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  June 18, 2009 

 

Via Electronic Transmission 

 

E. Bret Coulson  

Deputy Inspector General Management & Policy 

Office of Inspector General 

Amtrak 

National Railroad Passenger Corporation 

10 G Street, NE 

Washington, DC 20525 

 

Dear Mr. Coulson:  

 

          As a senior member of the United States Senate and as the Ranking Member of 

the Senate Committee on Finance (Committee), it is my duty under the Constitution to 

ensure that Inspectors General, which were created by Congress, are permitted to operate 

without political pressure or interference from their respective agencies.  Inspectors 

General were designed for the express purpose of combating waste, fraud, and abuse and 

to be independent watchdogs ensuring that federal agencies were held accountable for 

their actions.  I understand that Inspector General Fred Weiderhold, Jr. has retired today.   

 

 

 Based on contacts that my staff had with Mr. Weiderhold on two recent occasions 

(April 2, 2009 and June 4, 2009), I understand that the OIG has suffered from repeated 

and continuous interference from the agency.  After the most recent discussion, it was 

agreed that the OIG would provide, among other things, a White Paper and specific 

examples of agency interference with OIG audits and/or investigations.  To date, the OIG 

has not yet provided any documents.  As you know, any interference such as that was 

described in these previous discussions is a direct violation of the Inspector General Act 

of 1978.   

 

In light of Mr. Weiderhold’s unexpected retirement, please provide these 

previously requested documentation immediately.  I am deeply troubled that these 

aforementioned meetings with my staff and discussions of the OIG’s independence 

concerns predicated this personnel action with IG Weiderhold.  Furthermore, I am even 

more concerned that there is a lack of accountability, based on the OIG’s reported lack of 

independence, for the $1.3 billion in stimulus funds that Amtrak has received from 

American taxpayers.   

 

Due to these recent events, I specifically request all materials at the IG’s office be 

preserved immediately.  
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In addition to providing the requested documentation, please provide an 

immediate briefing to my staff on the level of proper oversight the OIG has over of the 

$1.3 billion dollars of American taxpayer money, and what role the previously discussed 

independence issues with the agency played in the elimination of former IG Weiderhold.   

 

All documents responsive to this request should be sent electronically in PDF 

format to Brian_Downey@finance-rep.senate.gov.  Thank you in advance for your 

assistance and I would appreciate a response to this inquiry by June 19, 2009.  Should 

you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact Misha 

Kelly or Jason Foster of my staff at (202) 224-4515.          

 

 

 Sincerely,                                                                     
 

                                                                 
     Charles E. Grassley 

     Ranking Member 

 

 

 

cc:  

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Joseph H. Boardman 

President and Chief Executive Officer 

Amtrak 

National Railroad Passenger Corporation 

 

The Honorable Thomas C. Carper 

Chairman 

Amtrak 

National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
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*** CURRENT THROUGH PL 111-25, APPROVED 06/02/2009 *** 
 

TITLE 5. GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION AND EMPLOYEES   
TITLE 5--APPENDIX    

INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT OF 1978 
 
Preceding § 1 
 
§ 1.  Short title  
 
This Act may be cited as the "Inspector General Act of 1978". 
 
§ 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 12(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 pro-
gress of corrective action; 
  
there is established-- 
   (A) in each of such establishments an office of Inspector General, subject to subparagraph (B); and 
   (B) in the establishment of the Department of the Treasury-- 
      (i) an Office of Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury; and 
      (ii) an Office of Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration. 
 
§ 3.  Appointment of Inspectors General; supervision; removal; political activities; appointment of Assistant Inspector 
General for Auditing and Assistant Inspector General for Investigations  
 
(a) There shall be at the head of each Office an Inspector General who shall be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, without regard to political affiliation and solely on the basis of integrity and dem-
onstrated ability in accounting, auditing, financial analysis, law, management analysis, public administration, or investi-
gations. Each Inspector General shall report to and be under the general supervision of the head of the establishment 
involved or, to the extent such authority is delegated, the officer next in rank below such head, but shall not report to, or 
be subject to supervision by, any other officer of such establishment. Neither the head of the establishment nor the offi-
cer next in rank below such head shall prevent or prohibit the Inspector General from initiating, carrying out, or com-
pleting any audit or investigation, or from issuing any subpena during the course of any audit or investigation. 
  
(b) An Inspector General may be removed from office by the President. If an Inspector General is removed from office 
or is transferred to another position or location within an establishment, the President shall communicate in writing the 
reasons for any such removal or transfer to both Houses of Congress, not later than 30 days before the removal or trans-
fer. Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit a personnel action otherwise authorized by law, other than transfer or re-
moval. 
  
(c) For the purposes of section 7324 of title 5, United States Code, no Inspector General shall be considered to be an 
employee who determines policies to be pursued by the United States in the nationwide administration of Federal laws. 
  
(d) Each Inspector General shall, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations governing the civil service-- 
   (1) appoint an Assistant Inspector General for Auditing who shall have the responsibility for supervising the perform-
ance of auditing activities relating to programs and operations of the establishment, and 
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   (2) appoint an Assistant Inspector General for Investigations who shall have the responsibility for supervising the per-
formance of investigative activities relating to such programs and operations. 
  
(e) The annual rate of basic pay for an Inspector General (as defined under section 12(3)) shall be the rate payable for 
level III of the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, plus 3 percent. 
  
(f) An Inspector General (as defined under section 8G(a)(6) or 12(3)) may not receive any cash award or cash bonus, 
including any cash award under chapter 45 of title 5, United States Code [5 USCS §§ 4501 et seq.]. 
  
(g) Each Inspector General shall, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations governing the civil service, obtain 
legal advice from a counsel either reporting directly to the Inspector General or another Inspector General. 
 
§ 4.  Duties and responsibilities; report of criminal violations to Attorney General  
 
(a) It shall be the duty and responsibility of each Inspector General, with respect to the establishment within which his 
Office is established-- 
   (1) to provide policy direction for and to conduct, supervise, and coordinate audits and investigations relating to the 
programs and operations of such establishment; 
   (2) to review existing and proposed legislation and regulations relating to programs and operations of such establish-
ment and to make recommendations in the semiannual reports required by section 5(a) concerning the impact of such 
legislation or regulations on the economy and efficiency in the administration of programs and operations administered 
or financed by such establishment or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in such programs and operations; 
   (3) to recommend policies for, and to conduct, supervise, or coordinate other activities carried out or financed by such 
establishment for the purpose of promoting economy and efficiency in the administration of, or preventing and detecting 
fraud and abuse in, its programs and operations; 
   (4) to recommend policies for, and to conduct, supervise, or coordinate relationships between such establishment and 
other Federal agencies, State and local governmental agencies, and nongovernmental entities with respect to (A) all 
matters relating to the promotion of economy and efficiency in the administration of, or the prevention and detection of 
fraud and abuse in, programs and operations administered or financed by such establishment, or (B) the identification 
and prosecution of participants in such fraud or abuse; and 
   (5) to keep the head of such establishment and the Congress fully and currently informed, by means of the reports 
required by section 5 and otherwise, concerning fraud and other serious problems, abuses, and deficiencies relating to 
the administration of programs and operations administered or financed by such establishment, to recommend corrective 
action concerning such problems, abuses, and deficiencies, and to report on the progress made in implementing such 
corrective action. 
  
(b) 
   (1) In carrying out the responsibilities specified in subsection (a)(1), each Inspector General shall-- 
      (A) comply with standards established by the Comptroller General of the United States for audits of Federal estab-
lishments, organizations, programs, activities, and functions; 
      (B) establish guidelines for determining when it shall be appropriate to use non-Federal auditors; and 
      (C) take appropriate steps to assure that any work performed by non-Federal auditors complies with the standards 
established by the Comptroller General as described in paragraph (1). 
   (2) For purposes of determining compliance with paragraph (1)(A) with respect to whether internal quality controls 
are in place and operating and whether established audit standards, policies, and procedures are being followed by Of-
fices of Inspector General of establishments defined under section 12(2), Offices of Inspector General of designated 
Federal entities defined under section 8F(a)(2), and any audit office established within a Federal entity defined under 
section 8F(a)(1), reviews shall be performed exclusively by an audit entity in the Federal Government, including the 
General Accounting Office [Government Accountability Office] or the Office of Inspector General of each establish-
ment defined under section 12(2), or the Office of Inspector General of each designated Federal entity defined under 
section 8F(a)(2). 
  
(c) In carrying out the duties and responsibilities established under this Act, each Inspector General shall give particular 
regard to the activities of the Comptroller General of the United States with a view toward avoiding duplication and 
insuring effective coordination and cooperation. 
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(d) In carrying out the duties and responsibilities established under this Act, each Inspector General shall report expedi-
tiously to the Attorney General whenever the Inspector General has reasonable grounds to believe there has been a vio-
lation of Federal criminal law. 
 
§ 5.  Semiannual reports; transmittal to Congress; availability to public; immediate report on serious or flagrant prob-
lems  
 
(a) Each Inspector General shall, not later than April 30 and October 31 of each year, prepare semiannual reports sum-
marizing the activities of the Office during the immediately preceding six-month periods ending March 31 and Septem-
ber 30. Such reports shall include, but need not be limited to-- 
   (1) a description of significant problems, abuses, and deficiencies relating to the administration of programs and op-
erations of such establishment disclosed by such activities during the reporting period; 
   (2) a description of the recommendations for corrective action made by the Office during the reporting period with 
respect to significant problems, abuses, or deficiencies identified pursuant to paragraph (1); 
   (3) an identification of each significant recommendation described in previous semiannual reports on which corrective 
action has not been completed; 
   (4) a summary of matters referred to prosecutive authorities and the prosecutions and convictions which have resulted; 
   (5) a summary of each report made to the head of the establishment under section 6(b)(2) during the reporting period; 
   (6) a listing, subdivided according to subject matter, of each audit report, inspection reports [report], and evaluation 
reports [report] issued by the Office during the reporting period and for each report, where applicable, the total dollar 
value of questioned costs (including a separate category for the dollar value of unsupported costs) and the dollar value 
of recommendations that funds be put to better use; 
   (7) a summary of each particularly significant report; 
   (8) statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports, inspection reports, and evaluation reports and the total 
dollar value of questioned costs (including a separate category for the dollar value of unsupported costs), for reports-- 
      (A) for which no management decision had been made by the commencement of the reporting period; 
      (B) which were issued during the reporting period; 
      (C) for which a management decision was made during the reporting period, including-- 
         (i) the dollar value of disallowed costs; and 
         (ii) the dollar value of costs not disallowed; and 
      (D) for which no management decision has been made by the end of the reporting period; 
   (9) statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports, inspection reports, and evaluation reports and the dollar 
value of recommendations that funds be put to better use by management, for reports-- 
      (A) for which no management decision had been made by the commencement of the reporting period; 
      (B) which were issued during the reporting period; 
      (C) for which a management decision was made during the reporting period, including-- 
         (i) the dollar value of recommendations that were agreed to by management; and 
         (ii) the dollar value of recommendations that were not agreed to by management; and 
      (D) for which no management decision has been made by the end of the reporting period; 
   (10) a summary of each audit report, inspection reports [report], and evaluation reports [report] issued before the 
commencement of the reporting period for which no management decision has been made by the end of the reporting 
period (including the date and title of each such report), an explanation of the reasons such management decision has 
not been made, and a statement concerning the desired timetable for achieving a management decision on each such 
report; 
   (11) a description and explanation of the reasons for any significant revised management decision made during the 
reporting period; 
   (12) information concerning any significant management decision with which the Inspector General is in disagree-
ment; and 
   (13) the information described under section 05(b) of the Federal Financial Management Improvement Act of 1996. 
  
(b) Semiannual reports of each Inspector General shall be furnished to the head of the establishment involved not later 
than April 30 and October 31 of each year and shall be transmitted by such head to the appropriate committees or sub-
committees of the Congress within thirty days after receipt of the report, together with a report by the head of the estab-
lishment containing-- 
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   (1) any comments such head determines appropriate; 
   (2) statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports, inspection reports, and evaluation reports and the dollar 
value of disallowed costs, for audit reports-- 
      (A) for which final action had not been taken by the commencement of the reporting period; 
      (B) on which management decisions were made during the reporting period; 
      (C) for which final action was taken during the reporting period, including-- 
         (i) the dollar value of disallowed costs that were recovered by management through collection, offset, property in 
lieu of cash, or otherwise; and 
         (ii) the dollar value of disallowed costs that were written off by management; and 
      (D) for which no final action has been taken by the end of the reporting period; 
   (3) statistical tables showing the total number of audit reports, inspection reports, and evaluation reports and the dollar 
value of recommendations that funds be put to better use by management agreed to in a management decision, for audit 
reports-- 
      (A) for which final action had not been taken by the commencement of the reporting period; 
      (B) on which management decisions were made during the reporting period; 
      (C) for which final action was taken during the reporting period, including-- 
         (i) the dollar value of recommendations that were actually completed; and 
         (ii) the dollar value of recommendations that management has subsequently concluded should not or could not be 
implemented or completed; and 
      (D) for which no final action has been taken by the end of the reporting period; and 
   (4) a statement with respect to audit reports on which management decisions have been made but final action has not 
been taken, other than audit reports on which a management decision was made within the preceding year, containing-- 
      (A) a list of such audit reports and the date each such report was issued; 
      (B) the dollar value of disallowed costs for each report; 
      (C) the dollar value of recommendations that funds be put to better use agreed to by management for each report; 
and 
      (D) an explanation of the reasons final action has not been taken with respect to each such audit report, 
   except that such statement may exclude such audit reports that are under formal administrative or judicial appeal or 
upon which management of an establishment has agreed to pursue a legislative solution, but shall identify the number of 
reports in each category so excluded. 
  
(c) Within sixty days of the transmission of the semiannual reports of each Inspector General to the Congress, the head 
of each establishment shall make copies of such report available to the public upon request and at a reasonable cost. 
Within 60 days after the transmission of the semiannual reports of each establishment head to the Congress, the head of 
each establishment shall make copies of such report available to the public upon request and at a reasonable cost. 
  
(d) Each Inspector General shall report immediately to the head of the establishment involved whenever the Inspector 
General becomes aware of particularly serious or flagrant problems, abuses, or deficiencies relating to the administra-
tion of programs and operations of such establishment. The head of the establishment shall transmit any such report to 
the appropriate committees or subcommittees of Congress within seven calendar days, together with a report by the 
head of the establishment containing any comments such head deems appropriate. 
  
(e) (1) Nothing in this section shall be construed to authorize the public disclosure of information which is-- 
      (A) specifically prohibited from disclosure by any other provision of law; 
      (B) specifically required by Executive order to be protected from disclosure in the interest of national defense or 
national security or in the conduct of foreign affairs; or 
      (C) a part of an ongoing criminal investigation. 
   (2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1)(C), any report under this section may be disclosed to the public in a form which 
includes information with respect to a part of an ongoing criminal investigation if such information has been included in 
a public record. 
   (3) Except to the extent and in the manner provided under section 6103(f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 [26 
USCS § 6103(f)], nothing in this section or in any other provision of this Act shall be construed to authorize or permit 
the withholding of information from the Congress, or from any committee or subcommittee thereof. 
  
(f) As used in this section-- 



Page 5 
 

   (1) the term "questioned cost" means a cost that is questioned by the Office because of-- 
      (A) an alleged violation of a provision of a law, regulation, contract, grant, cooperative agreement, or other agree-
ment or document governing the expenditure of funds; 
      (B) a finding that, at the time of the audit, such cost is not supported by adequate documentation; or 
      (C) a finding that the expenditure of funds for the intended purpose is unnecessary or unreasonable; 
   (2) the term "unsupported cost" means a cost that is questioned by the Office because the Office found that, at the time 
of the audit, such cost is not supported by adequate documentation; 
   (3) the term "disallowed cost" means a questioned cost that management, in a management decision, has sustained or 
agreed should not be charged to the Government; 
   (4) the term "recommendation that funds be put to better use" means a recommendation by the Office that funds could 
be used more efficiently if management of an establishment took actions to implement and complete the recommenda-
tion, including-- 
      (A) reductions in outlays; 
      (B) deobligation of funds from programs or operations; 
      (C) withdrawal of interest subsidy costs on loans or loan guarantees, insurance, or bonds; 
      (D) costs not incurred by implementing recommended improvements related to the operations of the establishment, 
a contractor or grantee; 
      (E) avoidance of unnecessary expenditures noted in preaward reviews of contract or grant agreements; or 
      (F) any other savings which are specifically identified; 
   (5) the term "management decision" means the evaluation by the management of an establishment of the findings and 
recommendations included in an audit report and the issuance of a final decision by management concerning its re-
sponse to such findings and recommendations, including actions concluded to be necessary; and 
   (6) the term "final action" means-- 
      (A) the completion of all actions that the management of an establishment has concluded, in its management deci-
sion, are necessary with respect to the findings and recommendations included in an audit report; and 
      (B) in the event that the management of an establishment concludes no action is necessary, final action occurs when 
a management decision has been made. 
 
