amendment (IG 
Reform Act of 2008) 

5 USC app. 3 

Created the Council of 
Inspectors General on 
Integrity and Efficiency.   

 

 

DOT OIG must: 

 Have separate legal division from DOT 
 Help CIGIE formulate OIG-wide 

professional standards for quality  
 Help CIGIE’s Integrity Committee to 

receive, review and refer for investigation 
where appropriate allegations of 
administrative misconduct or wrongdoing 
against inspectors general and senior staff 
members.  

 Coordinate with other OIGs re 
investigations 

Single Audit Act 

31 USC 7501 et seq. 

This Act requires all non-
fed entities that expend 
federal awards in excess of 
$750k to be audited.  

DOT OIG must: 

 Conduct reviews of single audits where 
appropriate 
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Homeland Security Act of 
2002 

 

6 USC 101 

Gave OIGs law 
enforcement authority 
including carrying firearms, 
making arrests, and 
executing warrants. 

DOT OIG must: 

 provide relevant training  

Whistleblower Protection 
Act 

 

5 USC 1201 

Protects rights of and 
prevents reprisals against 
federal employees who 
disclose government fraud, 
waste, or abuse. 

DOT OIG must: 

 have a Whistleblower Ombudsman   

Trade Secrets Act 

 

18 USC 1905 

Prohibits OIGs from 
disclosing confidential 
proprietary data obtained 
during course of work 
unless disclosure authorized 
by law.  

DOT OIG must: 

 protect confidential proprietary data 
obtained during audits/investigations 
 

Government  
Performance and Results 
Modernization Act of 
2010 

 

5 USC 306; 31 USC 1101, 
1105, 1115, 1116-1119, 
9703, 9704; 39 USC 2801-
2805 

Requires each agency to 
develop a 5 year strategic 
plan and prepare annual 
performance plans and 
reports.  

DOT OIG must: 

 submit performance plan annually to 
Congress 

 include strategic measurable goals and 
objectives to be accomplished within 
specific time period 

Attorney General 
Guidelines for Offices of 
Inspector General with 
Statutory Law 
enforcement 

Establishes guidelines for 
cooperation between DOJ 
and OIGs. 

DOT OIG must: 

 coordinate with DOJ in criminal and civil 
investigations 

Anti-deficiency Act 

 

31 USC 1341 

Forbids agencies from 
using appropriated money 
for unauthorized purposes 
or timeframes. 

DOT OIG must: 

 audit and investigate unauthorized uses of 
appropriated funds 



 

Page 25 of 48 

 

Attorney General 
Memorandum for Heads 
of Executive Departments 
and Agencies Re: The 
Freedom of Information 
Act 2009 

Creates a new 
“presumption of openness” 
for FOIA requests. DOJ 
will defend denial only if 
denying agency reasonably 
foresees harm from 
disclosure or the disclosure 
is prohibited by law. 

DOT OIG must: 

 make sure FOIA requests are responded to 
appropriately 

Federal Information 
Security Management Act 
of 2002 / Federal 
Information Security 
Modernization Act of 
2014 

Requires agencies to 
develop, implement, and 
document department-wide 
information security 
programs. 

DOT OIG must: 

 Annually audit the effectiveness of DOT’s 
information security program and practices 

 

Chief Financial Officers 
Act of 1990 

Created a leadership 
structure, mandated long-
range planning, required 
audited financial 
statements, and enhanced 
accountability reporting. 

DOT OIG must:  

 Ensure an annual audit of DOT’s financial 
statements. 



 

Page 26 of 48 

 

 

 

DOT’s Top Management Challenges 
OIG neither issues regulations nor sets departmental policy. OIG’s role is to provide facts for the 
decision-makers in the Department and Congress. One of OIG’s key deliverables is our 
statutorily required annual report on the DOT’s top management challenges (TMC) which 
provides a forward-looking assessment for the coming fiscal year to aid DOT's agencies in 
focusing attention on the most serious management and performance issues facing the 
Department.  OIG issued its FY2018 TMC on November 15, 2017.  For fiscal year 2018, OIG 
identified the following ten major challenges facing DOT. 

1. Maintaining Safety and Oversight of a Diverse and Complex Aviation Industry   

2. Ensuring the Safety and Reliability of the Surface Transportation Infrastructure  

3. Using Data-Driven Approaches and Technology To Reduce Highway and Rail Safety 
Risks   

4. Keeping Modernization on Track and Increasing User Benefits While Fostering 
Resiliency in the National Airspace System  

5. Integrating Unmanned Aircraft Systems and Other New Airspace Users Into the 
National Airspace System  

6. Maximizing Surface Infrastructure Investments Through Innovative Financing, 
Improved Project Delivery, and Effective Oversight   

7. Recalibrating DOT’s Cybersecurity Posture To Mitigate Evolving Cybersecurity Threats 
and Uncertainties  

8. Enhancing the Department’s Management and Oversight of Acquisitions To Achieve 
Results and Save Taxpayer Dollars  

9. Improving Mechanisms for Deterring Fraud, Waste, and Abuse  

10. Managing Response, Recovery, and Rebuilding Efforts for National Disasters and 
Emergencies 
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1. Aviation Safety 
 
ISSUE: Maintaining safety and oversight of a diverse and complex aviation industry 
 
ACTION NEEDED: To ensure its safety efforts keep pace with a rapidly evolving airline industry, 
DOT and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) must focus on (1) enhancing interagency 
communication and working with stakeholders to improve cockpit safety and security, (2) keeping 
pace with a dynamic and evolving regional airline industry, (3) strengthening the investigative 
process and proactively removing suspected unapproved parts from the aviation supply chain, and (4) 
addressing reports of increased runway safety incidents. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

• FAA has improved its intelligence analysis capability, analysis of potential vulnerabilities, and 
processes to notify manufacturers and air carriers of unsafe aircraft conditions that could be 
exploited by terrorists. However, our work has found opportunities for FAA to collaborate more 
effectively with the Transportation Safety Administration to enhance cockpit safety and security.  

