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Key IG Accomplishments During this Reporting Period

RESULTS IN KEY CATEGORIES

SUMMARY OF AUDIT ACTIVITIES

REPOIES ISSUEBH. ... ..ottt tteeeeete et st rtereneensensensensenssnssnssnssnssnssnssnssnnn 53
Monetary Benefits
Recommendations Made on Funds Put to Better Use....................... $695 million
Achieved Monetary Benefits (Funds Put to Better Use).................... $875 million
SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES!
Total Returned to the U.S. Government.............ccoiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieenenenenens $993 million
Civil Settlements.........cooniiiiiiiiiiiirr et eaeeea e $883 million
Civil JUAGMENES......oniiniiiiiiiiiiiieiieiieiieeeeeeteeeeeteeeeneeneeneenesnsnnannns $53 million
Administrative ReCOVEries?...........ccouiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiieieceeneeneeneenerneeans $54 million
Recovered Government Property........cccceviviiiiiiiiiiiiniiieicineencennenes $3 million
Investigative Cases
INAICEMENTES... ..ot e et e et e eeeeeneeneeneenssnsnssansassacsnssnnns 197
CONVICHIONS.....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieii it tietteeteeteeeeeteensensensensesssnsenssnssnssnssassassnssnsns 175
SUSPENSIONS.....iuiiiiiniiuiiiiiiiiieieeieeieeteettereereereereertereesensssssssesssssssssnssnssnssnssnssnns 55
(D L= o F- T 11 1=T 1 1 £ T PP PP PP PRSP PPP PP PP PPPPPIRt 81

Administrative Investigations

CaSeS RECEIVEA. .......ciuuiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt ittt etaeeunetanstanstnestaestaesssssssssnsssnsses 504
(02 EoT R 0] [o -1 = o PP PP PP PPN 485
Senior Official Investigations............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirre e eeeaes 239
REPIISAI CaASES....iuuiuniiiiiiiiiteitiieiiiititteeteeeaeererenstneensencensensenssnssnssassassnssnnsans 246
SUMMARY OF POLICY AND OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES
Existing and Proposed Regulations Reviewed..............ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineineennnnes 169
Evaluation Reports ISSUE........ccuviuiiniiniiiiiiiiiiieiieiieiieiriieteeeeeeneeneensenesnsasasnsnssnnns 10
Inspector General SUDPOENAs ISSUEA...........cceuiieiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeeeeeneeneenennnns 224
Voluntary Disclosure Program RECOVEriI€S.........c.ceuiiuiiuiiuiuiurearearerenreresennens $4 million

SUMMARY OF INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
Intelligence RepOrts ISSUE..........couiiniiniiniiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiie e e eeeeeneeneeneenesaesansansnnsans 10

SUMMARY OF SPECIAL PLANS AND OPERATIONS ACTIVITIES
AssessMeNnt REPOrts ISSUGH..........ouuiieiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiieteie e e eeeneeneeneenesnesaesansansnnnns 5

SUMMARY OF DEFENSE HOTLINE ACTIVITIES

(07014 ] 7= o) £ PRt 7,421
CaSES OPENEA......cciniiiiiiiiiiiiieieiteiuertetaetereereereseaseesessssssnssnsssssnssnssnssnns 1,153
(07 11T 0] [0 -1 =Y FS N 909

1 Includes investigations conducted jointly with other law enforcement organizations.
2 Includes contract cost adjustments, military non-judicial punishments, and voluntary contractor disclosures.



I am pleased to provide the Department of Defense Inspector General Semiannual Report
to Congress for the reporting period April 1, 2009 to September 30, 2009. We have been
aggressively working on the behalf of the warfighters and taxpayers to identify fraud, waste, and
abuse and improve the operations and programs of the Department.

During this reporting period, the DoD IG has produced 53 audits, 10 evaluations, 10
intelligence reviews, and five assessments. In addition, the Defense Criminal Investigative Service,
working closely with counterpart law enforcement agencies, was responsible for returning $993
million in fines, restitutions, and recoveries to the U.S. government. Investigations resulted in
197 indictments and 175 convictions. Our auditors identified $695 million of funds put to
better use. Our Defense Hotline handled over 7,000 contacts.

The importance of our oversight work is signified by the enormity of the Department’s
mission, the numerous assets that DoD utilizes to accomplish its mission, the magnitude of the
$600 billion dollar budget, and the over three million personnel who are part of the DoD family,
many of whom serve in harm’s way each and every day.