§ 6.  Authority of Inspector Generals; information and assistance from Federal agencies; unreasonable refusal; office 
space and equipment  
 
(a) In addition to the authority otherwise provided by this Act, each Inspector General, in carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, is authorized-- 
   (1) to have access to all records, reports, audits, reviews, documents, papers, recommendations, or other material 
available to the applicable establishment which relate to programs and operations with respect to which that Inspector 
General has responsibilities under this Act; 
   (2) to make such investigations and reports relating to the administration of the programs and operations of the appli-
cable establishment as are, in the judgment of the Inspector General, necessary or desirable; 
   (3) to request such information or assistance as may be necessary for carrying out the duties and responsibilities pro-
vided by this Act from any Federal, State, or local governmental agency or unit thereof; 
   (4) to require by subpoena the production of all information, documents, reports, answers, records, accounts, papers, 
and other data in any medium (including electronically stored information, as well as any tangible thing) and documen-
tary evidence necessary in the performance of the functions assigned by this Act, which subpena, in the case of contu-
macy or refusal to obey, shall be enforceable by order of any appropriate United States district court: Provided, That 
procedures other than subpenas shall be used by the Inspector General to obtain documents and information from Fed-
eral agencies; 
   (5) to administer to or take from any person an oath, affirmation, or affidavit, whenever necessary in the performance 
of the functions assigned by this Act, which oath, affirmation, or affidavit when administered or taken by or before an 
employee of an Office of Inspector General designated by the Inspector General shall have the same force and effect as 
if administered or taken by or before an officer having a seal; 
   (6) to have direct and prompt access to the head of the establishment involved when necessary for any purpose per-
taining to the performance of functions and responsibilities under this Act; 
   (7) to select, appoint, and employ such officers and employees as may be necessary for carrying out the functions, 
powers, and duties of the Office subject to the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the 
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competitive service [5 USCS §§ 3301 et seq.], and the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such 
title [5 USCS §§ 5101 et seq., 5331 et seq.] relating to classification and General Schedule pay rates; 
   (8) to obtain services as authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, at daily rates not to exceed the 
equivalent rate prescribed for grade GS-18 of the General Schedule by section 5332 of title 5, United States Code; and 
   (9) to the extent and in such amounts as may be provided in advance by appropriations Acts, to enter into contracts 
and other arrangements for audits, studies, analyses, and other services with public agencies and with private persons, 
and to make such payments as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
  
(b) 
   (1) Upon request of an Inspector General for information or assistance under subsection (a)(3), the head of any Fed-
eral agency involved shall, insofar as is practicable and not in contravention of any existing statutory restriction or regu-
lation of the Federal agency from which the information is requested, furnished to such Inspector General, or to an au-
thorized designee, such information or assistance. 
   (2) Whenever information or assistance requested under subsection (a)(1) or (a)(3) is, in the judgment of an Inspector 
General, unreasonably refused or not provided, the Inspector General shall report the circumstances to the head of the 
establishment involved without delay. 
  
(c) Each head of an establishment shall provide the Office within such establishment with appropriate and adequate 
office space at central and field office locations of such establishment, together with such equipment, office supplies, 
and communications facilities and services as may be necessary for the operation of such offices, and shall provide nec-
essary maintenance services for such offices and the equipment and facilities located therein. 
  
(d) (1) (A) For purposes of applying the provisions of law identified in subparagraph (B)-- 
         (i) each Office of Inspector General shall be considered to be a separate agency; and 
         (ii) the Inspector General who is the head of an office referred to in clause (i) shall, with respect to such office, 
have the functions, powers, and duties of an agency head or appointing authority under such provisions. 
      (B) This paragraph applies with respect to the following provisions of title 5, United States Code: 
         (i) Subchapter II of chapter 35 [5 USCS §§ 3521 et seq.]. 
         (ii) Sections 8335(b), 8336, 8344, 8414, 8468, and 8425(b) [5 USCS §§ 8335(b), 8336, 8344, 8414, 8468, and 
8425(b)]. 
         (iii) All provisions relating to the Senior Executive Service [5 USCS §§ 3131 et seq.] (as determined by the Office 
of Personnel Management), subject to paragraph (2). 
   (2) For purposes of applying section 4507(b) of title 5, United States Code, paragraph (1)(A)(ii) shall be applied by 
substituting "the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency (established by section 11 of the Inspec-
tor General Act) shall" for "the Inspector General who is the head of an office referred to in clause (i) shall, with respect 
to such office,". 
  
(e) (1) In addition to the authority otherwise provided by this Act, each Inspector General, any Assistant Inspector Gen-
eral for Investigations under such an Inspector General, and any special agent supervised by such an Assistant Inspector 
General may be authorized by the Attorney General to-- 
      (A) carry a firearm while engaged in official duties as authorized under this Act or other statute, or as expressly au-
thorized by the Attorney General; 
      (B) make an arrest without a warrant while engaged in official duties as authorized under this Act or other statute, or 
as expressly authorized by the Attorney General, for any offense against the United States committed in the presence of 
such Inspector General, Assistant Inspector General, or agent, or for any felony cognizable under the laws of the United 
States if such Inspector General, Assistant Inspector General, or agent has reasonable grounds to believe that the person 
to be arrested has committed or is committing such felony; and 
      (C) seek and execute warrants for arrest, search of a premises, or seizure of evidence issued under the authority of 
the United States upon probable cause to believe that a violation has been committed. 
   (2) The Attorney General may authorize exercise of the powers under this subsection only upon an initial determina-
tion that-- 
      (A) the affected Office of Inspector General is significantly hampered in the performance of responsibilities estab-
lished by this Act as a result of the lack of such powers; 
      (B) available assistance from other law enforcement agencies is insufficient to meet the need for such powers; and 
      (C) adequate internal safeguards and management procedures exist to ensure proper exercise of such powers. 
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   (3) The Inspector General offices of the Department of Commerce, Department of Education, Department of Energy, 
Department of Health and Human Services, Department of Homeland Security, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, Department of the Interior, Department of Justice, Department of Labor, Department of State, Department 
of Transportation, Department of the Treasury, Department of Veterans Affairs, Agency for International Development, 
Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
General Services Administration, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Office of Personnel Management, Railroad Retirement Board, Small Business Administration, Social Security Admini-
stration, and the Tennessee Valley Authority are exempt from the requirement of paragraph (2) of an initial determina-
tion of eligibility by the Attorney General. 
   (4) The Attorney General shall promulgate, and revise as appropriate, guidelines which shall govern the exercise of 
the law enforcement powers established under paragraph (1). 
   (5) 
      (A) Powers authorized for an Office of Inspector General under paragraph (1) may be rescinded or suspended upon 
a determination by the Attorney General that any of the requirements under paragraph (2) is no longer satisfied or that 
the exercise of authorized powers by that Office of Inspector General has not complied with the guidelines promulgated 
by the Attorney General under paragraph (4). 
      (B) Powers authorized to be exercised by any individual under paragraph (1) may be rescinded or suspended with 
respect to that individual upon a determination by the Attorney General that such individual has not complied with 
guidelines promulgated by the Attorney General under paragraph (4). 
   (6) A determination by the Attorney General under paragraph (2) or (5) shall not be reviewable in or by any court. 
   (7) To ensure the proper exercise of the law enforcement powers authorized by this subsection, the Offices of Inspec-
tor General described under paragraph (3) shall, not later than 180 days after the date of enactment of this subsection 
[enacted Nov. 25, 2002], collectively enter into a memorandum of understanding to establish an external review process 
for ensuring that adequate internal safeguards and management procedures continue to exist within each Office and 
within any Office that later receives an authorization under paragraph (2). The review process shall be established in 
consultation with the Attorney General, who shall be provided with a copy of the memorandum of understanding that 
establishes the review process. Under the review process, the exercise of the law enforcement powers by each Office of 
Inspector General shall be reviewed periodically by another Office of Inspector General or by a committee of Inspectors 
General. The results of each review shall be communicated in writing to the applicable Inspector General and to the 
Attorney General. 
   (8) No provision of this subsection shall limit the exercise of law enforcement powers established under any other 
statutory authority, including United States Marshals Service special deputation. 
   (9) In this subsection, the term "Inspector General" means an Inspector General appointed under section 3 or an In-
spector General appointed under section 8G. 
  
(f) (1) For each fiscal year, an Inspector General shall transmit a budget estimate and request to the head of the estab-
lishment or designated Federal entity to which the Inspector General reports. The budget request shall specify the ag-
gregate amount of funds requested for such fiscal year for the operations of that Inspector General and shall specify the 
amount requested for all training needs, including a certification from the Inspector General that the amount requested 
satisfies all training requirements for the Inspector General's office for that fiscal year, and any resources necessary to 
support the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. Resources necessary to support the Council 
of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency shall be specifically identified and justified in the budget request. 
   (2) In transmitting a proposed budget to the President for approval, the head of each establishment or designated Fed-
eral entity shall include-- 
      (A) an aggregate request for the Inspector General; 
      (B) amounts for Inspector General training; 
      (C) amounts for support of the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency; and 
      (D) any comments of the affected Inspector General with respect to the proposal. 
   (3) The President shall include in each budget of the United States Government submitted to Congress-- 
      (A) a separate statement of the budget estimate prepared in accordance with paragraph (1); 
      (B) the amount requested by the President for each Inspector General; 
      (C) the amount requested by the President for training of Inspectors General; 
      (D) the amount requested by the President for support for the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and 
Efficiency; and 
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      (E) any comments of the affected Inspector General with respect to the proposal if the Inspector General concludes 
that the budget submitted by the President would substantially inhibit the Inspector General from performing the duties 
of the office. 
 
§ 7.  Complaints by employees; disclosure of identity; reprisals  
 
(a) The Inspector General may receive and investigate complaints or information from an employee of the establishment 
concerning the possible existence of an activity constituting a violation of law, rules, or regulations, or mismanagement, 
gross waste of funds, abuse of authority or a substantial and specific danger to the public health and safety. 
  
(b) The Inspector General shall not, after receipt of a complaint or information from an employee, disclose the identity 
of the employee without the consent of the employee, unless the Inspector General determines such disclosure is un-
avoidable during the course of the investigation. 
  
(c) Any employee who has authority to take, direct others to take, recommend, or approve any personnel action, shall 
not, with respect to such authority, take or threaten to take any action against any employee as a reprisal for making a 
complaint or disclosing information to an Inspector General, unless the complaint was made or the information dis-
closed with the knowledge that it was false or with willful disregard for its truth or falsity. 
 
§ 8.  Additional provisions with respect to the Inspector General of the Department of Defense  
 
(a) No member of the Armed Forces, active or reserve, shall be appointed Inspector General of the Department of De-
fense. 
  
(b) (1) Notwithstanding the last two sentences of section 3(a), the Inspector General shall be under the authority, direc-
tion, and control of the Secretary of Defense with respect to audits or investigations, or the issuance of subpoenas, 
which require access to information concerning-- 
      (A) sensitive operational plans; 
      (B) intelligence matters; 
      (C) counterintelligence matters; 
      (D) ongoing criminal investigations by other administrative units of the Department of Defense related to national 
security; or 
      (E) other matters the disclosure of which would constitute a serious threat to national security. 
   (2) With respect to the information described in paragraph (1) the Secretary of Defense may prohibit the Inspector 
General from initiating, carrying out, or completing any audit or investigation, or from issuing any subpoena, after the 
Inspector General has decided to initiate, carry out or complete such audit or investigation or to issue such subpoena, if 
the Secretary determines that such prohibition is necessary to preserve the national security interests of the United 
States. 
   (3) If the Secretary of Defense exercises any power under paragraph (1) or (2), the Inspector General shall submit a 
statement concerning such exercise within thirty days to the Committees on Armed Services and Governmental Affairs 
of the Senate and the Committee on Armed Services and the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight of the 
House of Representatives and to other appropriate committees or subcommittees of the Congress. 
   (4) The Secretary shall, within thirty days after a submission of a statement under paragraph (3), transmit a statement 
of the reasons for the exercise of power under paragraph (1) or (2) to the congressional committees specified in para-
graph (3) and to other appropriate committees or subcommittees. 
  
(c) In addition to the other duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector General of the Department of 
Defense shall-- 
   (1) be the principal adviser to the Secretary of Defense for matters relating to the prevention and detection of fraud, 
waste, and abuse in the programs and operations of the Department; 
   (2) initiate, conduct, and supervise such audits and investigations in the Department of Defense (including the military 
departments) as the Inspector General considers appropriate; 
   (3) provide policy direction for audits and investigations relating to fraud, waste, and abuse and program effective-
ness; 
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   (4) investigate fraud, waste, and abuse uncovered as a result of other contract and internal audits, as the Inspector 
General considers appropriate; 
   (5) develop policy, monitor and evaluate program performance, and provide guidance with respect to all Department 
activities relating to criminal investigation programs; 
   (6) monitor and evaluate the adherence of Department auditors to internal audit, contract audit, and internal review 
principles, policies, and procedures; 
   (7) develop policy, evaluate program performance, and monitor actions taken by all components of the Department in 
response to contract audits, internal audits, internal review reports, and audits conducted by the Comptroller General of 
the United States; 
   (8) request assistance as needed from other audit, inspection, and investigative units of the Department of Defense 
(including military departments); and 
   (9) give particular regard to the activities of the internal audit, inspection, and investigative units of the military de-
partments with a view toward avoiding duplication and insuring effective coordination and cooperation. 
  
(d) Notwithstanding section 4(d), the Inspector General of the Department of Defense shall expeditiously report sus-
pected or alleged violations of chapter 47 of title 10, United States Code [10 USCS §§ 801 et seq.] (Uniform Code of 
Military Justice), to the Secretary of the military department concerned or the Secretary of Defense. 
  
(e) For the purposes of section 7, a member of the Armed Forces shall be deemed to be an employee of the Department 
of Defense, except that, when the Coast Guard operates as a service of another department or agency of the Federal 
Government, a member of the Coast Guard shall be deemed to be an employee of such department or agency. 
  
(f) (1) Each semiannual report prepared by the Inspector General of the Department of Defense under section 5(a) shall 
include information concerning the numbers and types of contract audits conducted by the Department during the re-
porting period. Each such report shall be transmitted by the Secretary of Defense to the Committees on Armed Services 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on Armed Services and the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight of the House of Representatives and to other appropriate committees or subcommittees of the Con-
gress. 
   (2) Any report required to be transmitted by the Secretary of Defense to the appropriate committees or subcommittees 
of the Congress under section 5(d) shall also be transmitted, within the seven-day period specified in such section, to the 
congressional committees specified in paragraph (1). 
  
(g) The provisions of section 1385 of title 18, United States Code, shall not apply to audits and investigations conducted 
by, under the direction of, or at the request of the Inspector General of the Department of Defense to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act. 
  
(h) (1) There is a General Counsel to the Inspector General of the Department of Defense, who shall be appointed by the 
Inspector General of the Department of Defense. 
   (2) (A) Notwithstanding section 140(b) of title 10, United States Code, the General Counsel is the chief legal officer 
of the Office of the Inspector General. 
      (B) The Inspector General is the exclusive legal client of the General Counsel. 
      (C) The General Counsel shall perform such functions as the Inspector General may prescribe. 
      (D) The General Counsel shall serve at the discretion of the Inspector General. 
   (3) There is an Office of the General Counsel to the Inspector General of the Department of Defense. The Inspector 
General may appoint to the Office to serve as staff of the General Counsel such legal counsel as the Inspector General 
considers appropriate. 
 
§ 8A.  Special provisions relating to the Agency for International Development  
 
(a) In addition to the other duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector General of the Agency for In-
ternational Development shall supervise, direct, and control all security activities relating to the programs and opera-
tions of that Agency, subject to the supervision of the Administrator of that Agency. 
  
(b) In addition to the Assistant Inspector Generals provided for in section 3(d) of this Act, the Inspector General of the 
Agency for International Development shall, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations governing the civil 
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service, appoint an Assistant Inspector General for Security who shall have the responsibility for supervising the per-
formance of security activities relating to programs and operations of the Agency for International Development. 
  