• Regional air carriers are a growing industry segment and now operate over 10,000 flights a day 
and serve approximately 20 percent of all airline passengers. These carriers operate in a unique 
and competitive environment, presenting a multifaceted oversight challenge for FAA. FAA may 
not be well positioned to respond to some key changes in the regional carrier industry that could 
have important safety implications. 

• FAA faces challenges in detecting and monitoring for Suspected Unapproved Parts (SUP)—
aircraft parts that may have been manufactured without FAA approval, including counterfeit 
parts. FAA needs to address recordkeeping and management control weaknesses to ensure it can 
capture and accurately report the number of SUP cases. FAA is taking corrective actions in 
response to our 2017 recommendations to strengthen its management controls and ensure 
consistent investigations of SUPs. 

• The number of reported runway incursions has increased over the last several years, with a 53-
percent rise in total incursions between fiscal years 2011 and 2015. While the number of serious 
incidents resulting from incursions remains relatively low, there was a 114-percent rise in the rate 
of serious incidents reported over the same timeframe. FAA has undertaken a number of safety 
initiatives since 2007 to improve runway safety, but addressing runway incidents remains a 
significant safety challenge for FAA, as the total number of incursions still increased in fiscal 
year 2016 by 7 percent compared to the previous year.  
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2. Surface Transportation Infrastructure 

ISSUE:  Ensuring the safety and reliability of surface transportation infrastructure 

ACTION NEEDED: To enhance its oversight of the safety and performance of our Nation’s surface 
infrastructure, DOT must focus on (1) transitioning effectively to an enhanced transit safety role, (2) 
implementing effective highway bridge and tunnel safety programs, and (3) meeting regulatory 
requirements for hazardous materials and pipelines. 

BACKGROUND: 

• Since the State Safety Oversight program was created in 1991, the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) has received enhanced authority to oversee the State agencies that monitor 
the safety of rail transit agencies, including allowing it to assume a State’s responsibilities in the 
absence of an effective State safety oversight agency. In October 2015, FTA used this authority 
to assume direct oversight of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. However, 
FTA can do more to transition effectively to its enhanced oversight role.  

• According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), nearly one-fourth of the Nation’s 
more than 600,000 bridges are deficient. Yet, 5 years after the enactment of the Moving Ahead 
for Progress in the 21st Century Act, FHWA has not fully implemented key requirements to 
improve bridge safety or completed actions necessary to close several of our related 
recommendations. As required by the Act, FHWA is also still working to establish a national 
tunnel inspection program, which is needed to help ensure the safety of the Nation’s almost 
500 highway tunnels. 

• Between 2005 and 2015, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) 
received 263 mandates and recommendations from Congress, our office, and others aimed at 
improving its ability to prevent or mitigate pipeline and hazardous materials incidents. However, 
PHMSA lacks sufficient processes, oversight, and project management skills to address its 
mandates and internal deadlines in a timely manner. PHMSA completed 173—or nearly two-
thirds—of these mandates and recommendations by 2016, but the Agency missed about 
75 percent of its mandated deadlines and 85 percent of its internal deadlines. PHMSA has faced 
particular challenges with carrying out efforts requiring rulemakings and non-rulemaking 
activities, such as advisory bulletins and studies. 
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3. Highway and Rail Safety 

ISSUE:  Using data-driven approaches and technologies to reduce highway and rail safety risks 

ACTION NEEDED: To enhance safety along the Nation’s roads, highways, and rail lines, DOT 
must focus on (1) improving data use to meet safety goals, (2) removing high-risk motor carriers 
from the Nation’s roads, and (3) harnessing technology to promote safety.  

BACKGROUND: 

• DOT has opportunities to improve how it targets oversight to significant safety risks. For 
example, since 2014, we have recommended that the National Highway Transportation Safety 
Administration’s (NHTSA) Office of Defects Investigations (ODI) improve how it collects and 
analyzes safety data to remove unsafe vehicles from roads. NHTSA has taken positive steps but 
must focus on follow through, particularly in the areas of internal controls for identifying and 
addressing vehicle safety defects and collaboration with stakeholders to enhance the collection 
and analysis of early warning and vehicle defect data.  

• Fatalities involving large trucks and buses have increased in recent years, based on Federal Motor 
Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) data—from 4,043 in 2011 to 4,726 in 2015, with 
FMCSA’s preliminary quarterly reported figures for 2016 at 4,702. FMCSA has opportunities to 
improve its Compliance, Safety, Accountability program, which seeks to identify and remove 
high-risk motor carriers from roads through steps such as targeted roadside inspections of trucks 
and onsite compliance reviews of carriers. 

• While the rapid development of and demand for emerging vehicle automation technologies 
holds promising long-term safety benefits, it also poses oversight and regulatory challenges. In 
September 2017, the Department issued revised guidance on highly automated vehicles that 
builds on the previous policy and incorporates feedback received through public comments and 
congressional hearings. Moving forward, the Department and NHTSA will have to identify ways 
to quickly adapt oversight efforts to recognize and address the challenges that these new 
automation technologies pose and ensure that these vehicles are as safe as standard motor 
vehicles. Technology can also play a key role in improving rail and transit safety, particularly 
through the use of Positive Train Control (PTC). According to the most recent update from the 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), only 27 percent of freight-rail route miles and 23 percent 
of passenger-rail route miles had fully operational PTC systems as of the first quarter of 2017. 
The Department will need to diligently monitor the railroads’ deployment of PTC to ensure these 
critical safety actions are taken. 
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4. National Airspace System Modernization 

ISSUE:  Keeping modernization on track and increasing user benefits while fostering resiliency in 
the National Airspace System (NAS) 

ACTION NEEDED: To meet its modernization goals for the Next Generation Air Transportation 
System (NextGen) and increase the efficiency of the NAS, DOT and the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) must focus on (1) mitigating risks with high-priority NextGen investments 
and delivering benefits to airspace users, (2) keeping key air traffic infrastructure projects on track, 
and (3) strengthening the resiliency of the NAS. 