While the DoD IG is responsible for providing oversight to improve the efficiency,
transparency, and accountability of the Department, we accomplish this mission in partnership
with other federal and Defense agencies. This report also includes summaries of work being
done by our counterpart Defense oversight organizations, including the Defense Contract Audit
Agency, the Army Audit Agency, the Naval Audit Service, the Air Force Audit Agency, the Army
Criminal Investigation Command, the Naval Criminal Investigative Service, and the Air Force
Office of Special Investigations.

The executive summary covers critical areas of oversight for the Department including
fuel theft and corruption, financial transactions, Recovery Act initiatives, and munitions
accountability. The featured article in this report reviews protections for whistleblowers and
how their disclosures ultimately benefit the Department, the taxpayer, and most importantly—

America’s warfighters.
Section II of this report, Accomplishments of the DoD IG, highlights our work providing
oversight of Overseas Contingency Operations and oversight of DoD programs. The operations

section includes spotlights on the Afghan Security Forces, the Commander’s Emergency Response
Program, and fraud and corruption overseas.

I want to emphasize that one of our top priorities is oversight of the Department’s
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and its assistance programs in support of the Government
of Pakistan. I have created a new position, the Special Deputy Inspector General for Southwest
Asia, in order to improve communications and address mission requirements in the region. Due
to the upcoming strategic realignment of U.S. troops in Southwest Asia, it is essential that assets
are accounted for and that there is a process for the proper transfer, reset, or disposal of these
assets from the military, civilians, and contractors. We are also conducting several reviews of asset
accountability as requested by the Commander, U.S. Central Command.

In closing, I want to express my appreciation for the accomplishments of all DoD IG
employees and commend the entire Defense oversight community on their professionalism,
dedication, and devotion to service. We want to thank the service members, who inspire our
work, for their service and sacrifice. We look forward to the continued support of Congress
and the Department to improve management, strengthen accountability and transparency, and
ensure the most efficient use of taxpayer dollars.
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Inspector General Act of 1978,
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Title 5, U.S. Code, Appendix

2. Purpose and establishment of Offices of Inspector General;
departments and agencies involved

In order to create independent and objective units--

(1) to conduct and supervise audits and investigations
relating to the programs and operations of the
establishments listed in section 11(2);

(2) to provide leadership and coordination and recommend
policies for activities designed (A) to promote economy, efficiency,
and effectiveness in the administration of, and (B) to prevent and
detect fraud and abuse in, such programs and operations; and

(3) to provide a means for keeping the head of the establishment
and the Congress fully and currently informed about problems
and deficiencies relating to the administration of such
programs and operations and the necessity for and

progress of corrective action;
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The Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, states that each inspector general shall no later than
April 30 and October 31 of each year prepare semiannual reports summarizing the activities of the
office during the immediately preceding six-month periods ending March 31 and September 30.

The IG Act specifies reporting requirements for semiannual reports. The requirements are listed
below and indexed to the applicable pages.

IG Act : :
Reporting Requirements
References P £ 19
Section 4(a)(2) | “review existing and proposed legislation and regulations...make recommendations...” N/A
Section 5(a)(1) | “description of significant problems, abuses, and deficiencies...” 17-60
Section 5(a)(2) | “description of recommendations for corrective action...with respect to significant problems, abuses, 17-60

and deficiencies...”

Section 5(a)(3) | “identification of each significant recommendation described in previous semiannual reports on which | 165-166
corrective action has not been completed...”

Section 5(a)(4) | “a summary of matters referred to prosecutive authorities and the prosecution and convictions which 17-60
have resulted.”
Section 5(a)(5) | “a summary of each report made to the [Secretary of Defense] under section 6(b)(2)...” instances N/A

where information requested was refused or not provided”

Section 5(a)(6) | “a listing, subdivided according to subject matter, of each audit, inspection, evaluation report issued.” | 110-124
showing dollar value of questioned costs and recommendations that funds be put to better use.

Section 5(a)(7) | “a summary of each particularly significant report...” 17-60

Section 5(a)(8) | “statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports and the total dollar value of questioned 125
costs...”

Section 5(a)(9) | “statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports and the dollar value of recommendations 125
that funds be put to better use by management...”

Section 5(a)(10) | “a summary of each audit report issued before the commencement of the reporting period for which 125
no management decision has been made by the end of reporting period...”