(c) In addition to the officers and employees provided for in section 6(a)(6) of this Act, members of the Foreign Service 
may, at the request of the Inspector General of the Agency for International Development, be assigned as employees of 
the Inspector General. Members of the Foreign Service so assigned shall be responsible solely to the Inspector General 
and the Inspector General (or his or her designee) shall prepare the performance evaluation reports for such members. 
  
(d) In establishing and staffing field offices pursuant to section 6(c) of this Act, the Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development shall not be bound by overseas personnel ceilings established under the Monitoring Overseas 
Direct Employment policy. 
  
(e) The Inspector General of the Agency for International Development shall be in addition to the officers provided for 
in section 624(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 [22 USCS § 2384(a)]. 
  
(f) As used in this Act, the term "Agency for International Development" includes any successor agency primarily re-
sponsible for administering part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 [22 USCS §§ 2151 et seq.]. 
 
§ 8B.  Special provisions concerning the Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
 
(a) The Chairman of the Commission may delegate the authority specified in the second sentence of section 3(a) to an-
other member of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, but shall not delegate such authority to any other officer or em-
ployee of the Commission. 
  
(b) Notwithstanding sections 6(a)(7) and (8), the Inspector General of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is authorized 
to select, appoint, and employ such officers and employees as may be necessary for carrying out the functions, powers 
and duties of the Office of Inspector General and to obtain the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consult-
ants or an organization thereof, subject to the applicable laws and regulations that govern such selections, appointments 
and employment, and the obtaining of such services, within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
 
§ 8C.  Special provisions concerning the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation  
 
(a) Delegation.  The Chairperson of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation may delegate the authority specified in 
the second sentence of section 3(a) to the Vice Chairperson of the Board of Directors of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, but may not delegate such authority to any other officer or employee of the Corporation. 
  
(b) Personnel.  Notwithstanding paragraphs (7) and (8) of section 6(a), the Inspector General of the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation may select, appoint, and employ such officers and employees as may be necessary for carrying 
out the functions, powers, and duties of the Office of Inspector General and to obtain the temporary or intermittent ser-
vices of experts or consultants or an organization of experts or consultants, subject to the applicable laws and regula-
tions that govern such selections, appointments, and employment, and the obtaining of such services, within the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
 
§ 8D.  Special provisions concerning the Department of the Treasury  
 
(a) 
   (1) Notwithstanding the last two sentences of section 3(a) [5 USCS Appx. § 3(a)], the Inspector General of the De-
partment of the Treasury shall be under the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of the Treasury with respect 
to audits or investigations, or the issuance of subpenas, which require access to sensitive information concerning-- 
      (A) ongoing criminal investigations or proceedings; 
      (B) undercover operations; 
      (C) the identity of confidential sources, including protected witnesses; 
      (D) deliberations and decisions on policy matters, including documented information used as a basis for making 
policy decisions, the disclosure of which could reasonably be expected to have a significant influence on the economy 
or market behavior; 
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      (E) intelligence or counterintelligence matters; or 
      (F) other matters the disclosure of which would constitute a serious threat to national security or to the protection of 
any person or property authorized protection by section 3056 of title 18, United States Code, section 3056A of title 18, 
United States Code, or any provision of the Presidential Protection Assistance Act of 1976 (18 U.S.C. 3056 note; Public 
Law 94-524). 
   (2) With respect to the information described under paragraph (1), the Secretary of the Treasury may prohibit the In-
spector General of the Department of the Treasury from carrying out or completing any audit or investigation, or from 
issuing any subpena, after such Inspector General has decided to initiate, carry out, or complete such audit or investiga-
tion or to issue such subpena, if the Secretary determines that such prohibition is necessary to prevent the disclosure of 
any information described under paragraph (1) or to prevent significant impairment to the national interests of the Unit-
ed States. 
   (3) If the Secretary of the Treasury exercises any power under paragraph (1) or (2), the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
notify the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury in writing stating the reasons for such exercise. Within 
30 days after receipt of any such notice, the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury shall transmit a copy 
of such notice to the Committees on Governmental Affairs and Finance of the Senate and the Committees on Govern-
ment Operations and Ways and Means of the House of Representatives, and to other appropriate committees or sub-
committees of the Congress. 
   (4) The Secretary of the Treasury may not exercise any power under paragraph (1) or (2) with respect to the Treasury 
Inspector General for Tax Administration. 
  
(b) (1) In carrying out the duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector General of the Department of 
the Treasury shall have oversight responsibility for the internal investigations performed by the Office of Internal Af-
fairs of the Tax and Trade Bureau. The head of such office shall promptly report to the Inspector General of the De-
partment of the Treasury the significant activities being carried out by such office. 
   (2) The Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury shall exercise all duties and responsibilities of an Inspec-
tor General for the Department of the Treasury other than the duties and responsibilities exercised by the Treasury In-
spector General for Tax Administration. 
   (3) The Secretary of the Treasury shall establish procedures under which the Inspector General of the Department of 
the Treasury and the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration will-- 
      (A) determine how audits and investigations are allocated in cases of overlapping jurisdiction; and 
      (B) provide for coordination, cooperation, and efficiency in the conduct of such audits and investigations. 
  
(c) Notwithstanding subsection (b), the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury may initiate, conduct and 
supervise such audits and investigations in the Department of the Treasury (including the bureau referred to in subsec-
tion (b)) as the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury considers appropriate. 
  
(d) If the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury initiates an audit or investigation under subsection (c) 
concerning the bureau referred to in subsection (b), the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury may pro-
vide the head of the office of such bureau referred to in subsection (b) with written notice that the Inspector General of 
the Department of the Treasury has initiated such an audit or investigation. If the Inspector General of the Department 
of the Treasury issues a notice under the preceding sentence, no other audit or investigation shall be initiated into the 
matter under audit or investigation by the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury and any other audit or 
investigation of such matter shall cease. 
  
(e) 
   (1) The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration shall have access to return information, as defined in sec-
tion 6103(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 [26 USCS § 6103(b)], only in accordance with the provisions of sec-
tion 6103 of such Code [26 USCS § 6103] and this Act. 
   (2) The Internal Revenue Service shall maintain the same system of standardized records or accountings of all re-
quests from the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration for inspection or disclosure of returns and return 
information (including the reasons for and dates of such requests), and of returns and return information inspected or 
disclosed pursuant to such requests, as described under section 6103(p)(3)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 [26 
USCS § 6103(p)(3)(A)]. Such system of standardized records or accountings shall also be available for examination in 
the same manner as provided under section 6103(p)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 [26 USCS § 6103(p)(3)]. 
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   (3) The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration shall be subject to the same safeguards and conditions for 
receiving returns and return information as are described under section 6103(p)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
[26 USCS § 6103(p)(4)]. 
  
(f) An audit or investigation conducted by the Inspector General of the Department of the Treasury or the Treasury In-
spector General for Tax Administration shall not affect a final decision of the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate 
under section 6406 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 [26 USCS § 6406]. 
  
(g) (1) Any report required to be transmitted by the Secretary of the Treasury to the appropriate committees or subcom-
mittees of the Congress under section 5(d) [5 USCS Appx. § 5(d)] shall also be transmitted, within the seven-day period 
specified under such section, to the Committees on Governmental Affairs and Finance of the Senate and the Commit-
tees on Government Reform and Oversight and Ways and Means of the House of Representatives. 
   (2) Any report made by the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration that is required to be transmitted by 
the Secretary of the Treasury to the appropriate committees or subcommittees of Congress under section 5(d) [5 USCS 
Appx. § 5(d)] shall also be transmitted, within the 7-day period specified under such subsection, to the Internal Revenue 
Service Oversight Board and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 
  
(h) The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration shall exercise all duties and responsibilities of an Inspector 
General of an establishment with respect to the Department of the Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury on all 
matters relating to the Internal Revenue Service. The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration shall have sole 
authority under this Act to conduct an audit or investigation of the Internal Revenue Service Oversight Board and the 
Chief Counsel for the Internal Revenue Service. 
  
(i) In addition to the requirements of the first sentence of section 3(a) [5 USCS Appx. § 3(a)], the Treasury Inspector 
General for Tax Administration should have demonstrated ability to lead a large and complex organization. 
  
(j) An individual appointed to the position of Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, the Assistant Inspec-
tor General for Auditing of the Office of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration under section 3(d)(1) [5 
USCS Appx. § 3(d)(1)], the Assistant Inspector General for Investigations of the Office of the Treasury Inspector Gen-
eral for Tax Administration under section 3(d)(2) [5 USCS Appx. § 3(d)(2)], or any position of Deputy Inspector Gen-
eral of the Office of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration may not be an employee of the Internal 
Revenue Service-- 
   (1) during the 2-year period preceding the date of appointment to such position; or 
   (2) during the 5-year period following the date such individual ends service in such position. 
  
(k) (1) In addition to the duties and responsibilities exercised by an inspector general of an establishment, the Treasury 
Inspector General for Tax Administration-- 
      (A) shall have the duty to enforce criminal provisions under section 7608(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
[26 USCS § 7608(b)]; 
      (B) in addition to the functions authorized under section 7608(b)(2) of such Code [26 USCS § 7608(b)(2)], may 
carry firearms; 
      (C) shall be responsible for protecting the Internal Revenue Service against external attempts to corrupt or threaten 
employees of the Internal Revenue Service, but shall not be responsible for the conducting of background checks and 
the providing of protection to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue; and 
      (D) may designate any employee in the Office of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration to enforce 
such laws and perform such functions referred to under subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C). 
   (2) 
      (A) In performing a law enforcement function under paragraph (1), the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Admini-
stration shall report any reasonable grounds to believe there has been a violation of Federal criminal law to the Attorney 
General at an appropriate time as determined by the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, notwithstand-
ing section 4(d) [5 USCS Appx. § 4(d)]. 
      (B) In the administration of section 5(d) [5 USCS Appx. § 5(d)] and subsection (g)(2) of this section, the Secretary of 
the Treasury may transmit the required report with respect to the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration at 
an appropriate time as determined by the Secretary, if the problem, abuse, or deficiency relates to-- 
         (i) the performance of a law enforcement function under paragraph (1); and 
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         (ii) sensitive information concerning matters under subsection (a)(1)(A) through (F). 
   (3) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to affect the authority of any other person to carry out or enforce any 
provision specified in paragraph (1). 
  
(l) 
   (1) The Commissioner of Internal Revenue or the Internal Revenue Service Oversight Board may request, in writing, 
the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration to conduct an audit or investigation relating to the Internal Rev-
enue Service. If the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration determines not to conduct such audit or investi-
gation, the Inspector General shall timely provide a written explanation for such determination to the person making the 
request. 
   (2) (A) Any final report of an audit conducted by the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration shall be 
timely submitted by the Inspector General to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue and the Internal Revenue Service 
Oversight Board. 
      (B) The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration shall periodically submit to the Commissioner and 
Board a list of investigations for which a final report has been completed by the Inspector General and shall provide a 
copy of any such report upon request of the Commissioner or Board. 
      (C) This paragraph applies regardless of whether the applicable audit or investigation is requested under paragraph 
(1). 
 
§ 8E.  Special provisions concerning the Department of Justice  
 
(a) 
   (1) Notwithstanding the last two sentences of section 3(a), the Inspector General shall be under the authority, direc-
tion, and control of the Attorney General with respect to audits or investigations, or the issuance of subpenas, which 
require access to sensitive information concerning-- 
      (A) ongoing civil or criminal investigations or proceedings; 
      (B) undercover operations; 
      (C) the identity of confidential sources, including protected witnesses; 
      (D) intelligence or counterintelligence matters; or 
      (E) other matters the disclosure of which would constitute a serious threat to national security. 
   (2) With respect to the information described under paragraph (1), the Attorney General may prohibit the Inspector 
General from carrying out or completing any audit or investigation, or from issuing any subpena, after such Inspector 
General has decided to initiate, carry out, or complete such audit or investigation or to issue such subpena, if the Attor-
ney General determines that such prohibition is necessary to prevent the disclosure of any information described under 
paragraph (1) or to prevent the significant impairment to the national interests of the United States. 
   (3) If the Attorney General exercises any power under paragraph (1) or (2), the Attorney General shall notify the In-
spector General in writing stating the reasons for such exercise. Within 30 days after receipt of any such notice, the In-
spector General shall transmit a copy of such notice to the Committees on Governmental Affairs and Judiciary of the 
Senate and the Committees on Government Operations and Judiciary of the House of Representatives, and to other ap-
propriate committees or subcommittees of the Congress. 
  
(b) In carrying out the duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector General of the Department of Jus-
tice-- 
   (1) may initiate, conduct and supervise such audits and investigations in the Department of Justice as the Inspector 
General considers appropriate; 
   (2) except as specified in subsection (a) and paragraph (3), may investigate allegations of criminal wrongdoing or ad-
ministrative misconduct by an employee of the Department of Justice, or may, in the discretion of the Inspector General, 
refer such allegations to the Office of Professional Responsibility or the internal affairs office of the appropriate compo-
nent of the Department of Justice; 
   (3) shall refer to the Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility of the Department of Justice, allegations of mis-
conduct involving Department attorneys, investigators, or law enforcement personnel, where the allegations relate to the 
exercise of the authority of an attorney to investigate, litigate, or provide legal advice, except that no such referral shall 
be made if the attorney is employed in the Office of Professional Responsibility; 
   (4) may investigate allegations of criminal wrongdoing or administrative misconduct by a person who is the head of 
any agency or component of the Department of Justice; and 
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   (5) shall forward the results of any investigation conducted under paragraph (4), along with any appropriate recom-
mendation for disciplinary action, to the Attorney General. 
  
(c) Any report required to be transmitted by the Attorney General to the appropriate committees or subcommittees of 
the Congress under section 5(d) shall also be transmitted, within the seven-day period specified under such section, to 
the Committees on the Judiciary and Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the Committees on the Judiciary and Gov-
ernment Operations of the House of Representatives. 
  
(d) The Attorney General shall ensure by regulation that any component of the Department of Justice receiving a non-
frivolous allegation of criminal wrongdoing or administrative misconduct by an employee of the Department of Justice, 
except with respect to allegations described in subsection (b)(3), shall report that information to the Inspector General. 
 
§ 8F.  Special provisions concerning the Corporation for National and Community Service [Caution: See prospective 
amendment note below.]  
 
(a) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphs (7) and (8) of section 6(a), it is within the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
Inspector General of the Corporation for National and Community Service to-- 
   (1) appoint and determine the compensation of such officers and employees in accordance with section 195(b) of the 
National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 [42 USCS § 12651f(b)]; and 
   (2) procure the temporary and intermittent services of and compensate such experts and consultants, in accordance 
with section 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code,as may be necessary to carry out the functions, powers, and duties of 
the Inspector General. 
  
(b) No later than the date on which the Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation for National and Community Service 
transmits any report to the Congress under subsection (a) or (b) of section 5, the Chief Executive Officer shall transmit 
such report to the Board of Directors of such Corporation. 
  
(c) No later than the date on which the Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation for National and Community Service 
transmits a report described under section 5(b) to the Board of Directors as provided under subsection (b) of this sec-
tion, the Chief Executive Officer shall also transmit any audit report which is described in the statement required under 
section 5(b)(4) to the Board of Directors. All such audit reports shall be placed on the agenda for review at the next 
scheduled meeting of the Board of Directors following such transmittal. The Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation 
shall be present at such meeting to provide any information relating to such audit reports. 
  
(d) No later than the date on which the Inspector General of the Corporation for National and Community Service re-
ports a problem, abuse, or deficiency under section 5(d) to the Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation, the Chief 
Executive Officer shall report such problem, abuse, or deficiency to the Board of Directors. 
 
§ 8G.  Requirements for Federal entities and designated Federal entities [Caution: See prospective amendment note be-
low.]  
 