BACKGROUND: 

• In 2013, the joint government-industry NextGen Advisory Committee (NAC) identified four top 
priorities critical to delivering near-term benefits and advancing NextGen, including advancing 
Performance Based Navigation and developing data communications for controllers and pilots. 
FAA has since made important progress in working with industry to implement these priorities. 
However, many risks to completing all the priority capabilities remain. Moreover, FAA lacks a 
comprehensive process for working with industry to effectively identify and mitigate risks for 
these initiatives, which could hinder its ability to deliver benefits as planned. 

• As FAA works to deliver NextGen capabilities, it also faces the challenge of maintaining and 
upgrading key air traffic control infrastructure. This includes the En Route Automation 
Modernization (ERAM) system, a $2.7 billion system that air traffic controllers rely on to 
manage high-altitude traffic nationwide. FAA has embarked on a series of overlapping technical 
refresh and enhancement programs, two of which have a combined value in excess of $575 
million and will span through 2023. Completing these ERAM-related efforts presents risks and 
challenges to FAA given the critical role the automation system plays in supporting high-priority 
NextGen investments for FAA and industry. 

• Unexpected events and emergencies that disrupt air traffic control can have a long-lasting and 
devastating impact on the Nation’s economy, airlines, and passengers. FAA has taken steps to 
improve the effectiveness of its operational contingency plans since a devastating 2014 fire in 
Chicago, but significant work remains. FAA’s air traffic facilities are not fully prepared to 
respond effectively to major system disruptions, in part because the Agency lacks the necessary 
controller training and the required resiliency and flexibility for its key air traffic control 
infrastructure. For instance, many of the new technologies and capabilities that could improve the 
continuity of air traffic operations will not be available for years. 
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5. Unmanned Aircraft Systems 

ISSUE: Integrating unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) and other airspace users into the National 
Airspace System (NAS) 

ACTION NEEDED: To ensure the safety of the NAS while advancing the integration of UAS and 
other airspace users, DOT and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) must focus on (1) meeting 
the regulatory challenges of an evolving and diverse commercial UAS industry, (2) developing 
strategies for overseeing operations and mitigating risks as UAS integration continues, and 
(3) managing commercial space launch activities as the industry grows and expands. 

BACKGROUND: 

• FAA recently forecast that the number of UAS in the United States is likely to be about 4 million 
by 2021, increasing from 1.1 million in 2016. To advance the safe integration of UAS in 
domestic airspace, FAA published a new rule in June 2016 for small UAS (i.e., systems weighing 
less than 55 pounds). However, the rule does not permit several potential uses for UAS that are 
highly valued by industry, such as operating beyond line of sight or at night. To accommodate 
these operations, the rule allows operators to apply for waivers from its provisions. As of 
November 2017, the Agency had received more than 13,000 waiver applications. However, the 
Agency’s backlog continues to grow.  

• Developing an effective risk-based oversight strategy is particularly important given the safety 
issues that arise as UAS increasingly operate in the same airspace as manned aircraft. UAS 
sightings by pilots and other sources have increased dramatically. However, FAA still lacks a 
cohesive system for tracking and analyzing UAS sightings and incidents, which is an essential 
element of a risk-based oversight system. Another UAS oversight challenge is the limited pool of 
data available to inspectors should they need to contact a UAS operator or take enforcement 
action. Furthermore, prosecuting UAS owners who violate FAA regulations or engage in illegal 
flight activities has been challenging.  

• The growing demand for commercial space launches presents a significant new oversight 
challenge for FAA. FAA’s oversight of the industry currently includes supervising and 
coordinating commercial launch and reentry operations; issuing licenses and permits; regulating 
supporting civil aircraft; and certifying the aircraft, pilots, mechanics, and equipment associated 
with commercial space activities. As the industry grows, FAA and DOT’s challenges will include 
integrating commercial space launches with other aircraft operating in the NAS, aligning new 
procedures and technologies with its modernization plans, and coordinating oversight and 
regulatory issues as well as defining roles and responsibilities with other Federal agencies. 
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6. Surface Infrastructure Investments 

ISSUE:  Maximizing surface infrastructure investments through innovative financing, improved 
project delivery, and effective oversight 

ACTION NEEDED: To maximize taxpayer investments while making vital infrastructure 
improvements, DOT must focus on (1) overseeing infrastructure investments using alternative 
funding, (2) accelerating project delivery, and (3) enhancing stewardship of Federal transportation 
funds. 

BACKGROUND: 

• Rising demands on the transportation system and constraints on public resources have prompted 
the Department toward new and innovative funding sources for key infrastructure projects, such 
as public-private partnerships (P3). The use of P3s marks a shift from traditional ways of 
procuring and financing highway projects solely with Government funding. However, P3s must 
conform to the same Federal requirements as other Federal-aid projects, presenting significant 
oversight challenges for the Department. As the Department pursues more of these and other 
alternate financing arrangements, stewardship will be key to ensure private partners conform to 
Federal requirements and meet their project delivery goals. 

• DOT has taken steps in recent years to accelerate timelines for delivering key infrastructure 
projects in response to congressional mandates, including  the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 
21st Century Act of 2012 (MAP-21) Subtitle C and the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation 
Act of 2015 (FAST Act). Over the past 4 years, the Department has implemented nearly three-
quarters of these initiatives. However, DOT has experienced delays in completing the remaining 
MAP-21 initiatives because it had to revise a large number of those actions to comply with the 
more recent FAST Act. 

