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Drear Mr Rigos

We appreciote the opporunity to respond w the deaft Financial-Belated and Perfirmsnce Audit
of the Industrinl Exchange, oo, Governe's |5 Percent Welfare-io-Waork Discretionary Funds
Program Drecember 16 1998, through June 30, 2001 As you are pwere, OFSC manitors first
roported the major issncs sddressed in the denfi Audil Report Since then, the Okiahoma Soate
Auditor ane Inspector { SA&]) pertormed additional work in this sres and confinmed ou
maomitor's findings We have retained the SA&T o conduct w special follow-up audit tor the
parpese of determining fuit all Welfare-to-Work funds were speat in sceordnnce witls federal
and contract regquiremients

While we weloome and appreciste the hard work of the QG auditors, we sirongly disagree with
thedr conchision snd beliove thelr recommenidations are unressonable  Foresample vl stae
tha

L “THA cireumvented fegpered procurement procedures b order o select IndEx as o WiW
service provider at the direction of this Oklaboma Cffice of Employment Security (OESC) ™

»  Your auditors relied exclusively on an wnmmee statentent by Tulsa Homsing Authorits
(THA) tar the SA&T without comoborating evidence or wiving OESC an ogportunity w
werify iF the mformation was iroe

= Oiivien the unigie aspects of the IndBx project. is indicaed (o news stories and
natiomal publications, Oklahoma's Central Purchasing Act allowed DESC 10 contract
divectly with TndEx i7 thart wis our indent. OEST s gl was tooreplicare the Indbx
oject
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2 HOESC récerved s direction from the Governor's otfice ™

*  The OIG anditors arrived ot this.conclusion without any evidence whatsoever
Meither the Crovernor of Oklahonma, nor anyone on his staff, directed OESC 1o
give money 10 IndEx, Inc. Clifton Scott, the State Auditor and Inspector, s
concluded that there is no evidence the Goveror directed OESC 1o give
miomey to lndEx, Inc

3 The O1G auditor'y recammendation thit “the Assistam Secretary for Employment and
Training disallow questipnable costs of 5501 64% for IndEx s dismn] performance oufcomes
il thelr mismansgement, waste, and shuse of WEW funds and for THA s procurement of
services fiom IndEx without competition” is unreasonable

*  Aceording o Generally Accepred Auditing Standards; questioned costs generally
inclide unallwable cost, undocumented cost, unapproved costs, and unrensonable
cost, OHESC agrees that some cost will likely be disallowsd, however we disagree
with the draft Audit Report's recommendnstion o question'all costs The draft Audit
Bepart clearly states that there were some piniticipnts served by the progmm  And
while a case is made thot many expendituies are unreasonable or nndocumented, we
betieve it s O1G s respingibility o identify specific guestioned costs; nod to lomp all
expenditures together and claim poor performance At a minimum, cost should be
allowved for thnse pamicipants that were served

4 Furthermore, the deaft Audit Repon’s recammendation for the Assisting Secretary fo direct
CESC to carmyont ity yrant management sesponsibllities bacause of Tndings at IndEx are nol
warranted

= Wi beligve that our grant management activities were ffective in brinzing (hese
issues 1o the forefront

5 In addirion, we helieve the audit process for this engagement s been comriry 1o Generilly
Aceepted Auditing Standards and Government Suditing Standards asd are not consistent
with OGS own published procedures. ORGauditons used unconoborared evidense as fic
and didd not allow ws fll pamicipation in the process.

O antent and the Governor's intent have alweys been to replicase the IndEx project. Despite
the impreszion created by the draft Audit Report, ut least a1 one time, the IndEx project s
worthy of rephcation We are surpriged and extremely disappointed, given [ndEx's prior public
reputation, in the ppor performance documented by the Q10 et relates 1o the THA contraces

The 010G anditing process.