(a) Notwithstanding section 12 of this Act, as used in this section-- 
   (1) the term "Federal entity" means any Government corporation (within the meaning of section 103(1) of title 5, 
United States Code), any Government controlled corporation (within the meaning of section 103(2) of such title), or any 
other entity in the Executive branch of the Government, or any independent regulatory agency, but does not include-- 
      (A) an establishment (as defined under section 12(2) of this Act) or part of an establishment; 
      (B) a designated Federal entity (as defined under paragraph (2) of this subsection) or part of a designated Federal 
entity; 
      (C) the Executive Office of the President; 
      (D) the Central Intelligence Agency; 
      (E) the General Accounting Office [Government Accountability Office]; or 
      (F) any entity in the judicial or legislative branches of the Government, including the Administrative Office of the 
United States Courts and the Architect of the Capitol and any activities under the direction of the Architect of the Capi-
tol; 



 

   (2) the term "designated Federal entity" means Amtrak, the Appalachian Regional Commission, the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System, the Board for International Broadcasting, the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, the Consumer Product Safety Commission, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the Denali Commission, 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the Farm Credit Administration, the Federal Communications Com-
mission, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Federal Election Commission, the Election Assistance Com-
mission, the Federal Housing Finance Board, the Federal Labor Relations Authority, the Federal Maritime Commission, 
the Federal Trade Commission, the Legal Services Corporation, the National Archives and Records Administration, the 
National Credit Union Administration, the National Endowment for the Arts, the National Endowment for the Humani-
ties, the National Labor Relations Board, the National Science Foundation, the Panama Canal Commission, the Peace 
Corps, the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, the Securities and Exchange Commission, the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, the United States International Trade Commission, the Postal Regulatory Commission, and the United States Post-
al Service; 
   (3) the term "head of the Federal entity" means any person or persons designated by statute as the head of a Federal 
entity, and if no such designation exists, the chief policymaking officer or board of a Federal entity as identified in the 
list published pursuant to subsection (h)(1) of this section; 
   (4) the term "head of the designated Federal entity" means any person or persons designated by statute as the head of a 
designated Federal entity and if no such designation exists, the chief policymaking officer or board of a designated Fed-
eral entity as identified in the list published pursuant to subsection (h)(1) of this section, except that-- 
      (A) with respect to the National Science Foundation, such term means the National Science Board; and 
      (B) with respect to the United States Postal Service, such term means the Governors (within the meaning of section 
102(3) of title 39, United States Code); 
   (5) the term "Office of Inspector General" means an Office of Inspector General of a designated Federal entity; and 
   (6) the term "Inspector General" means an Inspector General of a designated Federal entity. 
  
(b) No later than 180 days after the date of the enactment of this section [enacted Oct. 18, 1988], there shall be estab-
lished and maintained in each designated Federal entity an Office of Inspector General. The head of the designated Fed-
eral entity shall transfer to such office the offices, units, or other components, and the functions, powers, or duties the-
reof, that such head determines are properly related to the functions of the Office of Inspector General and would, if so 
transferred, further the purposes of this section. There shall not be transferred to such office any program operating re-
sponsibilities. 
  
(c) Except as provided under subsection (f) of this section, the Inspector General shall be appointed by the head of the 
designated Federal entity in accordance with the applicable laws and regulations governing appointments within the 
designated Federal entity. Each Inspector General shall be appointed without regard to political affiliation and solely on 
the basis of integrity and demonstrated ability in accounting, auditing, financial analysis, law, management analysis, 
public administration, or investigations. 
  
(d) Each Inspector General shall report to and be under the general supervision of the head of the designated Federal 
entity, but shall not report to, or be subject to supervision by, any other officer or employee of such designated Federal 
entity. The head of the designated Federal entity shall not prevent or prohibit the Inspector General from initiating, car-
rying out, or completing any audit or investigation, or from issuing any subpena during the course of any audit or inves-
tigation. 
  
(e) If an Inspector General is removed from office or is transferred to another position or location within a designated 
Federal entity, the head of the designated Federal entity shall communicate in writing the reasons for any such removal 
or transfer to both Houses of Congress, not later than 30 days before the removal or transfer. Nothing in this subsection 
shall prohibit a personnel action otherwise authorized by law, other than transfer or removal. 
  
(f) 
   (1) For purposes of carrying out subsection (c) with respect to the United States Postal Service, the appointment pro-
visions of section 202(e) of title 39, United States Code, shall be applied. 
   (2) In carrying out the duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector General of the United States 
Postal Service (hereinafter in this subsection referred to as the "Inspector General") shall have oversight responsibility 
for all activities of the Postal Inspection Service, including any internal investigation performed by the Postal Inspection 



 

Service. The Chief Postal Inspector shall promptly report the significant activities being carried out by the Postal In-
spection Service to such Inspector General. 
   (3) (A) (i) Notwithstanding subsection (d), the Inspector General shall be under the authority, direction, and control of 
the Governors with respect to audits or investigations, or the issuance of subpoenas, which require access to sensitive 
information concerning-- 
            (I) ongoing civil or criminal investigations or proceedings; 
            (II) undercover operations; 
            (III) the identity of confidential sources, including protected witnesses; 
            (IV) intelligence or counterintelligence matters; or 
            (V) other matters the disclosure of which would constitute a serious threat to national security. 
         (ii) With respect to the information described under clause (i), the Governors may prohibit the Inspector General 
from carrying out or completing any audit or investigation, or from issuing any subpoena, after such Inspector General 
has decided to initiate, carry out, or complete such audit or investigation or to issue such subpoena, if the Governors 
determine that such prohibition is necessary to prevent the disclosure of any information described under clause (i) or to 
prevent the significant impairment to the national interests of the United States. 
         (iii) If the Governors exercise any power under clause (i) or (ii), the Governors shall notify the Inspector General 
in writing stating the reasons for such exercise. Within 30 days after receipt of any such notice, the Inspector General 
shall transmit a copy of such notice to the Committee on Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight of the House of Representatives, and to other appropriate committees or subcom-
mittees of the Congress. 
      (B) In carrying out the duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the Inspector General-- 
         (i) may initiate, conduct and supervise such audits and investigations in the United States Postal Service as the 
Inspector General considers appropriate; and 
         (ii) shall give particular regard to the activities of the Postal Inspection Service with a view toward avoiding dupli-
cation and insuring effective coordination and cooperation. 
      (C) Any report required to be transmitted by the Governors to the appropriate committees or subcommittees of the 
Congress under section 5(d) shall also be transmitted, within the seven-day period specified under such section, to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight of the 
House of Representatives. 
   (4) Nothing in this Act shall restrict, eliminate, or otherwise adversely affect any of the rights, privileges, or benefits 
of either employees of the United States Postal Service, or labor organizations representing employees of the United 
States Postal Service, under chapter 12 of title 39, United States Code [39 USCS §§ 1201 et seq.], the National Labor 
Relations Act [29 USCS §§ 151 et seq.], any handbook or manual affecting employee labor relations with the United 
States Postal Service, or any collective bargaining agreement. 
   (5) As used in this subsection, the term "Governors" has the meaning given such term by section 102(3) of title 39, 
United States Code. 
   (6) There are authorized to be appropriated, out of the Postal Service Fund, such sums as may be necessary for the 
Office of Inspector General of the United States Postal Service. 
  
(g) 
   (1) Sections 4, 5, 6 (other than subsections (a)(7) and (a)(8) thereof), and 7 of this Act shall apply to each Inspector 
General and Office of Inspector General of a designated Federal entity and such sections shall be applied to each desig-
nated Federal entity and head of the designated Federal entity (as defined under subsection (a)) by substituting-- 
      (A) "designated Federal entity" for "establishment"; and 
      (B) "head of the designated Federal entity" for "head of the establishment". 
   (2) In addition to the other authorities specified in this Act, an Inspector General is authorized to select, appoint, and 
employ such officers and employees as may be necessary for carrying out the functions, powers, and duties of the Of-
fice of Inspector General and to obtain the temporary or intermittent services of experts or consultants or an organiza-
tion thereof, subject to the applicable laws and regulations that govern such selections, appointments, and employment, 
and the obtaining of such services, within the designated Federal entity. 
   (3) Notwithstanding the last sentence of subsection (d) of this section, the provisions of subsection (a) of section 8C 
(other than the provisions of subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (E) of subsection (a)(1)) shall apply to the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System and the Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System in the same manner as such provisions apply to the Inspector General of the Department of the 
Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury, respectively. 



 

   (4) Each Inspector General shall-- 
      (A) in accordance with applicable laws and regulations governing appointments within the designated Federal en-
tity, appoint a Counsel to the Inspector General who shall report to the Inspector General; 
      (B) obtain the services of a counsel appointed by and directly reporting to another Inspector General on a reimburs-
able basis; or 
      (C) obtain the services of appropriate staff of the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency on a 
reimbursable basis. 
  
(h) 
   (1) No later than April 30, 1989, and annually thereafter, the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, after 
consultation with the Comptroller General of the United States, shall publish in the Federal Register a list of the Federal 
entities and designated Federal entities and the head of each such entity (as defined under subsection (a) of this section). 
   (2) Beginning on October 31, 1989, and on October 31 of each succeeding calendar year, the head of each Federal 
entity (as defined under subsection (a) of this section) shall prepare and transmit to the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and to each House of the Congress a report which-- 
      (A) states whether there has been established in the Federal entity an office that meets the requirements of this sec-
tion; 
      (B) specifies the actions taken by the Federal entity otherwise to ensure that audits are conducted of its programs 
and operations in accordance with the standards for audit of governmental organizations, programs, activities, and func-
tions issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, and includes a list of each audit report completed by a 
Federal or non-Federal auditor during the reporting period and a summary of any particularly significant findings; and 
      (C) summarizes any matters relating to the personnel, programs, and operations of the Federal entity referred to 
prosecutive authorities, including a summary description of any preliminary investigation conducted by or at the request 
of the Federal entity concerning these matters, and the prosecutions and convictions which have resulted. 
 
§ 8H.  Additional provisions with respect to Inspectors General of the intelligence community  
 
(a) (1) (A) An employee of the Defense Intelligence Agency, the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, the National 
Reconnaissance Office, or the National Security Agency, or of a contractor of any of those Agencies, who intends to 
report to Congress a complaint or information with respect to an urgent concern may report the complaint or informa-
tion to the Inspector General of the Department of Defense (or designee). 
      (B) An employee of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, or of a contractor of the Bureau, who intends to report to 
Congress a complaint or information with respect to an urgent concern may report the complaint or information to the 
Inspector General of the Department of Justice (or designee). 
      (C) Any other employee of, or contractor to, an executive agency, or element or unit thereof, determined by the 
President under section 2302(a)(2)(C)(ii) of title 5, United States Code, to have as its principal function the conduct of 
foreign intelligence or counterintelligence activities, who intends to report to Congress a complaint or information with 
respect to an urgent concern may report the complaint or information to the appropriate Inspector General (or designee) 
under this Act [5 USCS Appx. §§ 1 et seq.] or section 17 of the Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 [50 USCS § 
403q]. 
   (2) If a designee of an Inspector General under this section receives a complaint or information of an employee with 
respect to an urgent concern, that designee shall report the complaint or information to the Inspector General within 7 
calendar days of receipt. 
  
(b) Not later than the end of the 14-calendar day period beginning on the date of receipt of an employee complaint or 
information under subsection (a), the Inspector General shall determine whether the complaint or information appears 
credible. Upon making such a determination, the Inspector General shall transmit to the head of the establishment notice 
of that determination, together with the complaint or information. 
  
(c) Upon receipt of a transmittal from the Inspector General under subsection (b), the head of the establishment shall, 
within 7 calendar days of such receipt, forward such transmittal to the intelligence committees, together with any com-
ments the head of the establishment considers appropriate. 
  
(d) (1) If the Inspector General does not find credible under subsection (b) a complaint or information submitted to the 
Inspector General under subsection (a), or does not transmit the complaint or information to the head of the establish-



 

ment in accurate form under subsection (b), the employee (subject to paragraph (2)) may submit the complaint or infor-
mation to Congress by contacting either or both of the intelligence committees directly. 
   (2) The employee may contact the intelligence committees directly as described in paragraph (1) only if the employee-
- 
      (A) before making such a contact, furnishes to the head of the establishment, through the Inspector General, a state-
ment of the employee's complaint or information and notice of the employee's intent to contact the intelligence commit-
tees directly; and 
      (B) obtains and follows from the head of the establishment, through the Inspector General, direction on how to con-
tact the intelligence committees in accordance with appropriate security practices. 
   (3) A member or employee of one of the intelligence committees who receives a complaint or information under para-
graph (1) does so in that member or employee's official capacity as a member or employee of that committee. 
  
(e) The Inspector General shall notify an employee who reports a complaint or information under this section of each 
action taken under this section with respect to the complaint or information. Such notice shall be provided not later than 
3 days after any such action is taken. 
  
(f) An action taken by the head of an establishment or an Inspector General under subsections (a) through (e) shall not 
be subject to judicial review. 
  
(g) (1) The Inspector General of the Defense Intelligence Agency, the National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, the 
National Reconnaissance Office, and the National Security Agency shall each submit to the congressional intelligence 
committees each year a report that sets forth the following: 
      (A) The personnel and funds requested by such Inspector General for the fiscal year beginning in such year for the 
activities of the office of such Inspector General in such fiscal year. 
      (B) The plan of such Inspector General for such activities, including the programs and activities scheduled for re-
view by the office of such Inspector General during such fiscal year. 
      (C) An assessment of the current ability of such Inspector General to hire and retain qualified personnel for the of-
fice of such Inspector General. 
      (D) Any matters that such Inspector General considers appropriate regarding the independence and effectiveness of 
the office of such Inspector General. 
   (2) The submittal date for a report under paragraph (1) each year shall be the date provided in section 507 of the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 [50 USCS § 415b]. 
   (3) In this subsection, the term "congressional intelligence committees" shall have the meaning given that term in sec-
tion 3 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401a). 
  
(h) In this section: 
   (1) The term "urgent concern" means any of the following: 
      (A) A serious or flagrant problem, abuse, violation of law or Executive order, or deficiency relating to the funding, 
administration, or operations of an intelligence activity involving classified information, but does not include differ-
ences of opinions concerning public policy matters. 
      (B) A false statement to Congress, or a willful withholding from Congress, on an issue of material fact relating to 
the funding, administration, or operation of an intelligence activity. 
      (C) An action, including a personnel action described in section 2302(a)(2)(A) of title 5, United States Code, consti-
tuting reprisal or threat of reprisal prohibited under section 7(c) [5 USCS Appx. § 7(c)] in response to an employee's 
reporting an urgent concern in accordance with this section. 
   (2) The term "intelligence committees" means the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate. 
 
 
 
 
 
§ 8I.  Special provisions concerning the Department of Homeland Security  
 



 

(a) (1) Notwithstanding the last two sentences of section 3(a), the Inspector General of the Department of Homeland 
Security shall be under the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of Homeland Security with respect to audits 
or investigations, or the issuance of subpoenas, that require access to sensitive information concerning-- 
      (A) intelligence, counterintelligence, or counterterrorism matters; 
      (B) ongoing criminal investigations or proceedings; 
      (C) undercover operations; 
      (D) the identity of confidential sources, including protected witnesses; 
      (E) other matters the disclosure of which would, in the Secretary's judgment, constitute a serious threat to the protec-
tion of any person or property authorized protection by section 3056 of title 18, United States Code, section 3056A of 
title 18 of such Code, or any provision of the Presidential Protection Assistance Act of 1976 (18 U.S.C. 3056 note); or 
      (F) other matters the disclosure of which would constitute a serious threat to national security. 
   (2) With respect to the information described in paragraph (1), the Secretary of Homeland Security may prohibit the 
Inspector General of the Department of Homeland Security from carrying out or completing any audit or investigation, 
or from issuing any subpoena, after such Inspector General has decided to initiate, carry out, or complete such audit or 
investigation or to issue such subpoena, if the Secretary determines that such prohibition is necessary to prevent the 
disclosure of any information described in paragraph (1), to preserve the national security, or to prevent a significant 
impairment to the interests of the United States. 
   (3) If the Secretary of Homeland Security exercises any power under paragraph (1) or (2), the Secretary shall notify 
the Inspector General of the Department of Homeland Security in writing within seven days stating the reasons for such 
exercise. Within 30 days after receipt of any such notice, the Inspector General shall transmit to the President of the 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and appropriate committees and subcommittees of Congress the 
following: 
      (A) A copy of such notice. 
      (B) A written response to such notice that includes a statement regarding whether the Inspector General agrees or 
disagrees with such exercise, and the reasons for any disagreement. 
  
(b) The exercise of authority by the Secretary described in paragraph (2) should not be construed as limiting the right of 
Congress or any committee of Congress to access any information it seeks. 
  
(c) Subject to the conditions established in subsections (a) and (b) above, in carrying out the duties and responsibilities 
specified in this Act, the Inspector General of the Department of Homeland Security may initiate, conduct, and super-
vise such audits and investigations in the Department of Homeland Security as the Inspector General considers appro-
priate. 
  
(d) Any report required to be transmitted by the Secretary of Homeland Security to the appropriate committees or sub-
committees of Congress under section 5(d) shall be transmitted, within the seven-day period specified under such sec-
tion, to the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and appropriate committees and sub-
committees of Congress. 
  