• DOT also faces challenges in implementing effective internal controls to safeguard billions of 
dollars in infrastructure grants. For example, our recent work has shown that challenges persist in 
areas we have highlighted for years in the Federal Transit Administration’s oversight and 
management of its grants, particularly for high-dollar projects. The Federal Highway 
Administration must also improve oversight of roughly $40 billion in funding to construct and 
improve U.S. highways and bridges, including funds spent on preliminary engineering. In 
addition, DOT must continue to take steps to ensure that projects selected for its Transportation 
Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) grant program are best positioned to meet 
the program’s mission to enhance public safety and connectivity and the efficient movement of 
passengers and goods. 
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7. Cybersecurity 

ISSUE: Recalibrating DOT’s cybersecurity posture to mitigate evolving cybersecurity threats and 
uncertainties 

ACTION NEEDED: To protect its systems from increasingly complex cybersecurity threats, DOT 
must focus on (1) addressing competency gaps and shortages in the IT cybersecurity workforce, (2) 
responding to security challenges posed by the use of cloud service providers, (3) planning for threats 
targeting the Internet of Things (IoT) and intelligent transportation systems, and (4) increasing 
FAA’s ability to withstand cyberattacks and enhancing DOT coordination with FAA. 

BACKGROUND: 

• Skilled cybersecurity professionals are essential to deflect attacks and protect DOT from 
compromises. However, DOT lacks an effective process for planning its IT workforce. For 
example, DOT has not fully identified or developed staffing requirements for its mission-critical 
IT positions, competency needs, or strategies to fill specific IT competency gaps.  

• As DOT moves toward cloud computing for transportation management services, securing its 
information from cyberattacks will pose significant challenges. For example, the Department 
must ensure it maintains accountability for data stored on third-party servers. 

• DOT must also address transportation risks associated with the Internet of Things, or IoT. IoT 
refers to technologies and devices that sense information and communicate it to the internet or 
other networks, such as digital thermostats and online cameras. In addition, DOT faces 
cybersecurity challenges related to the use of intelligent transportation systems, such as traffic-
light synchronization and navigation and connected vehicles (i.e., vehicles connected to internet 
networks). It is critical that cybersecurity be embedded into the process as DOT works to develop 
appropriate guidance and standards in this area. 

• Our annual Federal and Information Security Management Act (FISMA) reports continue to find 
that DOT faces some of its most significant cybersecurity challenges at FAA, which owns over 
300—or about 70 percent—of DOT’s major information systems. As FAA has expanded its use 
of technology, its vulnerability to cyberattacks has expanded. Our FISMA report last year noted 
that FAA’s unresolved security weaknesses increased from 1,780 to 2,733 between fiscal years 
2015 to 2016, in addition to untracked weaknesses. One reason that DOT faces challenges 
promoting cybersecurity at FAA is that, historically, FAA has conducted its security-related 
efforts separately from the Department. 
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8. Acquisition Management and Oversight 

ISSUE:  Enhancing the Department’s management and oversight of acquisitions to achieve results 
and save taxpayer dollars 

ACTION NEEDED: To effectively manage and enhance oversight of its acquisitions, contracts, and 
grants, DOT must focus on (1) increasing management attention to Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) acquisitions—the Department’s largest buyer, (2) enhancing oversight of multiple-award 
contracts and other types of agreements to successfully manage risk, and (3) ensuring financial 
integrity within the Department’s small business programs. 

BACKGROUND: 

• FAA is by far the largest procurer within the Department, obligating over $5.5 billion annually 
for goods and services. Our work has identified contract management weaknesses that have 
increased costs and delays in implementing FAA technology deliverables integral to Next 
Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen) programs. Such weaknesses include 
inadequately defined requirements, insufficient efforts to assess and address acquisition-specific 
risks, inadequately managed incentive awards, and unwillingness to enforce key contract terms 
and conditions. In addition, to more effectively focus management attention on FAA’s 
acquisition and other agreement costs, the Agency must be more transparent in how it reports its 
spending on contracts and other instruments. 

• Our reviews of several of DOT’s large-dollar, multiple-award service contracts and procurement 
vehicles found that DOT’s usage does not always comply with Federal, DOT, or FAA 
requirements. For example, our recent review of the Electronic FAA Accelerated and Simplified 
Tasks (eFAST) vehicle (valued at $7.4 billion) shows that FAA does not always verify contractor 
eligibility; it awarded $67 million in 8(a) awards2 to firms that were no longer 8(a) eligible. 
Similarly, other types of agreements—such as Other Transaction Agreements and cooperative 
agreements—also create challenges and risks. 

• Our work continues to identify several areas where DOT can strengthen its management of 
efforts to promote small business opportunities within the transportation industry. For example, 
we found that DOT’s Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization lacked effective 
internal control practices, which led to noncompliance with Federal and Departmental 
procurement and financial management policies and increased the potential for appropriations 
law violations. Our reviews of DOT’s Disadvantaged Businesses Enterprise Programs also 
identified various issues with compliance or program effectiveness.  

 

 

                                                           
2 The 8(a) status is part of a business development program administered by the Small Business Administration and makes the firm eligible for a 
broad range of assistance to help it compete in the general marketplace. An 8(a) firm must be owned and controlled at least 51 percent by socially 
and economically disadvantaged individuals. 
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9. Fraud, Waste, and Abuse 

ISSUE: Improving mechanisms for deterring fraud, waste, and abuse 

ACTION NEEDED: To enhance stewardship of taxpayer dollars, DOT must focus on 
(1) developing a more effective process for referring potential criminal violations to OIG, 
(2) preventing known bad actors from receiving Federal funds, and (3) strengthening Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise (DBE) program oversight to prevent fraud. 

BACKGROUND: 

• OIG plays a crucial role in fulfilling DOT’s mission by detecting and preventing fraud, waste, 
abuse, and mismanagement. In order for our office to fulfill this role, Operating Administrations 
should determine whether circumstances indicate that a potential criminal violation warrants 
referral to our office. In fiscal year 2016, we received 82 notifications of potential criminal 
violations from Operating Administrations, leading to 60 criminal investigations. However, 
Operating Administrations do not always notify our office of potential violations, even when 
circumstances may warrant it. Establishing sound referral policies will aid the Department’s 
efforts to prosecute crimes, recover wasted funds, and prevent future offenses. 