The QTG auditing process nsed {8 not consistent with the T s stared processes ot the process
‘explaired 1005 during the initinl entrgnee conference with C1G auditors  Our concerm 15 that the
process being used 15 not conducive o ensuring that accorste sudit findings are presented ar that
audit recommenditions are reasomable

[ 51
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According to the on-site QG auditors during their entrance conference here ut the Chdaboma
Employment Secority Commisson (OESC) on May | 2000, Industrial Exchange, Ine {IndEx) o
sibrecipient of the Tulsa Housing Authority (TEA), was being audited. not OESC, thal OESC
wionild have an opporunty to comment on the draft audit report, and that OESC would be
expected to resalve gy findings: Further, an exit conference would ke hetd with OESC 10
discuss potential findings. conclesions ond recommendotions. Then OTG would drafi their audit
report and offer DESC an opparunity fo respand

Below s an excerpt from OG- s officind web siie concermiag thear pudin repon process:

Before the audit repon is wseed, an exit confierence 1 beld o commupichte nudit
results 10 wppropaEte progrim oF ageney management and (o abdnn the auditee’s
mangpement comments  on proposed  findings  and  recommendationg.
Monagement's input 15 umpoant to ensure that the audit results are furly
presented, audit recommendations are reasonable waad feasible, and any errors or
misrepresentations. we correcied Following the exdl confesence, o dinfl repon
will normally be issusd to the approprinte assistnt sectetary, with o requess that
monogement provide written comments on the fcls, conclusions, and each
recommendation presented in the report wikin 30 davs (Emphasis sdded )

These procedures were not followed during this audit. The exit-conference wits not held prior o
issuance of the draft repert as deseribed by the OIG. The exit conference was held after the drafi
peport wid fesued nnd waz nol used to ensure that the audit results arg Boarly presented. audi
recommiendntions are reasanahle and feasible, and any errors of nhssepreseniation are comeced ™
In fact, the on-site OIG auditors indicated they would make no changes in thewr drafi report based
om issues discussed in the exit conference.

Additionslly, we are being required 1 respond dunne the same fmeframe Tulse Hoosing
Aurhority (THA ) 15 being asked to respond. {THA now apparently operates the ndEx project )
Therefore, we hiave not been given an opportunidy fo review THA s possible sesponse 1o the dradt
audit findings  Such sn omession 15 ane more reason we are concerned about the process and its
impact on Gctuality, rensomableness, aod firness

Was IndEx worthy of replication?

Despite the impredsion created by the draft Audit Report, ot leastat ooe time, the IndEx project
was worthy of replication, Acoording toa White Paper an Wi'W ongmally mssued by Secretary
of Lshor Alexis Horman in October P97, “placing e fieldsi-fo-saried Wielfar ploimaiis i
st Wil v o ey commpinmeiy bk iedvarion " Seares, fecaliifes ood service providies
wharadd dake aolivtage of demonstration deperience and the researel ool evalsanon fadings
everieahle v Ronw b sevve thes gt e

In Sepreniber 1997, approximately a year prior o OESC's contract with THA and otfer entities

to replicate the IndEx project, the Manpower Demanstmtion Research Corporation (MDCR)
published Tiedse s Sy Progeam: A Business-Led Tntiative for Welfare Reform sl Feonontic
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Drevlapmert by Mana L Buck MDRC b5 4 nationally recognized, nonprofit social policy
rescarch organization

MEBRC has lnunched the Connections to Work project with support from this
Rockefeller Foundation and the Charles Stewsn Mot Foundation  One abjeotive
is 1o 'sd::nlil':l,' promusing practices through o senes of case studies focused on
communities at the frefront of developing innovative approaches o connecring
wellare recipients with jobs,

The firat i this sernes of case stodies, suppored by the Charles Stewan Moo
Foundation profiles the IndEx prigrvm in Tulsa, Oklshoma

The scale qi’nmgrms stmilar 1o IndEx is Tikely 1o be small, but these programs
have the pnt:nﬁul. for replication.

Finanemg the Expansion | 19%5-19G7)

The programmatic expanzion wis made possbla in large part by the general
support grant of 200,000 from the Charles Stewan Mott Foundation. The
Foundation had recenthy ereated mn initiative to identify and support mnovative
welfure-to-work progrims that utilized o demand-driven approach and were
focused o involving the bosness community. The grane placed [ndEs on a
secure finaneinl footing

In sddition; the development of vdEx I brought a new mfox of finances amd
resourtces t the program, Sponsored by the Oklihoma Departments of
Eduention, Vocationnl and Techatical Education, and Oklahoma's Oitice of
Juvenife AfTairs, IndEx received a $150,000 san-up grant g3 well as in-kind
regotirees oem the Toulss Public 3chools and the Literaey Coalition of Tulsa
Owerall, the Mott sward and IndEx |l funds increased the annual operating budiet
Lo S300,000, up from § 140,000 In 1993