(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in carrying out the duties and responsibilities specified in this Act, the 
Inspector General of the Department of Homeland Security shall have oversight responsibility for the internal investiga-
tions performed by the Office of Internal Affairs of the United States Customs Service, the Office of Inspections of the 
United States Secret Service, the Bureau of Border Security, and the Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration Services. 
The head of each such office or bureau shall promptly report to the Inspector General the significant activities being 
carried out by such office or bureau. 
  
(f) (1) The Inspector General of the Department of Homeland Security shall designate a senior official within the Office 
of Inspector General, who shall be a career member of the civil service at the equivalent to the GS-15 level or a career 
member of the Senior Executive Service, to perform the functions described in paragraph (2). 
   (2) The senior official designated under paragraph (1) shall-- 
      (A) coordinate the activities of the Office of Inspector General with respect to investigations of abuses of civil rights 
or civil liberties; 
      (B) receive and review complaints and information from any source alleging abuses of civil rights and civil liberties 
by employees or officials of the Department and employees or officials of independent contractors or grantees of the 
Department; 



 

      (C) initiate investigations of alleged abuses of civil rights or civil liberties by employees or officials of the Depart-
ment and employees or officials of independent contractors or grantees of the Department; 
      (D) ensure that personnel within the Office of Inspector General receive sufficient training to conduct effective civil 
rights and civil liberties investigations; 
      (E) consult with the Officer for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties regarding-- 
         (i) alleged abuses of civil rights or civil liberties; and 
         (ii) any policy recommendations regarding civil rights and civil liberties that may be founded upon an investiga-
tion by the Office of Inspector General; 
      (F) provide the Officer for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties with information regarding the outcome of investigations 
of alleged abuses of civil rights and civil liberties; 
      (G) refer civil rights and civil liberties matters that the Inspector General decides not to investigate to the Officer for 
Civil Rights and Civil Liberties; 
      (H) ensure that the Office of the Inspector General publicizes and provides convenient public access to information 
regarding-- 
         (i) the procedure to file complaints or comments concerning civil rights and civil liberties matters; and 
         (ii) the status of corrective actions taken by the Department in response to Office of the Inspector General reports; 
and 
      (I) inform the Officer for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties of any weaknesses, problems, and deficiencies within the 
Department relating to civil rights or civil liberties. 
 
§ 8J.  Rule of construction of special provisions  
 
The special provisions under section 8, 8A, 8B, 8C, 8D, 8E, 8F, or 8H of this Act relate only to the establishment 
named in such section and no inference shall be drawn from the presence or absence of a provision in any such section 
with respect to an establishment not named in such section or with respect to a designated Federal entity as defined un-
der section 8G(a). 
 
§ 8K.  Authority to establish Inspector General of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence  
 
If the Director of National Intelligence determines that an Office of Inspector General would be beneficial to improving 
the operations and effectiveness of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, the Director of National Intelli-
gence is authorized to establish, with any of the duties, responsibilities, and authorities set forth in this Act, an Office of 
Inspector General. 
 
§ 8L.  Information on websites of Offices of Inspectors General  
 
(a) Direct links to Inspectors General Offices. 
   (1) In general. Each agency shall establish and maintain on the homepage of the website of that agency, a direct link 
to the website of the Office of the Inspector General of that agency. 
   (2) Accessibility. The direct link under paragraph (1) shall be obvious and facilitate accessibility to the website of the 
Office of the Inspector General. 
  
(b) Requirements for Inspectors General websites. 
   (1) Posting of reports and audits. The Inspector General of each agency shall-- 
      (A) not later than 3 days after any report or audit (or portion of any report or audit) is made publicly available, post 
that report or audit (or portion of that report or audit) on the website of the Office of Inspector General; and 
      (B) ensure that any posted report or audit (or portion of that report or audit) described under subparagraph (A)-- 
         (i) is easily accessible from a direct link on the homepage of the website of the Office of the Inspector General; 
         (ii) includes a summary of the findings of the Inspector General; and 
         (iii) is in a format that-- 
            (I) is searchable and downloadable; and 
            (II) facilitates printing by individuals of the public accessing the website. 
   (2) Reporting of fraud, waste, and abuse. 
      (A) In general. The Inspector General of each agency shall establish and maintain a direct link on the homepage of 
the website of the Office of the Inspector General for individuals to report fraud, waste, and abuse. Individuals reporting 



 

fraud, waste, or abuse using the direct link established under this paragraph shall not be required to provide personally 
identifying information relating to that individual. 
      (B) Anonymity. The Inspector General of each agency shall not disclose the identity of any individual making a 
report under this paragraph without the consent of the individual unless the Inspector General determines that such a 
disclosure is unavoidable during the course of the investigation. 
 
§ 9.  Transfer of functions  
 
(a) There shall be transferred-- 
   (1) to the Office of Inspector General-- 
      (A) of the Department of Agriculture, the offices of that department referred to as the "Office of Investigation" and 
the "Office of Audit"; 
      (B) of the Department of Commerce, the offices of that department referred to as the "Office of Audits" and the "In-
vestigations and Inspections Staff" and that portion of the office referred to as the "Office of Investigations and Secu-
rity" which has responsibility for investigation of alleged criminal violations and program abuse; 
      (C) of the Department of Defense, the offices of that department referred to as the "Defense Audit Service" and the 
"Office of Inspector General, Defense Logistics Agency", and that portion of the office of that department referred to as 
the "Defense Investigative Service" which has responsibility for the investigation of alleged criminal violations; 
      (D) of the Department of Education, all functions of the Inspector General of Health, Education, and Welfare or of 
the Office of Inspector General of Health, Education, and Welfare relating to functions transferred by section 301 of the 
Department of Education Organization Act [20 USCS § 3441]; 
      (E) of the Department of Energy, the Office of Inspector General (as established by section 208 of the Department 
of Energy Organization Act [former 42 USCS § 7138]); 
      (F) of the Department of Health and Human Services, the Office of Inspector General (as established by title II of 
Public Law 94-505 [former 42 USCS §§ 3521 et seq.]); 
      (G) of the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the office of that department referred to as the "Office 
of Inspector General"; 
      (H) of the Department of the Interior, the office of that department referred to as the "Office of Audit and Investiga-
tion"; 
      (I) of the Department of Justice, the offices of that Department referred to as (i) the "Audit Staff, Justice Manage-
ment Division", (ii) the "Policy and Procedures Branch, Office of the Comptroller, Immigration and Naturalization Ser-
vice", the "Office of Professional Responsibility, Immigration and Naturalization Service", and the "Office of Program 
Inspections, Immigration and Naturalization Service", (iii) the "Office of Internal Inspection, United States Marshals 
Service", (iv) the "Financial Audit Section, Office of Financial Management, Bureau of Prisons" and the "Office of In-
spections, Bureau of Prisons", and (v) from the Drug Enforcement Administration, that portion of the "Office of Inspec-
tions" which is engaged in internal audit activities, and that portion of the "Office of Planning and Evaluation" which is 
engaged in program review activities, 
      (J) of the Department of Labor, the office of that department referred to as the "Office of Special Investigations"; 
      (K) of the Department of Transportation, the offices of that department referred to as the "Office of Investigations 
and Security" and the "Office of Audit" of the Department, the "Offices of Investigations and Security, Federal Aviation 
Administration", and "External Audit Divisions, Federal Aviation Administration", the "Investigations Division and the 
External Audit Division of the Office of Program Review and Investigation, Federal Highway Administration", and the 
"Office of Program Audits, Urban Mass Transportation Administration"; 
      (L) (i) of the Department of the Treasury, the office of that department referred to as the "Office of Inspector Gen-
eral", and, notwithstanding any other provision of law, that portion of each of the offices of that department referred to 
as the "Office of Internal Affairs, Tax and Trade Bureau", the "Office of Internal Affairs, United States Customs Ser-
vice", and the "Office of Inspections, United States Secret Service" which is engaged in internal audit activities; and 
         (ii) of the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, effective 180 days after the date of the enactment of 
the Internal Revenue Service Restructuring and Reform Act of 1998 [enacted July 22, 1998], the Office of Chief Inspec-
tor of the Internal Revenue Service; 
      (M) of the Environmental Protection Agency, the offices of that agency referred to as the "Office of Audit" and the 
"Security and Inspection Division"; 
      (N) of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the office of that agency referred to as the "Office of Inspector 
General"; 



 

      (O) of the General Services Administration, the offices of that agency referred to as the "Office of Audits" and the 
"Office of Investigations"; 
      (P) of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the offices of that agency referred to as the "Management 
Audit Office" and the "Office of Inspections and Security"; 
      (Q) of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the office of that commission referred to as the "Office of Inspector and 
Auditor"; 
      (R) of the Office of Personnel Management, the offices of that agency referred to as the "Office of Inspector Gen-
eral", the "Insurance Audits Division, Retirement and Insurance Group", and the "Analysis and Evaluation Division, 
Administration Group"; 
      (S) of the Railroad Retirement Board, the Office of Inspector General (as established by section 23 of the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1974 [former 45 USCS § 231v]); 
      (T) of the Small Business Administration, the office of that agency referred to as the "Office of Audits and Investi-
gations"; 
      (U) of the Veterans' Administration, the offices of that agency referred to as the "Office of Audits" and the "Office 
of Investigations"; [and] 
      (V) of the Corporation for National and Community Service, the Office of Inspector General of ACTION; 
      (W) of the Social Security Administration, the functions of the Inspector General of the Department of Health and 
Human Services which are transferred to the Social Security Administration by the Social Security Independence and 
Program Improvements Act of 1994 (other than functions performed pursuant to section 105(a)(2) of such Act [42 
USCS § 901 note]), except that such transfers shall be made in accordance with the provisions of such Act and shall not 
be subject to subsections (b) through (d) of this section; and 
   (2) to the Office of the Inspector General, such other offices or agencies, or functions, powers, or duties thereof, as the 
head of the establishment involved may determine are properly related to the functions of the Office and would, if so 
transferred, further the purposes of this Act, 
  
except that there shall not be transferred to an Inspector General under paragraph (2) program operating responsibilities. 
  
(b) The personnel, assets, liabilities, contracts, property, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations, authoriza-
tion, allocations, and other funds employed, held, used, arising from, available or to be made available, of any office or 
agency the functions, powers, and duties of which are transferred under subsection (a) are hereby transferred to the ap-
plicable Office of Inspector General. 
  
(c) Personnel transferred pursuant to subsection (b) shall be transferred in accordance with applicable laws and regula-
tions relating to the transfer of functions except that the classification and compensation of such personnel shall not be 
reduced for one year after such transfer. 
  
(d) In any case where all the functions, powers, and duties of any office or agency are transferred pursuant to this sub-
section, such office or agency shall lapse. Any person who, on the effective date of this Act [effective Oct. 1, 1978], 
held a position compensated in accordance with the General Schedule, and who, without a break in service, is appointed 
in an Office of Inspector General to a position having duties comparable to those performed immediately preceding 
such appointment shall continue to be compensated in the new position at not less than the rate provided for the previ-
ous position, for the duration of service in the new position. 
 
§ 10.  Conforming and technical amendments  
 
[This section amended 5 USCS §§ 5315 and 5316 and 42 USCS § 3522, which amendments have been executed.] 
 
§ 11.  Establishment of the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency  
 
(a) Establishment and mission. 
   (1) Establishment. There is established as an independent entity within the executive branch the Council of the Inspec-
tors General on Integrity and Efficiency (in this section referred to as the "Council"). 
   (2) Mission. The mission of the Council shall be to-- 
      (A) address integrity, economy, and effectiveness issues that transcend individual Government agencies; and 



 

      (B) increase the professionalism and effectiveness of personnel by developing policies, standards, and approaches to 
aid in the establishment of a well-trained and highly skilled workforce in the offices of the Inspectors General. 
  
(b) Membership. 
   (1) In general. The Council shall consist of the following members: 
      (A) All Inspectors General whose offices are established under-- 
         (i) section 2; or 
         (ii) section 8G. 
      (B) The Inspectors General of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 
      (C) The Controller of the Office of Federal Financial Management. 
      (D) A senior level official of the Federal Bureau of Investigation designated by the Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 
      (E) The Director of the Office of Government Ethics. 
      (F) The Special Counsel of the Office of Special Counsel. 
      (G) The Deputy Director of the Office of Personnel Management. 
      (H) The Deputy Director for Management of the Office of Management and Budget. 
      (I) The Inspectors General of the Library of Congress, Capitol Police, Government Printing Office, Government 
Accountability Office, and the Architect of the Capitol. 
   (2) Chairperson and Executive Chairperson. 
      (A) Executive Chairperson. The Deputy Director for Management of the Office of Management and Budget shall be 
the Executive Chairperson of the Council. 
      (B) Chairperson. The Council shall elect 1 of the Inspectors General referred to in paragraph (1)(A) or (B) to act as 
Chairperson of the Council. The term of office of the Chairperson shall be 2 years. 
   (3) Functions of Chairperson and Executive Chairperson. 
      (A) Executive Chairperson. The Executive Chairperson shall-- 
         (i) preside over meetings of the Council; 
         (ii) provide to the heads of agencies and entities represented on the Council summary reports of the activities of 
the Council; and 
         (iii) provide to the Council such information relating to the agencies and entities represented on the Council as 
assists the Council in performing its functions. 
      (B) Chairperson. The Chairperson shall-- 
         (i) convene meetings of the Council-- 
            (I) at least 6 times each year; 
            (II) monthly to the extent possible; and 
            (III) more frequently at the discretion of the Chairperson; 
         (ii) carry out the functions and duties of the Council under subsection (c); 
         (iii) appoint a Vice Chairperson to assist in carrying out the functions of the Council and act in the absence of the 
Chairperson, from a category of Inspectors General described in subparagraph (A)(i), (A)(ii), or (B) of paragraph (1), 
other than the category from which the Chairperson was elected; 
         (iv) make such payments from funds otherwise available to the Council as may be necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the Council; 
         (v) select, appoint, and employ personnel as needed to carry out the functions of the Council subject to the provi-
sions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and the provisions of chapter 51 
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title [5 USCS §§ 5101 et seq. and 5331 et seq.], relating to classification and 
General Schedule pay rates; 
         (vi) to the extent and in such amounts as may be provided in advance by appropriations Acts, made available from 
the revolving fund established under subsection (c)(3)(B), or as otherwise provided by law, enter into contracts and 
other arrangements with public agencies and private persons to carry out the functions and duties of the Council; 
         (vii) establish, in consultation with the members of the Council, such committees as determined by the Chairper-
son to be necessary and appropriate for the efficient conduct of Council functions; and 
         (viii) prepare and transmit a report annually on behalf of the Council to the President on the activities of the Coun-
cil. 
  
(c) Functions and duties of Council. 