• DOT’s suspension and debarment (S&D) program is intended to provide immediate protection to 
the Government and taxpayers from those who engage in dishonest or illegal conduct or are 
lacking in business integrity. However, the Department has previously faced challenges in 
complying with Federal S&D requirements and its own S&D program. While DOT has taken 
steps to strengthen its S&D program in response to our recommendations, making timely S&D 
decisions and accurately reporting those decisions remain critical to reducing the risk of doing 
business with unethical and dishonest parties. DOT can also do more to identify parties that may 
warrant S&D review or action. 

• Our audits and investigations have found DBE program fraud to be one of the Department’s 
highest-risk and most persistent fraud areas. DBE fraud often involves prime contractors and 
non-DBE subcontractors who conspire with DBE firms to circumvent DBE participation criteria. 
Over the past 5 years, our DBE fraud investigations have produced 44 indictments, 40 
convictions, and over $56 million in financial recoveries. Our audits have identified weaknesses 
and recommended steps for strengthening DOT’s oversight of DBE programs and protecting 
DBE funding from fraud. Strong oversight is needed to ensure that only certified DBEs are 
performing the work, rather than acting as “front companies.” 
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10. Response, Recovery, and Rebuilding 

ISSUE: Managing response, recovery, and rebuilding efforts for national disasters and emergencies 

ACTION NEEDED: To enhance its efforts to prepare for, respond to, and recover from catastrophic 
events impacting our transportation system, DOT must focus on (1) effectively responding to 
disasters and fostering a resilient transportation infrastructure and (2) applying lessons from prior 
relief efforts to safeguard taxpayer funds. 

BACKGROUND: 

• Recent events such as Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria are reminders of the vulnerabilities 
our citizens and critical transportation infrastructure face during and after catastrophic events. 
DOT plays a significant Federal role in assisting States and localities when transportation 
infrastructure is damaged or destroyed by natural or manmade disasters. Past disaster relief 
efforts show that an effective response requires—before devastating events occur—a well-
defined and coordinated approach at Federal, State, and local levels to mobilize resources 
immediately. Additionally, when rebuilding or replacing storm-damaged infrastructure, DOT has 
emphasized using relief funding to make the transportation system more resilient—i.e., to better 
anticipate and prepare for, respond to, and recover rapidly from disruptions. Our work has 
identified areas where DOT can do more to ensure that State DOTs plan for resilience 
improvements and enhance its stewardship of relief program funds.  

• After a significant disaster, such as a major hurricane, DOT must provide meaningful oversight 
of taxpayer dollars expended for recovery efforts—and then be prepared to sustain that oversight 
for years. This challenge can be complicated by the unique effects and transportation needs that 
follow each disaster or emergency. In addition, certain oversight and acquisition requirements for 
receiving Federal aid are often relaxed in these situations to facilitate timelier relief. Therefore, it 
is critical that DOT and its agencies have effective guidance, criteria, and procedures for 
expending funds from their emergency relief programs; visibility into how those taxpayer funds 
are used; and the ability to reapply requirements after the emergency period ends. For instance, 
our prior work has noted several areas where the Federal Transit Administration can apply 
lessons learned as it implements its response to the hurricanes that severely impacted the U.S. 
and its territories in 2017.  
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What We Do and How We Operate 

Investigative Process 
Allegations Received Allegations of fraud, waste, abuse and other irregularities concerning DOT 
programs and operations are received from various sources, including: 
• DOT/OIG Hotline Complaints via website, phone, email, fax, and walk-ins. 
• Referrals from Government Entities, including other law enforcement agencies, Congress, 

U.S. Office of Special Counsel, the Government Accountability Office, and DOT officials. 
• Self-Initiated, based on internal OIG audit referrals, investigative analyses, and other 

compelling sources. 
• Qui Tam3 lawsuits referred for investigation by the Department of Justice. 
Assessment Allegations are preliminarily reviewed to determine if OIG investigative attention is 
warranted. 
• Is the matter within OIG or DOT jurisdiction? 
• Is the allegation credible (for example, reasonably detailed); if so, what is the best way to 

address it? 
o Through OIG criminal, civil or administrative investigation. 
o Referral to an Operating Administration (OA) or other Government agency. 

Investigative Activity Investigations are conducted through a variety of activities, including 
record reviews and document analysis; witness and subject interviews; IG and grand jury 
subpoenas; search warrants; special techniques, such as consensual monitoring and undercover 
operations; and coordination with other law enforcement agencies, such as the FBI, as 
appropriate. 
 
Outputs Upon completing an investigation, reports and other documents may be written for use 
by senior decision makers and other stakeholders, including Congress, DOT management, and 
the public. 
• Results of OIG’s administrative investigations, such as employee and program integrity 

cases, are transmitted to OA officials, along with recommendations for action. 
• OIG’s criminal cases are prosecuted through U.S. Attorney Offices nationwide, as well as 

U.S. Department of Justice prosecutorial elements in Washington, DC. Criminal cases can 
also be prosecuted by the state and other local jurisdictions.  

• OIG performs “Quality Control” on the results of those investigations conducted by OAs 
based on our referrals to ensure allegations are sufficiently addressed. 

• Matters are referred to OAs for suspension or debarment. 
 

                                                           
3 Lawsuits filed by private citizens on behalf of the government alleging the submission of false claims for payment. 
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Investigative Priorities 
Our top investigative priorities involve crimes with a public safety impact, fraud schemes that 
significantly impact DOT funds, consumer and workforce fraud, and employee integrity 
violations.  

Transportation Safety Investigations The goal of our investigative operations is to enhance 
DOT's transportation safety goals by investigating crimes where death or serious bodily injury 
has or is likely to occur. The types of investigations typically involve parties that egregiously 
violate DOT’s safety regulations and statutes. Our investigations—and resultant prosecutions—
are separate from but complement the regulatory enforcement programs of DOT’s Operating 
Administrations. The availability of criminal sanctions sends a message to violators who 
consider regulatory/civil penalties as a cost of doing business. In this priority are 3 sub-areas: 

• Aviation safety investigations typically involve counterfeit or substandard aircraft parts, 
falsified aircraft and aircraft parts maintenance records, and false certifications involving 
pilot and mechanic licensing and maintenance records. 