Baoth of thess enhancements ted to Inereased placement rates: more IndEx
participants were pliced in jobs in 1996 than - all the previaus years combined
Of the 286 participants enrolled i IndEx in 19596, 110 fousd employment and 76
remained enrolled m e procram o the beginning of 1997

By that tirne, IndEx had gainad recogoition hoth within Oklahoma and scrass the
fation s an innovarive business-led approach 1o weltare-w-wark programs

Likewige, there were also u pumber of news artigles touning the vimues of the IndEx project. It
was reported by Scom Cooper in the Aprl Vo, 1997 Tulsa World that

“Chve of Dk lahoma’'s best welinre-to-work programs moved its busisess location
downitown. " “Rowley said the IndEx progrant is popalar througheut the
country. Several times a year, hie travels throughout e nation to mteet with
tisiness leaders, chamber of commerce officials and state lwmakers. ™
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Becky Tierman reporred in the Tolsy World an May 28, (997,

“We did not design IndEx as the result of federully mandared welfare reform
programs, sad George Singer, charman of the chamber boaed. We did i1t begause
we warited (o 115 a proactive movement. ™

“Last Tuesttiy, T spent the day at the White House explaining the program, said
Wayne Rowley, dicector of human respurce development for the chamber  They
nsked, How do vou get the cotmumty 10 sopport for such o program

“Upan request of thode stnes, he hasspaken w members of e government m
Connecticul, Pennsylvanii, Califors and Mew York about Caresr Pariness loe |
the chamber's school-to-work imtintive, IndEx | and IndEx 11"

Tuolsa Warld Editonnl, Prooram Bresks Welfare Cham, June 15, 1997

“Tulsa's growing welfare-o-work progrimy, which 1 winning nofionnl prasse,
takes on gven mare significance i Neht of welfare reform legisiation tharis fast
becoming o rﬂaliv:.l =

“IndEx s quickly proving itself ta be one of the mpst suecesstul waltare-to-work
programs in the country ©

“Tulsa is lucky fo have both business leddens and civic feaders soho misl anly see
the problem. but find the solution.”

And Teim Tackson wrate in e Lawton Constitution an Apsl 20, 1998

SLING, or Linking Individuals 1o Mew Careers, in.a welfare wowark program,
expliined LINC program coordinator Krevsl Brus

Brie said she is interested in the IndEx or Industrial Exehange program in Tulsa
muin by the Metropolican Tulza Chamber of Commerce, which provides training
educition wnd wark experience in cooperition with industry for people seeking 1o
ger ofl welfire or escape deadend johe

The school is investigating that asd would like e siam something like thal heére,
Brue wid

(ep ) Deutschendort said he's studied the Tulsa program-and would love to see it
replicated in Lawton ™

In ndditian, the State Chumber sponzored o meeting on November 10, 1997 1o disouss:
replication straregies for the IndEx pragram with representanives from several coniminiries
Leading the discussion were Marciss A Polanio of Heplication & Program Strateges, Inc., Mark
Elliont of Public/Privite Vertures, and Jennifer Philfips of the Charles Stewart Mot Foundation

This is the context in which the decision was made to attempt roplication of the IndEx program,
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WIW performance requiremien s

Tuls also important to-understand the difficalt population being served by the Welfare-to-Wark
program eid that the U5 Department of Labor has nat issued performonce requirements
According to.n White Paper on WiW ariginally issued by Secretary of Lobor Alexis Flerman in
October |997,

“ . n Welfare-to-Work Grant imtiative that will provide needed resources for
Stares ond |ocalilies to erepte job opportunities for the hardest-to-employ welfare
Tecipients

“The key abjective of welfare reform 15 to break the eycle of dependency by
prompiting responsibility and work "

“Adding the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients in finding sustamed
unsihsidized emplovinent 15 & formidable elallenge — ane that requices o braad-
based coordinnted responss that utilizes the resporces of federm), State and local
povernments, privite employvers and ather interestéd orgamzations

Meither USDOL nor the Srare of Oklnhoma hag msued WiW performance requerements, USDOL
ligs establislied, but not required, & Government Performancs gnd Results Act (GPRA Y goal for
retention of those WIW participants placed in unaebsidized employement  (60% will remain in
the warkforee for 2 quarters felfowing the placement quaner)