 

   (1) In general. The Council shall-- 
      (A) continually identify, review, and discuss areas of weakness and vulnerability in Federal programs and operations 
with respect to fraud, waste, and abuse; 
      (B) develop plans for coordinated, Governmentwide activities that address these problems and promote economy 
and efficiency in Federal programs and operations, including interagency and interentity audit, investigation, inspection, 
and evaluation programs and projects to deal efficiently and effectively with those problems concerning fraud and waste 
that exceed the capability or jurisdiction of an individual agency or entity; 
      (C) develop policies that will aid in the maintenance of a corps of well-trained and highly skilled Office of Inspector 
General personnel; 
      (D) maintain an Internet website and other electronic systems for the benefit of all Inspectors General, as the Coun-
cil determines are necessary or desirable; 
      (E) maintain 1 or more academies as the Council considers desirable for the professional training of auditors, inves-
tigators, inspectors, evaluators, and other personnel of the various offices of Inspector General; 
      (F) submit recommendations of individuals to the appropriate appointing authority for any appointment to an office 
of Inspector General described under subsection (b)(1)(A) or (B); 
      (G) make such reports to Congress as the Chairperson determines are necessary or appropriate; and 
      (H) perform other duties within the authority and jurisdiction of the Council, as appropriate. 
   (2) Adherence and participation by members. To the extent permitted under law, and to the extent not inconsistent 
with standards established by the Comptroller General of the United States for audits of Federal establishments, organi-
zations, programs, activities, and functions, each member of the Council, as appropriate, shall-- 
      (A) adhere to professional standards developed by the Council; and 
      (B) participate in the plans, programs, and projects of the Council, except that in the case of a member described 
under subsection (b)(1)(I) , the member shall participate only to the extent requested by the member and approved by 
the Executive Chairperson and Chairperson. 
   (3) Additional administrative authorities. 
      (A) Interagency funding. Notwithstanding section 1532 of title 31, United States Code, or any other provision of law 
prohibiting the interagency funding of activities described under subclause (I), (II), or (III) of clause (i), in the perform-
ance of the responsibilities, authorities, and duties of the Council-- 
         (i) the Executive Chairperson may authorize the use of interagency funding for-- 
            (I) Governmentwide training of employees of the Offices of the Inspectors General; 
            (II) the functions of the Integrity Committee of the Council; and 
            (III) any other authorized purpose determined by the Council; and 
         (ii) upon the authorization of the Executive Chairperson, any department, agency, or entity of the executive branch 
which has a member on the Council shall fund or participate in the funding of such activities. 
      (B) Revolving fund. 
         (i) In general. The Council may-- 
            (I) establish in the Treasury of the United States a revolving fund to be called the Inspectors General Council 
Fund; or 
            (II) enter into an arrangement with a department or agency to use an existing revolving fund. 
         (ii) Amounts in revolving fund. 
            (I) In general. Amounts transferred to the Council under this subsection shall be deposited in the revolving fund 
described under clause (i)(I) or (II). 
            (II) Training. Any remaining unexpended balances appropriated for or otherwise available to the Inspectors 
General Criminal Investigator Academy and the Inspectors General Auditor Training Institute shall be transferred to the 
revolving fund described under clause (i)(I) or (II). 
         (iii) Use of revolving fund. 
            (I) In general. Except as provided under subclause (II), amounts in the revolving fund described under clause 
(i)(I) or (II) may be used to carry out the functions and duties of the Council under this subsection. 
            (II) Training. Amounts transferred into the revolving fund described under clause (i)(I) or (II) may be used for 
the purpose of maintaining any training academy as determined by the Council. 
         (iv) Availability of funds. Amounts in the revolving fund described under clause (i)(I) or (II) shall remain avail-
able to the Council without fiscal year limitation. 
      (C) Superseding provisions. No provision of law enacted after the date of enactment of this subsection shall be con-
strued to limit or supersede any authority under subparagraph (A) or (B), unless such provision makes specific reference 
to the authority in that paragraph. 



 

   (4) Existing authorities and responsibilities. The establishment and operation of the Council shall not affect-- 
      (A) the role of the Department of Justice in law enforcement and litigation; 
      (B) the authority or responsibilities of any Government agency or entity; and 
      (C) the authority or responsibilities of individual members of the Council. 
  
(d) Integrity Committee. 
   (1) Establishment. The Council shall have an Integrity Committee, which shall receive, review, and refer for investi-
gation allegations of wrongdoing that are made against Inspectors General and staff members of the various Offices of 
Inspector General described under paragraph (4)(C). 
   (2) Membership. The Integrity Committee shall consist of the following members: 
      (A) The official of the Federal Bureau of Investigation serving on the Council, who shall serve as Chairperson of the 
Integrity Committee, and maintain the records of the Committee. 
      (B) Four Inspectors General described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of subsection (b)(1) appointed by the Chairperson 
of the Council, representing both establishments and designated Federal entities (as that term is defined in section 
8G(a)). 
      (C) The Special Counsel of the Office of Special Counsel. 
      (D) The Director of the Office of Government Ethics. 
   (3) Legal advisor. The Chief of the Public Integrity Section of the Criminal Division of the Department of Justice, or 
his designee, shall serve as a legal advisor to the Integrity Committee. 
   (4) Referral of allegations. 
      (A) Requirement. An Inspector General shall refer to the Integrity Committee any allegation of wrongdoing against 
a staff member of the office of that Inspector General, if-- 
         (i) review of the substance of the allegation cannot be assigned to an agency of the executive branch with appro-
priate jurisdiction over the matter; and 
         (ii) the Inspector General determines that-- 
            (I) an objective internal investigation of the allegation is not feasible; or 
            (II) an internal investigation of the allegation may appear not to be objective. 
      (B) Definition. In this paragraph the term "staff member" means any employee of an Office of Inspector General 
who-- 
         (i) reports directly to an Inspector General; or 
         (ii) is designated by an Inspector General under subparagraph (C). 
      (C) Designation of staff members. Each Inspector General shall annually submit to the Chairperson of the Integrity 
Committee a designation of positions whose holders are staff members for purposes of subparagraph (B). 
   (5) Review of allegations. The Integrity Committee shall-- 
      (A) review all allegations of wrongdoing the Integrity Committee receives against an Inspector General, or against a 
staff member of an Office of Inspector General described under paragraph (4)(C); 
      (B) refer any allegation of wrongdoing to the agency of the executive branch with appropriate jurisdiction over the 
matter; and 
      (C) refer to the Chairperson of the Integrity Committee any allegation of wrongdoing determined by the Integrity 
Committee under subparagraph (A) to be potentially meritorious that cannot be referred to an agency under subpara-
graph (B). 
   (6) Authority to investigate allegations. 
      (A) Requirement. The Chairperson of the Integrity Committee shall cause a thorough and timely investigation of 
each allegation referred under paragraph (5)(C) to be conducted in accordance with this paragraph. 
      (B) Resources. At the request of the Chairperson of the Integrity Committee, the head of each agency or entity rep-
resented on the Council-- 
         (i) may provide resources necessary to the Integrity Committee; and 
         (ii) may detail employees from that agency or entity to the Integrity Committee, subject to the control and direc-
tion of the Chairperson, to conduct an investigation under this subsection. 
   (7) Procedures for investigations. 
      (A) Standards applicable. Investigations initiated under this subsection shall be conducted in accordance with the 
most current Quality Standards for Investigations issued by the Council or by its predecessors (the President's Council 
on Integrity and Efficiency and the Executive Council on Integrity and Efficiency). 
      (B) Additional policies and procedures. 



 

         (i) Establishment. The Integrity Committee, in conjunction with the Chairperson of the Council, shall establish 
additional policies and procedures necessary to ensure fairness and consistency in-- 
            (I) determining whether to initiate an investigation; 
            (II) conducting investigations; 
            (III) reporting the results of an investigation; and 
            (IV) providing the person who is the subject of an investigation with an opportunity to respond to any Integrity 
Committee report. 
         (ii) Submission to congress. The Council shall submit a copy of the policies and procedures established under 
clause (i) to the congressional committees of jurisdiction. 
      (C) Reports. 
         (i) Potentially meritorious allegations. For allegations described under paragraph (5)(C), the Chairperson of the 
Integrity Committee shall make a report containing the results of the investigation of the Chairperson and shall provide 
such report to members of the Integrity Committee. 
         (ii) Allegations of wrongdoing. For allegations referred to an agency under paragraph (5)(B), the head of that 
agency shall make a report containing the results of the investigation and shall provide such report to members of the 
Integrity Committee. 
   (8) Assessment and final disposition. 
      (A) In general. With respect to any report received under paragraph (7)(C), the Integrity Committee shall-- 
         (i) assess the report; 
         (ii) forward the report, with the recommendations of the Integrity Committee, including those on disciplinary ac-
tion, within 30 days (to the maximum extent practicable) after the completion of the investigation, to the Executive 
Chairperson of the Council and to the President (in the case of a report relating to an Inspector General of an establish-
ment or any employee of that Inspector General) or the head of a designated Federal entity (in the case of a report relat-
ing to an Inspector General of such an entity or any employee of that Inspector General) for resolution; and 
         (iii) submit to the Committee on Government Oversight and Reform of the House of Representatives, the Commit-
tee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs of the Senate, and other congressional committees of jurisdiction 
an executive summary of such report and recommendations within 30 days after the submission of such report to the 
Executive Chairperson under clause (ii). 
      (B) Disposition. The Executive Chairperson of the Council shall report to the Integrity Committee the final disposi-
tion of the matter, including what action was taken by the President or agency head. 
   (9) Annual report. The Council shall submit to Congress and the President by December 31 of each year a report on 
the activities of the Integrity Committee during the preceding fiscal year, which shall include the following: 
      (A) The number of allegations received. 
      (B) The number of allegations referred to other agencies, including the number of allegations referred for criminal 
investigation. 
      (C) The number of allegations referred to the Chairperson of the Integrity Committee for investigation. 
      (D) The number of allegations closed without referral. 
      (E) The date each allegation was received and the date each allegation was finally disposed of. 
      (F) In the case of allegations referred to the Chairperson of the Integrity Committee, a summary of the status of the 
investigation of the allegations and, in the case of investigations completed during the preceding fiscal year, a summary 
of the findings of the investigations. 
      (G) Other matters that the Council considers appropriate. 
   (10) Requests for more information. With respect to paragraphs (8) and (9), the Council shall provide more detailed 
information about specific allegations upon request from any of the following: 
      (A) The chairperson or ranking member of the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs of the 
Senate. 
      (B) The chairperson or ranking member of the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform of the House of 
Representatives. 
      (C) The chairperson or ranking member of the congressional committees of jurisdiction. 
   (11) No right or benefit. This subsection is not intended to create any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, en-
forceable at law by a person against the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person. 
§ 12.  Definitions  
 
As used in this Act-- 



 

   (1) the term "head of the establishment" means the Secretary of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Education, Energy, 
Health and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, the Interior, Labor, State, Transportation, Homeland 
Security, or the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Administrator of the Agency for International Development, Envi-
ronmental Protection, General Services, National Aeronautics and Space, Small Business, or Veterans' Affairs; the Di-
rector [Administrator] of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, or the Office of Personnel Management; the 
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission or the Railroad Retirement Board;[;] the Chairperson of the Thrift 
Depositor Protection Oversight Board; the Chief Executive Officer of the Corporation for National and Community 
Service; the Administrator of the Community Development Financial Institutions Fund; the chief executive officer of 
the Resolution Trust Corporation; the Chairperson of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; the Commissioner of 
Social Security, Social Security Administration; the Director of the Federal Housing Finance Agency; the Board of Di-
rectors of the Tennessee Valley Authority; the President of the Export-Import Bank; or the Federal Cochairpersons of 
the Commissions established under section 15301 of title 40, United States Code; as the case may be; 
   (2) the term "establishment" means the Department of Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Education, Energy, Health 
and Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, the Interior, Justice, Labor, State, Transportation, Homeland 
Security, or the Treasury; the Agency for International Development, the Community Development Financial Institu-
tions Fund, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the General Services 
Administration, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Office of 
Personnel Management, the Railroad Retirement Board, the Resolution Trust Corporation, the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, the Small Business Administration, the Corporation for National and Community Service, the Veter-
ans' Administration, the Social Security Administration, the Federal Housing Finance Agency, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, the Export-Import Bank, or the Commissions established under section 15301 of title 40, United States Code, 
as the case may be; 
   (3) the term "Inspector General" means the Inspector General of an establishment; 
   (4) the term "Office" means the Office of Inspector General of an establishment; and 
   (5) the term "Federal agency" means an agency as defined in section 552(f) of title 5 (including an establishment as 
defined in paragraph (2), United States Code, but shall not be construed to include the General Accounting Office 
[Government Accountability Office]. 
 
§ 13.  Effective date  
 
The provisions of this Act and the amendments made by this Act shall take effect October 1, 1978. 
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
Office of the Inspector General, 10 G Street, NE, 3W-300, Washington, DC 20002-4285

October 31, 2006

Honorable David Laney
Chairman
Amtrak Board of Directors

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report, submitted pursuant to the Inspector General Act, summarizes the more significant
audits, evaluations, and investigations for the six-month period ending September 30, 2006.

The OIG issued 17 audit reports in the last two quarters, including performing oversight
work for the company’s audited financial statements, evaluating Amtrak’s procurement card
implementation, performing federal grant compliance reviews for the New York Fire and
Life Safety project, and conducting several other procurement reviews. 

Our investigators and special agents opened 79 new cases in the past six months and closed
81 cases; 317 investigations remain active as of September 30.  We made 13 criminal refer-
rals to the Attorney General, obtaining one indictment, four declinations, three case
resolutions, and five pending prosecutorial review.  We continue to investigate several cases
of employee-related fraud and embezzlement, with a number of employee administrative
dismissals and subsequent successful prosecutions.

The OIG Inspections and Evaluations team issued a report on Amtrak’s train fleet manage-
ment processes, making a number of recommendations to improve asset management of
rolling stock.  We also issued a report regarding the potential financial impact of poor on-
time performance affecting Amtrak’s long-distance routes, drawing attention to the
difficulty Amtrak has had in managing this important aspect of passenger service.

We have been increasing our outreach and coordination efforts with Amtrak’s security part-
ners.  Working with the New York Police Department, we have assisted in promoting the
Northeast Rail Coalition, a group founded by NYPD and Amtrak to increase state and local
law enforcement support of Amtrak’s security needs.  We have also conducted further secu-

 



rity reviews of several major urban stations, and we are making specific recommendations to
management with regard to needed infrastructure counter-measures.

I appreciate your and the Board’s continued support of the OIG’s oversight efforts.  We look forward
to working with you in the coming new fiscal year.

Respectfully,

Fred E. Weiderhold, Jr.
Inspector General

Honorable David Laney
October 31, 2006
Page 2
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FY 2006 YEAR-END FINANCIAL
RESULTS
Amtrak completed the fiscal year with $2.017 billion in total
revenue ($1.565 billion in passenger related revenues), and total
expenses were $2.940 billion.  Amtrak’s adjusted losses, before
depreciation, were $1.127 billion, $101.8 million better than
budget, and $65.5 million better than last fiscal year.

Stronger than expected passenger revenues helped drive
improved revenue performance, with notable performance
improvements from corridor services, including Amtrak’s
Northeast Corridor Regional trains, California’s Pacific
Surfliners and San Joaquins, and the Carolinian.  All long
distance trains also showed revenue growth.  Total operating
expenses were unfavorable to budget and to last year, with favor-
able results from salaries and wages offset by increased expenses
in fuel and material expenses.  

Capital investments were $117.1 million, 16 percent less than
budget.  The available operating cash budget at year-end was
$215.1 million, with cash balances being higher predominantly
due to lower than expected capital spending.

AMTRAK’S STRATEGIC REFORM
INITIATIVES UPDATE
In previous Semiannual Reports, I commented on the company’s
efforts to act on several major strategic initiatives, which were
embodied in the Strategic Reform Initiatives (SRIs)  provided to
Congress (April 2005).  I have included some prior comments
with this report.  The full text of the plan is at www.amtrak.com
located at “Inside Amtrak” and other related reports are found at
the Amtrak Web site.

Since my last report, some SRI projects have advanced, but other
initiatives remain in the planning stages.  The OIG agrees with
management that the company must undertake a different approach
to managing the company in order to reduce reliance on federal
operating subsidy, and we are encouraged by the SRI efforts to
date.  From my perspective, here are some of the challenges.

State Rail Corridors – Amtrak has had considerable success in
the past in working with its state rail partners.  These successes
arose from a legislated program (403(b) of the rail Passenger
Service Act, since superseded) whereby the participating state
agreed to fund various levels of avoidable operating losses of the
contracted service.  Over time, depending upon the willingness of
the state to accept passenger rail service as a needed transportation
mode, various states contributed both to the operating and capital
needs for corridor development.  California and Washington State,

in particular, expanded passenger rail service, investing heavily in
stations, equipment acquisition, and operations.

Shorter distance rail passenger services represent real growth
opportunities for Amtrak, as an operator, maintainer, and
supplier of various passenger rail services.  The Strategic
Reform Initiative calls for new legislation whereby states can
apply for matching federal funds (programs similar to high-
ways/transit) to grow passenger rail in their state.

The challenge for Amtrak is to continue to offer services that
current, and prospective, state partners perceive as ‘value added’
and worthwhile.  Most states are willing to pay more for Amtrak
in their state, but as their payments increase, they will want to
see higher quality, more reliable service.  Additionally, the
participating states do not necessarily perceive a ‘level playing
field’ in that some state corridor services evolved as part of
Amtrak’s base system.  These corridor services were not covered
by the former 403(b) program, or by any other state-supported
contract, but rather the services were holdovers from the former
designated national system prescribed by Congress.

Included in the “Lott-Lautenberg” draft bill (S. 1516) are provi-
sions that over time will grant states greater access to federal
matching monies for passenger rail expansion.  Section 302 of the
draft bill allows that each state prepare and maintain a state rail
plan that will establish the authority and criteria for submitting
eligible plans to the Secretary of Transportation for consideration
for a long range rail investment.  The OIG believes that these state
rail authorities, and subsequent plans, will be critical to the success
of both intra-state, as well as interstate, rail passenger service
growth, and we encourage Amtrak management to position itself
to take full advantage of this legislative opportunity.

Pacific Surfliner | San Diego, CA
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Northeast Corridor: State of Good Repair – Much of
Amtrak’s capital budget in recent years has been invested in
restoring the ‘state of good repair’ to the Northeast Corridor.  