• Motor carrier safety investigations include falsified drivers’ hours-of-service logs, 
fraudulently or corruptly obtained commercial drivers’ licenses, falsified truck or bus 
maintenance records, and fraud in testing commercial drivers for drug and alcohol abuse. 

• Hazardous materials investigations concern the illegal and undeclared shipment of hazmat in 
all modes of transportation. 

Procurement and Grant Fraud Investigations The goal of this program is to protect the loss of 
Federal transportation dollars by investigating fraud by grantees, grant recipients, and DOT 
contractors. In addition, this program helps ensure a level economic playing field for American 
workers and disadvantaged business enterprises in the distribution of Federal transportation 
funds. The types of frauds typically seen in DOT procurements and grants include allegations of 
bribery and corruption, bid rigging, false claims, labor and materials over-charging, 
disadvantaged business enterprise fraud, and product substitution. The Office of Investigations 
also has a proactive fraud awareness and education outreach program with stakeholders at all 
levels of Government. 

Consumer and Workforce Fraud Investigations The goal of this program is to protect American 
consumers and workers from fraud in connection with Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration economic regulatory programs, such as household goods and motor carrier 
broker fraud schemes. 

Employee Integrity Investigations The goal of this program is to promote program integrity by 
investigating serious employee misconduct. These types of investigations address a wide range 
of violations involving DOT employees, such as time and attendance fraud, travel voucher fraud, 
misuse of Government property or funds, conflicts of interest, ethics violations, and other 
prohibited personnel actions. 
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Law Enforcement Authority 
OIG special agents have Federal law enforcement authority to conduct criminal investigations—
including the authority to make arrests, obtain and execute warrants, and carry firearms. The 
only organization in DOT authorized to employ criminal investigators or perform criminal 
investigative functions,4 DOT OIG exercises its law enforcement authority in accordance with 
U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) requirements and guidelines:  

• Training. All OIG special agents are subject to rigorous law enforcement training required 
for most other Federal law enforcement agencies, including the U.S. Marshals Service, 
Homeland Security Investigations, and other OIGs.  

• Use of Force Policy. OIG’s policy on use of force mirrors the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation’s (FBI) and DOJ’s policies on use of deadly force. Our policy addresses all 
types of use of force situations that may arise during our investigations. All DOT OIG special 
agents are trained quarterly on use of force. 

• External Peer Reviews. OIG’s investigative function is subject to external peer reviews at 
least once every 3 years to ensure adequate internal safeguards and management 
procedures.   

Audit Process 
The Office of Auditing and Evaluation includes auditors, analysts, information technology 
experts, economists, statisticians, engineers, writers, and other specialists at DOT’s Washington, 
DC, headquarters and eight field offices around the country.  

Audits have four basic phases: 

• Survey: The audit team proposes audit objectives, scope, and methodology and estimates 
milestones. 

• Verification: The audit team gathers and analyzes evidence and develops findings and 
recommendations based on its analysis. 

• Report Development: A draft report on our findings and recommendations is written and 
reviewed by internal stakeholders and sent to the audited agency for review and comment. 

• Report Issuance: The final report is issued to the audited agency, OST, OMB, and 
congressional committees and staff. 
 

Audits prompted by: 

• Laws, such as Appropriation Acts, Authorization Acts, and the Chief Financial Officers Act 
• Requests from Congress, senior Department officials, and other officials 
• Referrals from OIG’s Office of Investigations 
• Self-initiation 
                                                           
4 With the exception of NHTSA’s odometer fraud program. 
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Audits performed by or on behalf of OIG include: 

• Performance audits reviewing the efficiency and effectiveness of DOT programs, including 
audits of regulated entities. 

• Financial audits including financial statement audits and attestation engagements. 

Communication during the audit process: We maintain an open line of communication with the 
Department and requestors throughout the audit process. 

• At the start of an audit, OIG formally notifies the OA at the start of an audit through an 
Announcement Letter, which lists the elements within DOT to be audited, the audit 
objectives, the expected start date, and the OIG Audit Team Program Director and Project 
Manager. Announcement Letters are posted on OIG’s Web site for the public. 

• At the conclusion of field work, the audit team conducts an exit conference with the OA to 
discuss the audit results. 

• The draft report is typically given to the OA for formal written comments. Agency 
comments are included as an Appendix to the final report. All final reports must have some 
indication that the audited agency had opportunity to comment either in writing or orally 
before the final is issued. 

• Final reports are posted on OIG’s Web site for the public, typically 2 business days (but no 
more than 3 calendar days) after issuing and distributing advance copies of a final report.  

Audit standards: Audits comply with generally accepted Government auditing standards 
(GAGAS) put forth in GAO’s Government Auditing Standards, commonly referred to as the 
“Yellow Book.” These are the standards and guidance used by Government auditors to ensure 
integrity and objectivity: 

• Independence 
• Professional judgment 
• Competence 
• Quality control and assurance 
• Standards established by the American Institute of CPAs (for financial and attestation audits) 
• Planning 
• Supervision 
• Obtaining sufficient, appropriate evidence 
• Audit documentation 
• Reporting 
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Process for Distributing Reports and Work Products  
• Once an audit report has been issued in draft, it is provided to the audited agency for review 

and comment.  The audited agency generally has 30 calendar days to respond to OIG’s draft 
audit report.  The agency may request an extension of an additional 15 calendar days for their 
review which OIG may grant at its discretion.  Congressionally mandated deadlines may 
prevent OIG from being able to grant an extension.   

• Within approximately 30 days prior to issuing a final report, OIG provides advance notice 
and summarizes the objectives of the audit in OIG’s weekly report to the Secretary. 

• Once agency comments have been received and any changes have been made to the report, 
the final report is distributed to (1) the DOT addressee and senior OST/OA officials;5 (2) 
congressional staff on committees of jurisdiction; and (3) OMB transportation policy staff. 