Section 5(a)(11) | “a description and explanation of the reasons for any significant revised management decision...” N/A

Section 5(a)(12) | “information concerning any significant management decision with which the Inspector General is in N/A
disagreement...”

Section 5(a)(13) | “information described under Section 804 [sic] of the Federal Financial Management Improvement N/A
Act of 1996...” (instances and reasons when an agency has not met target dates established in a reme-
diation plan)

Section 5(b)(2) | “statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports and the dollar value of disallowed costs...” 126

Section 5(b)(3) | “statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports and the dollar value of recommendations 126

that funds be put to better use by management agreed to in a management decision...”

Section 5(b)(4) [ “a statement with respect to audit reports on which management decisions have been made but final 129-165
action has not been taken, other than audit reports on which a management decision was made within
the preceding year...”

Section 8(f)(1) | “information concerning the number and types of contract audits...” 127







SERVING THE CONGRESS AND THE DEPARTMENT
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL

The Department of Defense Inspector General is an independent, objective agency within the U.S. Department of
Defense that was created by the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended. We are dedicated to serving the warfighter
and the taxpayer by conducting audits, investigations, inspections, and assessments that result in improvements to the
Department. We provide guidance and recommendations to the Department of Defense and the Congress.

MISSION

Promote integrity, accountability, and improvement of Department of Defense personnel,
programs, and operations to support the Department’s mission and serve the public interest.

VISION

One professional team strengthening the integrity, efficiency,
and effectiveness of the Department of Defense.

CORE VALUES

Accountability ® Integrity ® Efficiency

SERVING THE WARFIGHTER SERVING THE TAXPAYER

Goal 1 Goal 2 Goal 3

Improve the economy, efficiency, Eliminate fraud, waste, and abuse in Ensure the efficiency and effectiveness
and effectiveness of Department of the programs and operations of the of DoD IG products, processes, and
Defense personnel, programs, and Department of Defense. operations.

operations.
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ORGANIZATION AND MISSIONS OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSPECTOR GENERAL

( )
Secretary of
Defense

S

\

Inspector General

\. S

( )
Principal Deputy
Inspector General

.. . Administrative ; Policy & Special Plans &
( Auditing J (InvestlgauonsJ (Inves tigationsJ ( Intelligence J ( Overcs)irght POperations

AUDITING
The Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Auditing conducts audits on all facets of DoD operations. The work results in
recommendations for reducing costs, eliminating fraud, waste, and abuse of authority, improving performance, strengthening
internal controls, and achieving compliance with laws, regulations, and policy.

INVESTIGATIONS
The Defense Criminal Investigative Service is the criminal investigative arm of the DoD IG. At the direction of the Office of
the Deputy Inspector General for Investigations, DCIS protects America’s warfighters by conducting criminal investigations in
support of crucial national Defense priorities.

ADMINISTRATIVE INVESTIGATIONS
The Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Administrative Investigations investigates and provides oversight of investigations
of allegations regarding: the misconduct of senior DoD officials, both civilian and military; whistleblower reprisal against service
members, Defense contractor employees, and DoD civilian employees (appropriated and nonappropriated fund); and improper
command referrals for mental health evaluations for service members.

INTELLIGENCE
The Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Intelligence provides oversight by conducting audits, evaluations, and inspections
across the full spectrum of programs, policies, procedures and functions of the Intelligence Enterprise, Special Access Programs,
Nuclear Enterprise and related security issues within the Department of Defense.

POLICY AND OVERSIGHT
The Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Policy and Oversight provides oversight and policy for audit, investigative, and
hotline activities in the Department; conducts inspections and evaluations of DoD programs; and provides technical advice and

support to DoD IG projects.