The OIG is in strong support of this initiative, but we believe
more work is required to bound the effort and lay out a more
rigorous analysis of return on capital invested.  Amtrak needs to
delineate specifically the results of these programs.  For example,
Amtrak can prescribe a level of utility (class of track to permit
high-speed operations) for all sections of the Northeast Corridor
track infrastructure.  Amtrak can categorize the incremental costs
for maintaining track at Class 7 (MPH) or Class 8 (MPH), and
can tie revenue projections to scheduled performance.  Other
efforts can be oriented to major bridge and tunnel work, e.g. - to
keep the useful life of an asset within 90 percent of its expected
useful life before replacement).  Additionally, a more complete
inventory of major programs and projects, by asset type, should
be maintained and shared with Congress and rail partners.

The Board also expects that the actual costs for maintaining the
Northeast Corridor infrastructure should be re-examined, and, as
necessary, be re-apportioned among the Corridor users.  While
there are a number of joint benefit funding agreements in place
with the major users of the Corridor, not all users participate in
these agreements, and there are disagreements as to what capital
and operating expenses are incremental and should be shared.
The existing agreements must be honored through their contract
terms, and more studies around cost sharing must be conducted.
Additionally, new contractual arrangements will have to be
negotiated with those states and regional authorities as directed
by the Board.

Within S. 1516, Congress also is calling for changes with respect to
how Amtrak plans for achieving a ‘state of good repair’ by FY
2011.  Congress will require that a capital spending plan be
submitted to the Secretary of Transportation for review and
approval.

National Long Distance Operations – One of the more contested
area of Amtrak’s operations is the operation of its long distance
train services.  There have been many studies conducted since
Amtrak’s inception that attempt to describe, rank order, and
make recommendations to restructure the national route struc-
ture.  Until 1997, Congress had mandated specific performance
guidelines that attempted to set a ‘threshold’ by which determi-
nations could be made to continue, or discontinue, any given
route.  Today, Amtrak has the ability to re-structure its national
route system, but there is no consensus among Amtrak’s various
stakeholders as to how this may be accomplished.

The challenge for the Board, and Amtrak management, is to
build the necessary consensus for examination of the route struc-
ture, select the appropriate performance criteria (financial/
ridership), and then to establish a timetable by which routes
would achieve those criteria, or be subject to elimination.  S.
1516, Section 210, calls for a re-appraisal of all long-distance
routes, with required remediation, and possible restructuring,
over time.

Ancillary Businesses – The Board has directed that manage-
ment closely examine its ‘non-core’ businesses, that is, its
operation of commuter services, real estate, commercial activi-
ties, and reimbursable work.  These businesses provide a net
profit to Amtrak, and the Board desires that Amtrak manage
these business lines more closely to ensure these activities
complement, rather than detract, from core activities.

The OIG agrees with the general directive of the Board, but the
OIG also believes there is more opportunity for Amtrak to
leverage its assets, both physical and human capital assets.
Amtrak has made several decisions in recent years to remove
itself from some business lines, including some commuter oper-
ations and the mail and express business.  We agree with some of
those decisions, but we also believe there has not been sufficient
analysis to remove Amtrak from all parts of such businesses.
For example, prior to Amtrak’s foray into the express business,
Amtrak’s handling of U. S. mail was a profitable business line.

Regional | Schuykill River Bridge, Philadelphia, PA
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SAFETY & SECURITY
SAFETY
Amtrak has reinstated its System Safety program, but the program
is not as fully integrated and as visible as we believe it should be.
We repeat our recommendation now to the company that more
effort and attention must be paid to this vital performance area.  

SECURITY
In September 2006, the OIG sponsored the Washington meeting
for the regional Anti-Terrorism Advisory Council (ATAC).
ATAC is an FBI-sponsored group that involves local and
regional law enforcement in an information-sharing forum, and
Amtrak OIG agents participate in several ATAC meetings across
the country.

The OIG reiterates its concern that more federal funds should be
available for passenger rail security counter-measures.  While
Amtrak finally became eligible to receive a portion of new secu-
rity-related appropriations for rail and transit operations,
Congress must do more to address the shortfall, particularly in
the area of adding canine units, improving retention of Amtrak
Police, and acting on recommendations included in Amtrak’s
security funding plans.

CONCLUSIONS
The OIG supports the passage of S. 1516, and we believe many
of the bill’s provisions may result in positive changes for Amtrak
and our nation’s passenger rail services.

Amtrak needs to find its place as part of a more integrated and
rationalized national transportation plan.

Sunset Limited | Louisiana
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BACKGROUND
Amtrak is incorporated under the District of Columbia Business
Corporation Act in accordance with the provisions of the Rail
Passenger Service Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-518).  Amtrak is
governed by a seven-member Board of Directors appointed under
the Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act (December 2, 1997).
The company operates as a for-profit corporation providing inter-
city rail passenger service as its principal business. 

Amtrak operates more than 260 daily inter-city trains over 23,000
route miles serving over 500 communities in every state but two
in the contiguous United States.  Of this route system, Amtrak
owns the right-of-way of more than 2,600 track miles in the
Northeast Corridor.  This includes Washington, DC-New York
City-Boston, Philadelphia-Harrisburg, New Haven-Springfield,
CT and short segments in Michigan and New York.  Amtrak also
operates rail services in several areas around the country under
contract with state and regional commuter authorities.  

Amtrak owns many of its passenger stations and also leases other
stations from the freight railroads.  It owns most of the mainte-
nance and repair facilities for its fleet of about 2,000 cars and
locomotives.  Amtrak employs 20,000 persons, of which about
18,000 are agreement-covered employees.  These employees
work in on-board services, maintenance of way, station and
reservations services, and other support areas.  Outside the
Northeast Corridor  (NEC), Amtrak contracts with freight rail-
roads for the right to operate over their tracks.  On their property,
the host freight railroads are responsible for the condition of their
tracks and for the coordination of all railroad traffic.

OIG PROFILE
Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) was formed
under the provisions of the Inspector General Act Amendment of
1988.  The OIG is an independent entity within Amtrak whose
mission is to detect fraud, waste, and misconduct involving
Amtrak’s programs and personnel and to promote economy and
efficiency in Amtrak operations.  The OIG investigates allega-
tions of violations of criminal and civil law, regulations, and
ethical standards arising from the conduct of Amtrak employees
in performing their work.  The OIG also audits and evaluates
Amtrak operations and assists management in promoting
integrity, economy, efficiency, and effectiveness.  The OIG
consists of the following offices with specific responsibilities:

The Office of Audits is responsible for conducting independent
reviews of Amtrak’s internal controls; overseeing and assisting
audits of Amtrak’s financial statements; reviewing information
technology programs and information security; providing
accounting counsel to, and oversight of, Finance Department
operations; reviewing certain procurements and material acquisi-
tions for appropriateness of cost and pricing and compliance
with applicable grant and/or contract terms and conditions; and,
monitoring compliance with laws and regulations.

The Office of Investigations is responsible for investigating
various types of fraud and abuse particularly allegations of financial
wrongdoings, kickbacks, construction irregularities, bribery, and
false claims; performing reviews of Amtrak’s safety and security
programs; recommending to the company better internal controls to
prevent fraud and abuse; and, reporting violations of law to the
Attorney General and prosecutors.  It is also charged with reviewing
and safeguarding Amtrak’s cash and credit card purchases for trans-
portation and food services on board Amtrak trains.

The Office of Inspections and Evaluations is a hybrid unit
within the OIG whose staff have specialized skills in engi-
neering, safety, labor/employee relations, mechanical
maintenance operations, strategic planning, and finance.  This
group conducts targeted inspections of Amtrak programs,
providing assistance to managers in their efforts to determine the
feasibility of new initiatives and the effectiveness of existing
operating methodologies. The evaluative process they utilize,
whether requested or mandated, consists of independent studies
and analytical reviews that often serve as the cornerstone for
strategies to improve program cost efficiency and effectiveness,
management, and the overall quality of service delivery
throughout Amtrak.

The Office of Counter Terrorism and Intelligence (CT&I) is
responsible for facilitating, and overseeing projects and tasks
pertaining to rail security, counter-terrorism and intelligence
related to the country’s war on terrorism.  CT&I also works with
external agencies to provide focus on the importance of rail secu-
rity and the need for integrated approaches for addressing the many
challenges in securing an open-architecture rail passenger system.

OIG personnel are located in eight offices in Washington, DC
(Headquarters), Baltimore, Wilmington, Philadelphia, New
York, Boston, Chicago, and Los Angeles.



Office of Audits

Office of Audits 5

SIGNIFICANT AUDIT ACTIVITIES
INTERNAL OPERATIONS REVIEWS
Control Deficiencies were noted in record-keeping, follow-
up, and segregation of duties.
Report #108-2005 – Issued 07/27/2006

The Amtrak Police Department (APD) participates in a federal
asset-sharing program known as the Federal Equitable Sharing
Program.  This program is authorized under the Comprehensive
Crime Control Act of 1984 (Act).  The Act authorizes the
Attorney General to share proceeds from seized assets with
participating state and local law enforcement agencies.  The
objective of this audit was to determine if APD was complying
with the procedures outlined in the guide published by the
Department of Justice (DOJ) in March 1994 and a subsequent
addendum in March 1998.  

The audit identified that there are inadequate record keeping and
follow-up processes in place to ensure that all funds due Amtrak
are claimed and received in a timely manner.  Thirteen percent of
the claims in the audit sample were not filed within the 60 day
deadline required under the Department of Justice Guide.  In
addition, Amtrak police department had not implemented
internal control procedures with respect to segregation of duties
over the processes for cash receipts and disbursements, banking
relations, and procurement; and cash and other assets obtained
through the sharing funds are not recorded on Amtrak’s books.

APD agreed with the OIG recommendations and is taking steps
to implement corrective actions.

Financial Statement Preparation – The Balance Sheet
Account Reconciliation area lacks a comprehensive proce-
dures manual, and some strengthened process controls.
Report #111-2005 – Issued 09/08/2006

Amtrak management has been implementing corrective actions
to remedy the internal control weaknesses arising from a mate-
rial weakness finding with Amtrak’s FY 2001 financial
statements.  Since then, as part of their annual audits, Amtrak’s
external auditor, KPMG, made a number of follow-up assess-
ments of Amtrak’s internal controls and indicated that
management had addressed many of the deficiencies earlier
identified.  These control issues were addressed in subsequent
Management Letters issued by KPMG.  This audit was a contin-
uation of the OIG oversight over Amtrak’s progress in
implementing the corrective action plan and specifically
addressed the Balance Sheet Account Reconciliations.

The objective of this assignment was to review the internal
control processes established by Amtrak’s Finance Department
and determine if the balance sheet accounts were reconciled in a
timely manner, adequate supporting documentation was main-
tained to support the general ledger account balances, and any
reconciling differences were properly analyzed and resolved. 

Overall, compliance was satisfactory except for the following:
Audit identified that there are inadequate written procedures for
performing many balance sheet account reconciliations,
accounts reconciled by Corporate Accounting and Chicago
Union Station Corporation (CUSCO) were not subject to an
oversight review, and account reconciliations for the Employee
Overpayments account lacked adequate documentation  to
substantiate the amount owed to Amtrak; and the reconciliations
for the Lead Service Attendant Suspense account were not prop-
erly analyzed or supported by adequate documentation.

The OIG recommended that Finance implement relevant process
controls, and dedicate sufficient resources to prepare a compre-
hensive procedures manual for performing balance sheet account
reconciliations.  The Controller agreed with our recommenda-
tions and provided an action plan to implement corrective actions.

Emergency Exchange Voucher Review – The process does
not adequately document station management’s review of
transactions
Report #207-2006 – Issued 4/17/2006

The OIG performed a review of Emergency Exchange Vouchers
(EEV) transactions that were reported by Washington Union

Adirondack | Plattsburgh, NY
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(Report #107-2005) disclosed various miscodes of project costs,
certain project costs were not included in billings to Long Island
Railroad and adequate contractor records were not maintained.
The audit for the liquidation of the Working Capital Advance
fund (Report #213-2006) was found to be in compliance with
Amendment No. 1 of the Agreement (DTFRDV-02-G-60034).

Attleboro Agreement - Amtrak proceeded with capital
improvements without formally requesting funding from
the MBTA as required by the Attleboro Agreement.
Report #217-2005 – Issued 9/29/2006 

The OIG reviewed the contract administration and management
of the Attleboro Agreement in which Amtrak provides mainte-
nance of way and dispatching services on the MBTA portion the
Northeast Corridor.  The Agreement requires that Amtrak shall
submit an annual report to the MBTA listing the capital improve-
ment projects that Amtrak recommends the MBTA to fund and
undertake in each of the five years following the date of the
report.  In accordance with the Agreement, the MBTA is respon-
sible for securing funding for the projects.  Amtrak has been
inconsistent in submitting the required information and in
obtaining response from the MBTA.  Amtrak requested a “2004
Capital Requirements for the Attleboro Line” outlining the
proposed capital projects to be completed over the next year.
Amtrak also submitted a more formal Recommendation for
Recapitalization Report that covers FY 2006 through FY 2010
proposed capital projects.  A request for FY 2005 capital
improvements was not submitted.  In addition, Amtrak has not
received a response from MBTA to either request for capital
improvements.  As a result, Amtrak continues to incur all the
capitalization costs for the Attleboro Line.

We estimated that during a two-year period (FY 2004 and FY
2005), it cost Amtrak approximately $22.7 million to operate and
maintain (including capital improvements) the Attleboro Line.
Approximately $13.9 million of the costs consisted of capital
improvements.  Amtrak proceeded with capital improvements
without formally requesting funding from the MBTA as required
by the Attleboro Agreement.  

Management agreed with our recommendation that a five-year
recapitalization report must be submitted annually to the MBTA
and that a response be sought from the MBTA with respect to
that report.  Additionally, management recommends a review be
made to identify items of specific benefit to the MBTA before
the request is made.  We will continue to monitor the administra-
tion of this important contract.

Station (WUS) between October through December 2005 to
determine if EEVs were processed in accordance with estab-
lished company procedures.  EEVs are used locally to assist
passengers who are seriously inconvenienced due to service
disruptions.  We determined that the station’s EEV process does
not adequately document station management’s review of EEV
transactions and that the documentation supporting these trans-
actions does not consistently comply with procedures.  In
addition, management could not determine whether tickets were
collected in cases where alternate transportation was provided as
the collected  tickets were not attached to the EEV.  Management
agreed with our findings and recommendations and will take
appropriate corrective actions.

Etrax Procurement P-Card System – Internal Control
Weaknesses Noted
Report #202-2005 – Issued 6/19/2006

We completed a review of Procurement Card (Pcard) charges
processed through the Electronic Transaction Express (eTrax)
Software System to determine the level of compliance with
Amtrak’s policies and procedures related to Pcard transactions.
We found varying degrees of non-compliance with the Pcard
reconciliation and approval process and recommended improve-
ments and discussed revising and updating manuals and
instructions and the need to determine corrective action or
revised training requirements.  Management has already initiated
certain corrective actions.  Amtrak’s Accounts Payable
Department has also agreed to perform monthly audits.  In addi-
tion, a new eTrax report will be created that identifies all Pcard
reconciliation transactions that are in violation of the policy for
follow-up by Accounts Payable.  Other corrective actions
involving Pcard applications, Pcard limits and other issues have
also been taken.

CONTRACTS/GRANTS
Grant Agreement for New York Tunnels Fire and Life
Safety Improvements – Fire Suppression System
Installation Project-Non-compliance with the Grant
Agreement, accounting errors and internal control
weaknesses noted.
Report #107-2005 – Issued 8/1/2006

Fire and Life Safety – Working Capital Advance – Amtrak
complied with the conditions of the Grant Agreement
when the fund was liquidated
Report #213-2006 – Issued 05/22/2006

During this reporting period, the OIG performed two Grant
Agreement compliance audits and issued two separate reports.
The review of the Fire Suppression System Installation Project
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PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS
Kiewit Construction Company
Audit Identified $244,947 in Questioned Costs 
Report Number:  503-2005 – Issued 07/11/2006

Amtrak’s Procurement Department requested an audit of the
base contract and a contract modification awarded to Kiewit
Construction Company for Phase 1 work related to Amtrak’s
Holgate Street Improvement Project, and Phase II work south of
Holgate in Seattle, Washington.  Of the net proposed total of $4.1
million, our audit identified $244,947 in questioned costs related
to overstated or overestimated proposed costs for subcontractor
work, jobsite overhead, allowances, insurance and bonds, and
associated overhead and profit additives.  Additionally, we identi-
fied a minor questioned cost of $9,313 related to items outside the
initial audit scope.  The OIG recommended that the questioned
costs be recovered in accordance with the contract terms.  