• Depending on the origin of the report (whether it was requested by the Department, 
congressional committees, individual members of Congress, or self-initiated by OIG), OIG 
generally waits until the 2nd business day (but no more than 3 calendar days) after issuing 
and distributing advance copies of a final report or management advisory before making it 
publicly available on our Web site or providing copies to requesting members of the public 
or the media. (See the following Public Release Schedule for OIG Reports timetable.) 

• Note, however, that if a report is made public by those outside OIG during these interim 
“hold” periods, our policy is to make the report available to the public on our Website at that 
time.   

• OIG does not solicit media attention for its reports, nor do we release “embargoed” copies or 
summaries of reports to the media in advance of their public release. We rely on our Website 
and social media tools to notify media and the public when an item has been made public.  

  

                                                           
5 To maintain the accuracy of our email-distribution lists for final reports, please send any names and email 
addresses of newly hired senior appointees and staff that should receive these advance notifications to 
nathan.richmond@oig.dot.gov. 

mailto:nathan.richmond@oig.dot.gov
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PUBLIC RELEASE SCHEDULE FOR OIG REPORTS AND WORK PRODUCTS 

Report Public Release Date DOT 
Comment 

OIG Semiannual Report By May 31 and November 30 X 

DOT Top Management 
Challenges Report By November 15 X 

Final Audit Reports 

Generally on the 2nd business day after issuance and 
delivery to DOT and Congress but no more than 3 
calendar days 

X 

Management Advisories6 
Generally on the 2nd business day after issuance and 
delivery to DOT and Congress but no more than 3 
calendar days 

 

Controlled Correspondence7 Generally on the 2nd business day after issuance and 
delivery to the recipient  

Audit Announcements Upon issuance and delivery to DOT  

Investigative Summaries When information regarding an investigation is 
deemed to be public by the prosecuting official  

Reports of Investigation Subject to FOIA review process  

Testimony Statements Upon commencement of a congressional hearing  

OIG Monthly Activity Report8 Within 7 days of the beginning of each month  

  

                                                           
6 OIG will periodically issue advisories to alert DOT officials of significant issues that emerge during an audit and 
warrant immediate attention. 
7 Controlled Correspondence includes official Congressional, DOT and interagency correspondence and may 
include non-audit reviews containing no audit recommendations. 
8 OIG’s Monthly Activity Report is a compilation of summaries and links to OIG’s public web site regarding newly 
announced audits, final audit reports, testimony statements, investigations, correspondence, and ARRA monthly 
financial and activity reports released during the preceding month. These reports are distributed electronically to 
staff at Congressional committees, OMB, GAO, and NTSB. 
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OIG’s Relationship with DOT 
In addition to supporting Congress in its oversight role, the Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
provides the Secretary and Modal Administrators of the Department of Transportation (DOT) 
with a unique perspective into the Department’s operations.  This document provides a snapshot 
of the OIG, including its authority and obligations as well as its core operational elements.  For 
more information, please visit https://www.oig.dot.gov/information-toolkit. 

The Role of Inspectors General 
In accordance with the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended (the IG Act), 73 federal 
agencies have an Inspector General (IG). Approximately half are appointed by the President 
subject to Senate confirmation – as is the case for the DOT IG – while the remainder are 
appointed by the agency head, governing board or commission. 

According to the IG Act, the role of an IG is to prevent and detect waste, fraud, and abuse 
relating to each agency’s programs and operations, and to promote economy, efficiency, and 
effectiveness in the agency’s programs and operations. 

IGs are nonpartisan and are selected without regard to political affiliation. Unlike other political 
appointees, IGs typically remain in office when Presidential Administrations change.  IGs have a 
dual reporting requirement—to their agency heads and to Congress.  IGs are required by the IG 
Act to keep both fully and currently informed about problems and deficiencies in their agencies’ 
programs and operations, as well as the necessity for and progress of corrective action.  In 
addition, the IG is required to present all allegations that appear to be criminal in nature to the 
Attorney General for prosecutorial consideration. 

Although IGs are located within agencies, they conduct their audits, investigations, and special 
reviews while maintaining independence.  For example, agency heads may not prevent the IGs 
from initiating, carrying out, or completing any audit, or investigation, except in limited 
circumstances.  IGs must maintain their independence, in both reality and in appearance, to 
provide credible oversight.  In addition, the IG meets regularly with senior DOT executives to 
foster effective communications. According to the IG Act, IGs must have direct and prompt 
access to agency heads.  

OIG Access Authority 
Under the IG Act, IGs have broad statutory authority, including access to all agency records, 
information and employees.  IGs also have the authority to subpoena relevant documents and 
information from non-federal organizations and individuals.  Access is a bedrock principle upon 
which OIG is able build our independent and objective reviews.  In 2015, the previous DOT 
administration issued a Department-wide cooperation memo instructing all employees as to their 
responsibilities with respect to OIG inquiries.     

https://www.oig.dot.gov/information-toolkit
https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/files/OST_OIG%20Cooperation%20Memo.pdf
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Interactions Between OIG and DOT  

The Inspector General 
The IG historically has been invited to participate in the Secretary’s weekly Executive 
Management Team meetings generally attended by each Operating Administrator and the 
Department’s senior political appointees (e.g. Undersecretary for Policy, General Counsel, Chief 
of Staff, and the Assistant Secretaries).  

As a means to fulfill the obligation to keep the Secretary fully and currently informed, the 
Inspector General also meets biweekly with the Secretary or the Deputy Secretary to provide a 
snapshot of impending OIG efforts such as the release of final audit reports which are often of 
particular interest to Congress and the press.   

OIG also provides a weekly report to the Secretary which highlights the following: significant 
schedule information for the IG and the Deputy IG including congressional testimonies, 
speeches, or other public appearances; upcoming audit reports and other significant activities; 
and updates on recent matters such as summaries of investigations that have seen some public 
disclosure such as an indictment, conviction, or sentencing.   

To assist in fulfilling OIG’s dual reporting mandate, in advance of making our reports publicly 
available on our website, OIG provides embargoed email copies of our audit reports to senior 
DOT and congressional officials.   