SPECIAL PLANS AND OPERATIONS
The Office of Special Plans and Operations facilitates informed decision-making by senior leaders of the Department of Defense
and U.S. Congress to accomplish national security objectives and support the warfighter, with current emphasis on the war on
terrorism and Southwest Asia. n \)
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Department of Defense
Where We Are Today

ADDRESSING DOD CHALLENGES

The Department of Defense Inspector General performs audits,
investigations, inspections, and assessments to support the Department’s
mission and goals to:

Successfully Conduct Overseas Contingency Operations

Reorient Capabilities and Forces

Reshape the DoD Enterprise

Develop a 21st Century Total Force

Achieve Unity of Effort

Each year the DoD IG identifies the most serious management and
performance challenges facing the Department and assesses its progress
in addressing those challenges. The DoD IG identified the following
challenges for fiscal year 2009:

Financial Management

Acquisition Processes and Contract Management

Joint Warfighting and Readiness

Information Assurance, Security and Privacy

Health Care

Equipping and Training Iraqi and Afghan Security Forces

Nuclear Enterprise

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

Semiannual Report to the Congress




Looking Forward

The DoD IG is focusing its resources and work force
in critical areas for the Department to improve its
programs and operations. Independent oversight
of the Department is essential to ensure the public’s
confidence and to protect the warfighters.

The complete IG Summary of Management and
Performance Challenges for FY 2009 is published
with the DoD Agency Financial Report and can be

viewed at www.defenselink.mil/comptroller/afr

April 1, 2009 to September 30, 2009

DoD IG: Providing Oversight

& Focusing on Critical Areas

Protecting the Total Force

*  Body armor and armored vehicles
*  Ensuring reliable equipment and vehicles

Fuel Theft and Corruption

*  Procurement and distribution
* Implementing internal controls

Financial Transactions

*  Defense Finance and Accounting Service - Rome
» Commanders Emergency Response Program

Recovery Act Initiatives

*  Ensuring responsible distribution of funds
*  Recovery Act conference

Training and Equipping - Afghanistan

*  Security force development
*  Mentoring and training teams

Accountability of Munitions

* Logistics supply chain
*  Weapons Investigative Cell

To learn more about the Department of Defense

Inspector General, please visit us on the Web at
www.dodig.mil



Protecting the Total Force BOdY Armor

The DoD IG remains committed to providing
oversight of force protection related issues in

Overseas Contingency Operations.

Accordingly, the DoD IG is conducting audits
and investigations focused on armor capabilities
such as body armor and armored vehicles to protect &
forces while maintaining a high level of mobility and ! \
survivability.

The DoD IG is performing a series of audits addressing
the body armor used to equip deployed forces in Iraq and
Afghanistan. The DoD IG is examining the contracts and
contracting process for body armor and related test facilities,
including evaluating the background and qualifications of
the contractors, the criteria for awarding the contracts, the
quality assurance process, and any relationships that may
exist between the contractors and government officials. The
review of the quality assurance process will include reviewing
the results of first article testing and lot acceptance testing
for the body armor contracts.

In addition, DoD IG is determining whether DoD
is effectively managing the operations and support phase
of the acquisition process for body armor components.
During the course of this audit, the DoD IG identified that
individual body armor of airmen in Kuwait en route to Iraq
did not meet the required level of ballistic protection for the
U.S. Central Command theater of operations. The DoD IG
issued a quick reaction memorandum to AFCENT, which
took immediate action to ensure that all airmen have body
armor that meets the required level of protection.

Armored Vehicles

Continuing its oversight of armored vehicles, during its audit of Marine Corps’ Management of the Recovery and Reset
Programs, issued April 2009, the DoD IG found that the Marine Corps requested and received approximately $10 million
in supplemental funds for replacing four light armored vehicles that were not actual combat losses. The Marine Corps took
effective action and did not include combat attrition in its reporting of combat losses.

In a second review of armored vehicles, the DoD IG is reviewing the maintenance and support of the Mine
Resistant Ambush Protected vehicle. Specifically, the DoD IG is determining whether the MRAP vehicle program and
contracting officials are adequately supporting MRAP vehicle maintenance requirements and appropriately awarding and
administering maintenance contracts.

The DoD IG is also reviewing the Army acquisition actions in response to the threat to light tactical wheeled vehicles.
The DoD IG is determining whether the Army effectively managed efforts to develop, test, and acquire armor solutions for
light tactical wheeled vehicles. These solutions are needed in response to the threat to high mobility multipurpose wheeled
vehicle variants and use in developing the next-generation vehicle. In addition, the DoD IG is determining whether DoD
exercised adequate operational and live-fire test oversight of the Army’s HMMWYV program.

Semiannual Report to the Congress



Fuel Theft and Corruption

The DoD IG has recognized fuels as an area subject to theft
and abuse in DoD operations. Recently, some of the most
significant fuel losses in Southwest Asia were caused by theft
either before the tankers reached U.S. military bases or once
on base.