Performance snapshots vary depending on when the snapshot s inken. Becauso of the orginal,
oneroas WEW eligibahiy requirements and the TOM30% ependiture feguiremien, grund
recipients mitiomwide enrolled few paticipiams and overall expenditures were exceptionilly low
{but extremely high per participant),  As o result, Congress modified WiW requirements to
expand the eligible papulation and signiticantly changed the 70%4/30% requirement  Ever since
these madifications were implemented in Crotoher 2000, enroliments hive gone up &nd
expenditores per partcipant have pone down as over time grant vecipients have significam|y
increased enrallmentzwhile =till having the same amount of geant fnds 1o expand

However, Tulza Housing Authority was notahle to meresse their enmilments and reduce ther
-enal per participant since GESC stopped THA s ability 1o enroll customiers on Febroary I, 20010,
just 4 months sfier loosened eligibility requirements were implemented  (This was done due o
derious concerng aboul potestinl inappropriate sxpenditures. ) As & resull. TELA wad unable o
reduce their cost per pamticipant over Hme as other grant recipients did. For example, in
Decamber of 2000, Oklahoma s cost per participant for all Wrw funds expended was aver
14,000 Asaf Decernber 2000, the costper panscipant o ol WiW finds expendsd in

Ok lhoama was sppeosimately S4000

Despite the difficulty of the program and the lack of WiW parformance requirements, we are

surprised and extremely disappointed, gven TndEx's prior public reputation. im the pong
pestormance documented by the QI as i relates 1o the THA contriacs
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“Finding #1. THA did not fellow procurement procedures o order fo select Ind Ex as o
WIW service provider; consequently, THA contracted with an organkeation nol fnaneially
solvent or proven successful envugh to administer Federal grant funds,™

We do not take sssue with the ngsertion that THA failed w0 follow required procurement
procedures, However, we di disagree with the 001G discussion and inferences aceompanying
this finding.

SOESC stall informed THA staff the Governor had instrocted that such funds be directly
awarded from THA 1o IndEx, Inc....”

Not-osly i< the OLG asdertion untroe, Thers imol o reasonable basis for mokimg this ssousation

Both Generally Accepréd Auditing Stundards (GAAR and Govermiment Audithig Standards
(GFAS) nddressahe msue of evidential matter. Both standards: requice that sudficient, competent.
and relésant evidence be obtmned to afford a reasommble basis for the auditors” findmes and
cenclusions. Fumher GAAS states the puditar-shoonld obtain commoborating evidestal mattar by

o Inspectng doouments,

s  Obtaimng confirmations and other written representations from people within and outside
fhe entity,

o iporing of chient persanne! anid management, and

s Develaping or reviewing pertingnt information which permits the auditer o reach
conclusions throwgh valid repsonimg.

The OIG audiners sever fequested any information fom OESC o support o disprove the
allegations made againg us in the drafi repon. We were provided with a copy of the Statement
of Facts tssued to THA, but were told by on-site OIG auditers that no Tespmse wiks expected
from QESC  In order to “ensure that the mudit results are fadrly presented. audit
recommendations are reasomable and feasible, snd any errors of misrepresentutions ae
comected”, OESC s msmngement shautd krve been questioned regarding the ollegations by THA
and given an oppartimily (o respond prior o issaing the initial Sttement of Facts as well ns the
draft Audit Kepor.

In addition to reviewing THA s comment to the Stte Auditor and Inspecuer (SAS 0 draft repont
THA s responses 10 OESC s monitoring report should have also been reviewed THA's
statement alone does not provide seificient evidentinl matter in accordance with GAAS or GAS
Roview of both reveils a direct contradiction; thus, questioning its reliance and suificiency s
evidential matter After review by the SA&] they tgee and 1t 15 aur anderstanding that they will
not include this statement i their fonal report.

Mot only |5 there no legitimate basis for making this secusition, i is untrue. THA is apparently
the only entity thit Believed OESC . an the Governor's direction, wanted WeW 15% funds wiven
o IndEx When THA onginallv responded 1o OBSC on July 20, 2000, concernmg an OESC
manitoring finding thar questionad the entire IndEx contraet amount, THA indicated thar they
entered into o sole source contract with IndEx because of the OESC conteac! langwage. [(“WEW
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grant funds are baing provided for the purpose of replicating the IndEx Program o Tulsa ") Yet
when THA responded on June 14, 2007, 10 @ similar Gnding by the A&, THA S complete
response wis that they were informed on Cretober 15, P98, during an QESC traimng session,
that OESC staff indicated thnt the Governar instrocted that such fiinds be direotlyawarded o
IndEx. OESC did not make seeh o statement and none of the other traiming participinis had this
understanding, . OESC cannat state what THA believed, but we are certam thal owr actions were
not responsible for that belief