Office of Audit and Evaluations 
OIG’s Office of Auditing and Evaluation conducts audits and other reviews of DOT’s 
transportation programs and activities to ensure they operate economically, efficiently, and 
effectively. In accordance with the IG Act, and to maintain our independence and objectivity,  
OIG does not issue regulations, engage in making policy decisions for the Department or assist 
in operating DOT programs.  OIG conducts audit work based on a variety of factors, including 
Congressional interest (as mandated by law or directed by Congressional request), Secretarial or 
Operating Administrator request, or self-initiation based on our own ongoing research and 
assessments of DOT’s major challenges.  To prevent duplication of effort to the extent possible 
on audits, OIG and the Government Accountability Office coordinate regularly. 

DOT sets out its internal operations in various Orders and Policies, including interactions 
pertaining to OIG audits (DOT Order 8000.1 and 8000.6).  During audit work, audit team 
managers communicate directly with DOT and Operating Administration (OA) officials, 
including executives, program officials and audit liaisons.  This communication can occur both 
formally (e.g. in the form of comments to draft OIG audit reports) and informally (e.g. ongoing 
conversations among staff).   

Save for rare instances in which a product is designated “Security Sensitive Information” or “For 
Official Use Only,” OIG makes its audit reports and correspondence public via our Web site 
(www.oig.dot.gov).  

http://www.oig.dot.gov/
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Office of Investigations 
This office is comprised of criminal and general investigators that are responsible for conducting 
criminal, civil, and administrative investigations affecting DOT, its Operating Administrations, 
programs, and grantees (grant funds).  The investigations office is responsible for transportation 
safety, procurement and grant fraud, DOT employee integrity and consumer and workforce fraud 
investigations.   

The DOT and the Operating Administrations have an obligation to report all potential criminal 
matters to OIG.  DOT sets out its internal operations in various Orders and Policies, including 
interactions pertaining to OIG investigations (DOT Order 8000.8).  Unlike with audit reports, 
OIG does not regularly update DOT or the OAs about ongoing investigations.  Summaries of 
investigations are made public via our Web site typically when a subject is indicted for 
committing a crime, a plea or verdict is rendered in a case, and/or when the subject is sentenced 
for a crime.   

Recurring Congressional Requests for Information 
Congress regularly asks OIG for updates and/or publicly available information on topics 
including the status of audit recommendations; investigations into senior level DOT employees 
and officials (GS-15 or the equivalent and above) where misconduct was found but no 
prosecution resulted; instances of whistleblower retaliation and consequences by an Agency; 
attempts to interfere with OIG’s independence, including restricting communications with 
Congress and budgetary constraints designed to limit OIG capabilities; DOT restricting or 
significantly delaying OIG access to information and DOT employees; and a description of all 
closed audits and investigations that were not disclosed to the public. 
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Impact of Our Work 

• Examples of recent audit reports are available at: www.oig.dot.gov/audits 

• Example of recent investigations are available at: www.oig.dot.gov/investigations  

Investigative Outcomes for FY 2017 
Financial Impacts  
Fines (and Special Assessments)      $28,794,495  
Restitution        $979,101,102  
Recoveries        $8,072,057  
Cost Avoided        $0  
Forfeited        $817,008  
TOTAL:         $1,016,784,661  
  
Investigative Activities  
Current Investigation       470 
Investigations/Complaints Opened      291 
Investigations Closed       318 
  
Judicial Referrals  
Referred for Criminal Prosecution       233    
Accepted for Criminal Prosecution      180 
Declined for Criminal Prosecution      162 
Referred for Civil Prosecution      46 
Accepted for Civil Prosecution      27  
Declined for Civil Prosecution      16 
  
Judicial and Administrative Actions  
Indictments        81 
Convictions        68 
Pretrial Diversion        7 
Years Incarceration       34.1 
Years Supervised Release       38.0 
Years Probation        88.8 
Hours Community Service       12700 
Business Debarment       7 
Business Suspension       14 
Individual Debarment       10 
Individual Suspension       27 
 

http://www.oig.dot.gov/audits
http://www.oig.dot.gov/investigations
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Administrative Results 
Administrative – Cert/License/Permit Retested    6103 
Administrative - Cert/License/Permit revoked/terminated   10 
Administrative - Cert/License/Permit suspended    3 
Administrative - Compliance Agreement     20 
Administrative - Corrective action taken     6 
Administrative - Decertification MBE/DBE     1 
Administrative - Employee:  Counseling     5  
Administrative –Employee: Downgrade (Proposed)    1 
Administrative - Employee:  Reassignment/transfer    1 
Administrative - Employee:  Reassignment/transfer  (Proposed)  1 
Administrative - Employee:  Removal     3 
Administrative - Employee:  Removal (Proposed)    2 
Administrative - Employee:  Reprimand     4 
Administrative - Employee:  Resigned/retired during investigation  9 
Administrative - Employee:  Restitution     4 
Administrative - Employee:  Security Clearance Revoked/Suspended  2 
Administrative - Employee:  Suspension     7 
Administrative - Employee:  Suspension (Proposed)    2     
Administrative - Fed. Funds Reduced     1 
Administrative - No Suspension/Debarment Action Taken   14 
Administrative - Not substantiated      7 
Administrative - Substantiated - Enforcement Action Taken   1 
Administrative - Substantiated - No Enforcement Action Taken  2 
Administrative - Suspension/Debarment Referral    55 
Administrative - Unfounded      4 
  
Hotline Contacts 
Email         1,784 
Letters                                                                                               200 
Web                                                                                                   7 
Telephone                                                                                             2,088 
Walk Ins                                                                                              1 
TOTAL:         4,080 
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Audit Outcomes for FY2017 
Reports:  107 

Program Audits 31 

Attestation Engagements 3 

Financial Audits   9 

Other Reports 1 

Single Audits 63 

 

Recommendations:  337 

 

Financial Recommendations  Over $1.4 Billion 

Funds Put to Better Use: $1,454,368,907 

Costs Questioned: $4,642,637 

Unsupported Costs $19,000 

 

Testimonies:  4 

 

Controlled Correspondence  5 
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