The DoD IG is diligently pursuing the theft of fuel
affecting DoD operations in Southwest Asia. Through audits
and investigations of recent fuel losses and management of
fuels, the DoD IG identified that poor internal controls and,
in some cases, an absence of controls, directly contributed
to problems with fuel accountability. This was attributed
to inadequate training or lack of management oversight by
contractors and DoD personnel. DoD auditors have also
reported problems with billing and collecting fuel payments
from Coalition partners.

The DoD IG is aggressively overseeing DoD controls
over fuels in Iraq and Afghanistan. In conjunction with partner
agencies in the National Procurement Fraud Task Force and
International Contract Corruption Task Force, the DoD IG
investigates those who seek to steal or collaborate in the theft
of fuels. The investigations and subsequent prosecutions help
ensure the fuel is not diverted to support the insurgencies in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

DoD IG reports identified that fuel availability and
distribution within the Afghan National Police was proving
to be a systemic problem due primarily to corruption.
Corruption, combined with hoarding fuel, has repeatedly
created a bottleneck in the ability to distribute fuel from the
provincial to the district police headquarters directly affecting
security in the region.

Fuel Distribution in Southwest Asia

The DoD IG is also auditing Class III fuel procurement and distribution in Southwest Asia to determine whether fuel used
for ground operations in Southwest Asia to support Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom is procured and
distributed efficiently and effectively. The primary objectives are to determine whether fuel is procured at fair and reasonable
prices, distributed economically and efficiently to operational commands, and supply points maintain accurate inventories.
The DoD IG is examining many of these same issues in a review of the Defense Energy Support Center’s award of a series of
contracts to the International Oil Trading Company for the delivery of fuel through Jordan to U.S. troops in Iraq.

The DoD IG, in partnership with the National Procurement Fraud Task Force, identified fuel theft in Iraq and
Afghanistan, which resulted in six convictions and identified over $40 million in stolen fuel. One DoD IG investigation
determined that three DoD contractors in Afghanistan accepted bribes from truck drivers in return for falsified documents
confirming delivery of fuel. Forty-eight truckloads of fuel, valued at over $800,000, were sold to parties outside the airfield.
The first contractor to be sentenced was incarcerated for 84 months.

The DoD IG wanted to include U.S. military personnel and contractors in the solution. The DoD IG developed a
series of fraud indicators specific to fuel theft in Southwest Asia and began briefing incoming personnel on these indicators
and the associated reporting requirements in an effort to highlight the problem and hold guilty parties accountable.

April 1, 2009 to September 30, 2009 / ‘




Financial Transactions

The DoD IG is actively and aggressively combating illegal and improper expenditures and improving accountability of
DoD resources that support operations in Southwest Asia and surrounding areas. Adequate management controls of
financial transactions and oversight to verify that proper safeguards are in place and working as intended are essential in
the fight against corruption, fraud, waste, and abuse. Conditions where internal controls are severely lacking or proper
oversight is minimal create opportunities for corruption, fraud, waste, and abuse. As part of its overall oversight on financial
transactions, the DoD IG is focused on analyzing the financial data already collected and stored at DFAS-Rome as well as

the Commander’s Emergency Response Program.

Defense Finance and Accounting Service-Rome, N.Y.

The DoD IG continues its proactive interagency project to
analyze more than $14 billion in payment vouchers related
to U.S. Army purchases in Iraq and Afghanistan. The DoD
IG uses data mining and predictive analysis to identify
potential fraud and corruption and support ongoing
investigations and oversight related to the war effort in Iraq
and Afghanistan.

In the past six months, approximately 1,000 vouchers
representing more than $90 million in payments were
provided to DCIS and its partners to support seven
investigations. Since the DFAS - Rome data mining
program began, auditors and investigators have compared
more than 3,000 names to financial activity reports.

More than 200 of those names have been associated with
a report that will be further scrutinized to determine if a
full investigation of theft from the U.S. government is
warranted. Additionally, another 13,000 names have been
culled from DFAS’ stored data and are in the process of being
compared to financial activity reports for theft indicators.
It is anticipated that well over 20,000 names will be
compared to the financial activity reports via this initiative.
The DoD IG is also expanding its financial analysis efforts
and knowledge to perform additional financial related
reviews in Afghanistan, including the Commander’s
Emergency Response Program.