Likewise, the Office of Juvesile Affairs eatered mto-similor WieW 15% funded contracts with
THA and other entities vet none of the other entities provided WiW funds to Wayne Rowley ar
the IndEx project

According to the OMB Cireubars, the test for conrmering with o ssle source without competition
ineludes, the materal, product o service & avanlable only fram o single source, or the pravider
has aone of & kind capacity to make it available  Given the unigque aspects of the IndEx project,
iis indicated in news stories and national publications, Oklahoma's Central Purchasing Act
allowed QESC to conteact ditectly with IndEx if that was our intesnl

In addition, the Governor, ner anvene on his stafl, instructed OESC 10 provide WiW or any other
fumds 1o the IndEx project. According 1o the Sept 1R, 2000 edition of the Cagital Network
Mews, Clifton Scott, the State Audioor and Inspector, In discussing the corrent WiW Special
Audit,

“said that despite a letter fram Governer Frank Keating promoting LudEx as a
COmpEany o participate in e program, he fund no evidence thar the Govermaos
intended for the money 1o be used in  wroneflil manner ™ *Ax far s any
evidence where the (fovernor stiff-ermed the Employment Secunity and said they
have 1o e this comraet, we didn't see any evidence, Scotr said

“IndEx also did not have o record of past success as a service provider.”

Tha draft Audit Report quotes the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation publization
previously eined as indienting IndEx was unstecessiul  Unfomunarely, the quote used by the OI0G
wits taken out of context  In fact, a5 should ke obvious from the esrfier quoies from the MDRE
repor, the purpose of the document wes to share Indix s g pravect worthy of replication
nationwide, Here is the entire stotement quoted in the Q10 Avudit Repon from fefse s Sl
Program: 4 Busivess-Led fnithaive for Wellare Refirne aod Economie Developmmei

TAKING STOUK

Unformunately, ne refiable dara are available on the rate of job placements or
an retention in ausabhsidized work, which would provide a messure of

Ind Ex's overall suceess. We do knove however, thitt over the years IndEx has.
domes inerensingly more 1o address the nesds of its paricipants, including
providing transportation and child care assistance, developing the fnancial
incentives with the 30- and G0-day training programs, and establishing post-
placemenit services for participants in the taining programs
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o ndEx did not have experience with Federal progemns belore receiving the WiW
funds.”

Since OESC did not contract with IndEx, we wre nnnware of whether IndEx had experience with
fedoral funds, but we da not understand sueh ekperience 1o be o eriterion for bemng efigible fisr
grant funding  Chherwise, only those enrities already receiving federsl lunds would be-able to
recelve these funds in the firture

Additionnl lindings

We are unable 1o respond 160 the remaming findings. We have contracted with the State Ausditor
und Inspectar’s office o conduct & Special Audit of all WiOW programs 1o derermine sy
pmoblems, including thase previousty raised by our monitors and the State Auditor concerning
THAMndEx  The SA&] has yef toissue their Speanl Audit Repont And as previous|y
incicated. we have nat Been given an epportunity o review THAS possible response 1o the O1G
draft Audit Repon befoare this response s required to be submitted

001G deaft Aodit Report Executive Summiary

We take strong exception o the drafl Audit Report™s Executive Sumimany.  Rather than
summarizing the findings, the auditor has expanded an the unsabstant iated smiements to creats
even more inflammatory sttements

STHA cireomvented vequired procuvement procedures in order (o seleet IndEx a5 0 Wi
service provider at the direction of the Oklahoma Office of Employment Security [sic|
{(OESC)™

The 016 has maved from innppropriste; ynsuhstentinted statements and inferences to
irresponsible assertions. There 15 no !:_aﬁsiﬂ in the draft Audit Reporn for this statement and it 1s
umtrue, This is elearly in violiion of Generally Accepted Auditing Standards

“OESC peceived ity direction from the Governor's office,™

Wihile [Tis starement = non in salf untree, ws plagement folfowing the accusanen tha OESC
directed THA to circumyent procurement practices 1s obviously desinned 1o imply thut the
Gowvernor's office dirested OESE o have THA violate procuremnent procedures  This is again
umerue and the C8Cr hs again violnted acceptabile auditimg standards. There appears w be no
legitimate purpose to such an unfounded statement