Commander’s Emergency Response Program

The DoD IG remains committed to ensuring adequate
oversight of the expenditure of CERP funds. The CERP
program enables local commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan
to respond to urgent humanitarian relief and reconstruction
requirements in their areas of responsibility by carrying
out programs that will immediately assist the indigenous
population.

DoD IG audits and investigations have revealed
occasions where soldiers with limited contracting experience
were responsible for administering CERP funds. In some
instances, there appeared to be scant, if any, oversight of
the manner in which funds were expended. Complicating
matters further is that in some Southwest Asian nations
paying bribes and gratuities to government officials is a
common business practice. Taken in combination, these
factors led the DoD IG to collectively scrutinize CERP
expenditures.

In 2006 and 2007, DoD IG began to identify
weaknesses and unnecessary risks in DoD’s implementation
of CERP in Afghanistan. At that time, the established
controls for CERP were not effective in many cases. One
joint Army CID/DCIS investigation revealed U.S. citizens
bribed U.S. Army contracting officers responsible for CERP

procurements. The DoD IG also found that some projects
did not fully achieve the intent of CERD, there was a lack of
appropriate physical security for storing cash, and some pay
agents inappropriately disbursed cash. These weaknesses also
led to inconsistent program implementation, unnecessary
requirements, and insufficient documentation.

The DoD IG launched “PROJECT: CERP”
to detect, analyze, and investigate fraud and corruption
involving CERP funds. The DoD IG initiates separate
investigations as potential criminal activities are discovered.
In conjunction with the project, DCIS special agents and
partner law enforcement agencies have begun providing fraud
awareness briefings to incoming and newly assigned military

project purchasing officers and pay agents responsible for
administering CERP funds.
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Recovery Act

In passing the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-5), Congress provided
supplemental appropriations to preserve and create jobs;
promote economic recovery; assist those most affected by
the recession; provide investments to increase economic
efficiency through technological advances in science
and health; and invest in transportation, environmental
protection, and other infrastructure. Under the Recovery
Act, Congtess appropriated to DoD a total of $7.4 billion
for Energy Conservation Investment, Facilities Sustainment,
Restoration, and Modernization, Homeowners Assistance
Program, Military Construction, and Near Term Energy-
Efficient Technologies. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
received a $4.6 billion appropriation for its civil works
program, including $2 billion for construction and $2.075
billion for operations and maintenance.

DoDIGisexecutingajointoversightapproach with
the service audit agencies to ensure maximum and efficient
coverage of Recovery Act plans and implementation. The
service audit agencies are focusing on determining whether
their service is implementing the Act in accordance with the
requirements of the Act, OMB guidance and subsequent
related guidance. Consistent with the audit approach
used by the DoD IG, the service auditors will focus on
the planning, funding, project execution, and tracking and
reporting of Recovery Act projects.

The DoD IG reviewed the DoD Agency plan and
four of the five program specific plans (as of September
2009, DoD had not issued the Homeowners Assistance
Program plan) and determined that they met the 12
minimum OMB requirements. USACE released its final
Agency plan and nine program specific plans for review
in September 2009; the DoD IG will issue the results of
its review in the first quarter of FY 2010. The DoD IG
is planning to evaluate DoD’s implementation of plans
for the Recovery Act of 2009. The audits will cover the
planning, funding, project execution, and tracking and
reporting of Recovery Act projects to ensure that the efforts
of the military services and defense agencies facilitate
accountability and transparency. A predictive analytics
modeling approach was used to select DoD projects
during the initial oversight activity. Factors, such as type
of project, place of performance, dollar value, and number
of projects in a district or location, were identified that
may be correlated with different levels of risk. Using the
factor weights, projects were ranked as to the likelihood of
improper performance.

The DoD IG has noted that execution of the

Recovery Act is not moving as quickly as the Department
had planned, and much of the spending and actual work
on the projects will not occur until FY 2010. This delay will
impact the Recovery Act goals of commencing expenditures
and activities as quickly as possible consistent with prudent
management and could place added pressure on the
Department’s contracting professionals to award contracts
in an expedited manner, thus potentially impacting the
Recovery Act and Departments goal to competitively
award a large portion of the contracts.

In August 2009, the DoD IG hosted a two-
day Recovery Act Conference in Arlington, Virginia.
Representatives from the Recovery Accountability and
Transparency Board, the U.S. Department of Justice
Antitrust  Division, the Naval Facility Engineering
Command Office of Inspector General, the U.S. Army
Lega