“IndEx fuiled 1o come close to meeting their contract performance goads ..."
The OIG anditors have mischaractenzed o planning summary with o performance nequiremient
Meither the contract between OESC and THA nor the contract berwesn THA and IndEx were

pertormance-hased contracts De, neithir gostract based contragt payments on specific
performance results. While it would appear that IndEx did ot achieve fhe amicipared service
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levels stated 0 thesr plonning summary, those service levels were merely planning estimates, not
contractunl réguirements. And as previowsly discussed, there are no state or federnl performance
requirernents for WiW grant recipiests

“We recommend the Assistant Secretury Tor Employment aod Teamining disallow
guestionuble costs of S561,64% for IndEx's dismal performance outcomes ..,

According to Generally Accepted Auditing Standards. questioned gosts generally mclude
umallowable cost, undocumented cost, unapproved costs, and unreazonable cost, (YESC morees
thar some cost will likely be disallowed ; however we disagres with the ©10's recommendition
o guestion all costs. The O1G clearly stutes that there were some participints served by e
program And while a caze is made that many expenditures are unreasomable or undocwmented,
we helieve it i OG5 responsihility to identify specific questioned costs, not to Jump all
expenditires together snd clsim poor performance Af o mininem, eost should be allowed for
thisse participoms thint were servied.

“Furthermore, wie recommend the Assistant Secretary diveet the Stale to cnsure:

* Contractors and subcontracturs adhere te Federal mad State regubations in
procuring services from providers,
Bervice providers are adegquately monitored,
Service providers use an appropriate methed of allocaiing cosis,
Service providers maimtain sdeguate documentation to support allocation of cost (o
WIW programs.

»  Service providers maintain an sdequate e distribution system that refleets the
actual activity of employees.

»  Service providers properly aceount fore program income.”

We are puzzied by these recommendstions. The ONG did ot sudit OESC yer these
recommendations mdicate that OESC i not conducting its grant sversighl duties,

T the TG s draft audit (hrjectives, Scope, and Methodology secton the 010 indicites thar they
“alsnr revtesgd CLENU ' mentitiring veporis. Stace profloms meated di e ironidering vepivds and

St 8 R PN WY ST,

According to the State Auditer and Inspectar i his December 12, 2000 WiW Speeial Audir
Repon

“We commend the {OESC ) monitors efforts and accomplishments in conducting

the Financial and Programmatic Reviewsof OJA and THA, Many of our findings
criginated with findings from OESC Monitorme Reviews "

Again, necording 1o the SA&D s Special Audit Repoit,

“The following are some al the findings included in the Financial and
Programmatic Review of THA
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® Competitive bidding process not followed
] There were no participant files ...
® There were no records muinsained

it

It would appear that OESC is at least edequately monitoring our grant recipients.

The 8A&1"s Special Audit Hepor detailed & number of sugzested improvemeants 1o OESC s
grant oversight activities, OESC agreed with the Stute Auditor concerning these deficiencies and
proceeded to correct them

In response 1o the previoua findings by OESC monitors and the State suditor’s (ffice, GESC
engaged the State Auditor to expand their Special Audit i all Wi'W grant recipients. While that
Special Audit Report has yet to be presented, based on the draft findings submitted to OESC, no
ather grant recipient is exhibiting the problems identified at the Tulsa Housing Authority,

We would like to reiterate that the OIG did not audit OESC, nor did OESC contract with IndEx.
For the OIG to assume that DESC is not carrying out its grant management responsibilities
soiely because of findings-at IndEx seems unreasonable.

We are concerned that this draft Audit Repor and the process used to develop it is not an aitempt
to represent fair, reasonable, or acourate resnits, Our intention 5 to work with the LES
Department of Labor, our federal funding source for WiW funds, 1o determing whether any
questioned costs should be disallowed. We gre committed 10 ensuring that any disaliowed
expenditures, as determined by USDOL, are recovered.

Sincerely,

s

Jon Brock
Executive Director

John ). Getek, Deputy Inspector General for Audit
Emily Stover DeRocco, Assistant Secretary
Joseph Juarez, ETA Regional Admnistrator

Row Hancock, THA Executive Director

Clifton Scott, State Auditor and Inspector
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