In its July 2006 response, management agreed to use the audit
findings to reach a negotiated settlement with the Contractor.  By
September 2006, a settlement amount had tentatively been
agreed to with Kiewit representatives.  However, Kiewit’s senior
management’s approval had yet to be obtained.  A closing settle-
ment is anticipated in the next reporting period.  

Cleveland Track Material, Inc.
Report #201-2006 – Issued 8/15/2006

We reviewed the contractor’s proposed costs for modifications
to slip switches at Penn Station, New York.  We determined that
the contractor had erroneously included interest expense, enter-
tainment meals and contributions in its general and
administrative overhead pool.  We recommended to manage-
ment that these erroneous expenses be disallowed.

Bombardier First Class Car Repairs – Costs Were
Overstated
Report #202-2006 – Issued 9/25/2006

The purpose of our review was to verify the accuracy and accept-
ability of the cost and pricing data shown on Bombardier’s final
invoice of $882,294 for the wreck repair of an Acela First Class
Car.  We determined that the audited costs were $845,652.
Additionally, we found that Amtrak management negotiated and
signed a final contract agreement which included modifications
to the audit and inspection of records clause without consulting
our office.

LEASE AUDITS
KWO Associates Lease Audit – The tenant’s hours of
operation differed from those listed in the Lease
Agreement and Gross Sales were under reported for
calendar year 2004 
Report #214-2006 – Issued 09/08/2006

Our review of the tenant’s reported Gross Sales to Amtrak for
calendar year 2004 disclosed that sales were under reported,
which resulted in an additional minor payment to Amtrak.  Also
the utility fee was increased by 30% to compensate Amtrak for
an increase in the tenant’s hours of operation, which were above
the hours listed in the Lease Agreement.  

RAILROAD AUDITS
CPR/SOO – On-Time Performance Incentives Audit
$33,056 Excess Billings Identified
Report #405-2005 – Issued 5/16/2006

Under the April 16, 1971 Agreement provisions, the Canadian
Pacific Railroad (CPR) bills Amtrak each month for specific
services and facilities for intercity rail passenger operations.
During this reporting period the OIG continued its efforts in
reviewing the on-time performance incentives and identified an
additional $33,056 in excess and unsupported billings for the
period January 2002 through May 2004.  CPR representatives
and Amtrak management agreed with the finding.  Amtrak
agreed to initiate a final settlement letter and has collected
monies due Amtrak.  

CPR/SOO – Non-On-Time Performance Items Audit  
Basis for Contract Provisions were Misleading
Report #407-2005 – Issued 6/2/2006

The OIG performed a compliance audit on the April 16, 1971
Agreement between The National Railroad Passenger Corporation
(Amtrak) and the Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR), successor of
the SOO Line Railroad and the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul, and
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Pacific Railroad Companies, for intercity rail passenger operations
on tracks and properties owned by CPR.  Under the agreement
provisions, the CPR bills Amtrak each month for specific services
and facilities for intercity rail passenger operations.  The period
reviewed - January 1, 2000 through May 31, 2004 - included all
non-on-time performance billable accounts.  The audit sample
represented $5,300,793 or 95 percent of the total amount billed for
these items.  We found that the services or activities for which
payment was made did not clearly relate to the agreement and
recommended that management collect $1,910,812 for services
not performed.  Management agreed that the basis for payment of
administrative costs was misleading under the agreement, and has
subsequently renegotiated a revised agreement that modifies the
payments rendered.  

Based on management’s response and discussions with the Law
Department, it was determined that of the $1,910,812 identified,
$563,522 pertaining to the audit period does not appear to be
collectable and will be categorized as funds to be put to better
use; $370,060 pertaining to the period subsequent to the audit
period will be revisited in the next CPR audit of  the new
contract; and $977,230 pertaining to the questioned D&H NRPC
Officer payments from 1991 to May 2004 are covered by a sepa-
rate agreement between Amtrak and D&H, that should be
addressed by a separate D&H audit.

UNRESOLVED AUDIT ISSUES
Appendices 1 and 2 show the status of management decisions on
audit recommendations and dollar values of questioned costs,
unsupported cost, and funds to be put to better use.

Section 5(a)(10) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 as
amended requires “a summary of each audit report issued before
the commencement of the reporting period for which no manage-
ment decision has been made by the end of the reporting period.
. .”  Such reports are shown in Appendix 1 and 2.  Section
5(a)(11) requires “a description and explanation of the reasons
for any significant revised management decision made during
the reporting period.”  There were none during this reporting
period.  Section 5(a)(12) requires “information concerning any
significant management decision with which the Inspector
General is in disagreement.”  Again, no such decisions were
made during this reporting period.”

MANAGEMENT RESPONSES OVER
180 DAYS OLD FOR WHICH
CORRECTIVE ACTION HAS NOT
BEEN COMPLETED
The following items were reported in previous semiannual
reports.  As of this reporting period, there are no significant
developments to report.

Southern Pacific Central States Line –
Questioned Costs Not Yet Resolved

Semiannual
Period Ending Response Date

Report #01-506 – 09/30/2001 09/04/2001
Report #01-507 – 09/30/2001 09/04/2001
Report #01-508 – 09/30/2001 10/12/2001
Report 01-509 – 09/30/2001 10/12/2001

Audit Questioned $4 million of Commissary Services
Contract Costs – Corrective Action Not Yet Completed
Report #218-2004 - Response 7/16/2004

The following are either new items within this category or items
that have been included in previous Semiannual reports and
additional information has been reported. 

CSXT – Non-On-Time Performance Items Audit
$1,003,964 Erroneous Billings Identified
Report #01-105 – Response 8/20/2001

On April 27, 2005, OIG officials met with CSXT internal and
external counsel to discuss outstanding non-OTP audit findings
approximating $1 million.  CSXT counsel stated that they did
not want to discuss the audit findings in detail, but proposed a
negotiated settlement of $400,000 to close the audit period
through May 1999, with the stipulation that this amount would
include all OTP billings.  The offer is unacceptable to Amtrak
and no further contact has occurred with CSXT since April 27,
2005 regarding this matter.

CSX – NY High Speed Line Agreement
Report #207-2003 – Response 5/18/2005
Report #222-2005 – Response 3/8/2006

We identified $217,537 in questioned costs related to CSXT’s
use of certain tracks.  Management has yet to reach a settlement
with CSXT on these findings.
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Kiewit Pacific Company – Oakland Maintenance Facility
Report #502-2005 – Response 01/10/2006

On December 21, 2005, OIG issued a report to Procurement
identifying questioned costs of $329,753 for a roof over the
Service and Inspection building in the new Oakland
Maintenance Facility.  Kiewit representatives requested that the
proposed adjustments be delayed and settled simultaneously
with their Seattle Holgate project.  (See Audit Report: 503-2005
under Procurement Audits issued in this reporting period) 

In September 2006, management advised that negotiations on
the Kiewit Oakland audit had been concluded.  Management
further indicated that it was awaiting Kiewit senior manage-
ment’s approval of the proposed settlement amount.  Settlement
is anticipated in the next reporting period.

Amtrak’s Overtime Expenses – Internal Controls Issues
Not Yet Resolved
Report #205-2003 – Response 4/20/2005 

We received a response from management addressing our find-
ings.  Management will ensure proper training and oversight of
timekeepers and ensure the completion of payroll operation field
audits.  Recently, management informed us that they expected to
update FI-4 during FY 2007 based on our audit recommenda-
tions.  A draft of FI-4 was recently reviewed by us and returned
to Amtrak’s Controller Office for further discussion.  We will
continue to monitor.

Reimbursable Work Trains – Actions Still Being
Considered
Report #212-2003 – Response 10/28/2003

We recommended that Amtrak establish a more efficient system
to fuel Mid-Atlantic work trains.  We recently met with manage-
ment to discuss the issue and management agreed to further
review our recommendation and respond to us. 

eTrax Payment Requests – Fiscal Year 2003 Procedures
Not Followed and Internal Control Weaknesses Noted
Report #202-2004 – Response 1/14/2005

The OIG review of eTrax payment request identified several
weaknesses in internal controls. 

We made several recommendations which management has
addressed.  We are performing follow-up work to determine if
the controls have been strengthened and improvements have
been made.  

Mass Transit – Termination for Default for Superliner I
Overhaul
Questioned Costs $63,184
Report #219-2005 – Response 1/25/2006

At the request of Amtrak Procurement department, the OIG
performed a limited review related to the termination for default
of a contract.  The project was terminated due to the contractor’s
failure to timely and satisfactorily perform its obligations under
the contract.  Amtrak is negotiating a final settlement with the
contractor.  

Etrax Trip Manager Review – Agreed to Actions in
Progress
Report #215-2005 – Response 9/9/2005

In OIG’s previous review of the Etrax Trip Manager System,
Amtrak management agreed to write a procedure to address the
approval process for inconvenienced passenger and union
employee airfares. Management also agreed to resolve opera-
tional issues and have airfares paid through the Pcard program.
These actions are still in process. 

Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas – Negotiations of
Proposed Labor Costs in Progress
Report #211-2005 – Response 1/30/2006

We reviewed the contractor’s proposed labor costs and cost
questioned $29,677 in certain labor costs.  Management is
currently negotiating a settlement with the contractor.  

AUDIT STATISTICS
Status of Audit Projects

Audits in progress at 4/1/06 55

Audit projects postponed or cancelled 13

Audit projects started 19

Audit reports issued 17

Audit projects in progress 9/30/06 44

Audit Findings

Questioned costs $311,197

Unsupported costs $12,928

Funds to be put to better use $15,854,469

Total $16,178,594
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The fraud OIG HOTLINE program has continued to provide
employees or third parties an opportunity to report allegations of
fraud, waste, abuse, and other wrongdoing.  Employees can
access the HOTLINE twenty-four hours a day by calling Amtrak
Telephone System number 728-3065 in Philadelphia and the toll
free number (800) 468-5469 if outside Philadelphia.  During
working hours from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., OIG staff answers
the calls on the HOTLINE system.  During other hours or during
those occasions when staff are away from the office, callers can
leave a message on the HOTLINE answering machine.  In addi-
tion, people can write in confidentially to P.O. Box 76654,
Washington, DC 20013.  The OIG received two telephonic
HOTLINE complaints during this reporting period.  The
HOTLINE complaints received during this reporting period
were from a private citizen and an Amtrak employee. 

CASE STATUS OF INVESTIGATIONS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Total Open Cases as of 4/1/06 319

Closed Cases 81

Opened Cases 79

Total Ongoing Cases as of 9/30/06 317

SOURCES OF ALLEGATIONS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Amtrak Employee
41

US Congress  1

Hotline  2

Other  3

Anonymous
Source  12

Referred by Audit  2

Private Citizen  6

Referred by Fed/Local Law
Enforcement  1

Referred by Other OIG  3

Confidential Informant  6

CASE HANDLING  
The OIG receives allegations from various sources, including
employees, confidential informants, Congressional sources,
federal agencies and third parties.  Presently, we are handling
317 investigations; in the last six months, we opened 79 cases
and closed 81 cases. 

As shown below, under “Sources of Allegations”, employees
and anonymous source referrals accounted for about 67 percent
of the allegations during this reporting period, with employees
being the source of 41 of the 79 allegations of 51 percent.  All
allegations are reviewed, screened and resources are allocated
based upon, among other things, the seriousness of the allega-
tions and potential harm to Amtrak or the public.

HOTLINE STATISTICS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06 Total

Hotline Complaints Received 2

Sources of Hotline Complaints

Amtrak Employee 1
Private Citizen 1

Classification of Complaints

Theft/Embezzlement 2

Complaints Referred To:

OI Field Offices 0
Office of Diversity 0

Former
Amtrak Employee  2

SIGNIFICANT INVESTIGATIONS
Fraud takes on many forms and can be committed through many
methods, including mail, wire, phone and the Internet.
Organizations that fail to implement measures to prevent and
detect internal fraud assume significant risk.  As a result, the
OIG spends considerable time and effort towards identifying and
addressing the many types or forms of fraud.  Illustrative of such
investigations are those mentioned below.

n A former Amtrak Assistant conductor based in Shelby,
Montana, pleaded guilty in the United States District Court
for the District of Montana, Great Falls Division, to violation
of 18 U.S.C. 666(a) (1) (A), Theft from Amtrak—An



Organization Receiving Federal Funds.  The former
Conductor failed to remit over $21,000 in Amtrak funds he
obtained from on board ticket sales.  

n The OIG’s investigation found that a Pacific Surfliner
conductor withheld remittances for nearly a year.  The inves-
tigation identified $8,687.35 owed to Amtrak.  The OIG
presented the case to the San Luis Obispo District Attorney’s
Office.  The conductor was arraigned and charged with Grand
Theft.  The conductor subsequently pled guilty to the charge
and was ordered to pay restitution to Amtrak in the amount of
$8,687.35.

n The OIG determined through an investigation that an Amtrak
Station Manager utilized Emergency Exchange Vouchers
(EEV) to reimburse himself.  On several occasions the manager
reimbursed himself with the EEV and again submitted expense
reports for expenditures already reimbursed or having been
credited because of cancellations.  The manager was terminated
and the case was presented to the Assistant U. S. Attorney for
consideration.

n A former Amtrak Conductor based out of Charlotte, North
Carolina was terminated from Amtrak for dishonesty stem-
ming from misappropriation of cash fare tickets sold aboard
Amtrak trains.  Subsequent to progressive appeals made by
the conductor, the Public Law Board (Board) upheld the
conductor’s termination, citing that the conductor failed in his
responsibilities to utilize proper revenue handling.  The
conductor also claimed that the OIG went  beyond the estab-
lished time limits of scheduling a company investigation
(twenty days from management’s first knowledge of the inci-
dent).  The Board determined that the OIG is “independent of
Amtrak” and the OIG notification to the Carrier’s
Management was timely (six days).  Consequently, the Board
found no procedural issues.

n The OIG received an allegation stating that a union employee
was misusing their personal rail pass privileges and time off
attributed to the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA).  The
subsequent  investigation proved that the employee was falsi-
fying time under FMLA,  allowing non-authorized family
members to use the employee rail travel privilege pass, and
found that the employee was issuing illegal rail refunds to
himself.  The employee was formally charged with these alle-
gations, but signed a Voluntary Waiver of Formal
Investigation to avoid prosecution.  As a result, the employee
has been permanently disqualified from holding any positions
within Amtrak dealing with finance, was issued  a 30-day
suspension and was required to pay complete restitution to
Amtrak prior to returning to service.   
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JOINT INVESTIGATIONS
n During this reporting period, a joint investigation between the

OIG, United States Postal Service, United States Secret
Service and the Federal Bureau of Investigations regarding
identify theft, fraudulent cashing of checks and the use of ficti-
tious Amtrak identification cards was conducted.  Several
individuals were involved  in fraudulent check cashing esti-
mated of over $500,000.  This joint investigation led to the
successful prosecution of three individuals through the United
States Attorney’s Office.

FRAUDULENT MISUSE OF AMTRAK ASSETS
n As the result of an allegation, the OIG conducted an investi-

gation into the Reprographics Department and the use of
Amtrak supplies and machinery to perform outside copy jobs
for either the Reprographics employees or others during
company time.  The subsequent investigation substantiated
the allegations as well as the finding that one employee regu-
larly used their Amtrak-issued cell phone for personal
business.  The employees had utilized Amtrak equipment and
supplies for personal and third party projects.  The OIG
recommended that management take appropriate disciplinary
action as well as implement better internal controls and moni-
toring practices.

EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 
In addition to detecting and deterring fraud, waste, abuse and
wrong doing in Amtrak’s programs and operations, OIG investi-
gations also provide information and recommendations to
company employees and officials towards improving efficiency,
effectiveness and adaptability.  During this reporting period, OIG
investigations have led to recommendations towards quality
improvement to which management responded positively and
implemented, for the most part, in their entirety as detailed below:

n The OIG received an allegation that the integrity of Amtrak’s
monthly Random Drug Testing Program and the roster of
employees eligible for testing may have been compromised in
the New York Division.  While we did not substantiate the
allegations, the OIG determined that serious deficiencies
existed in the actual testing protocol.  The OIG recom-
mended, via referral, that management take corrective action
to correct the deficiencies, and improve security issues to
preserve the integrity of the testing protocol.  Management
responded favorably to the majority of the recommendations,
and implemented key recommendations.
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PROSECUTIVE REFERRALS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Referrals U.S. Attorney Local/State Total

Criminal Cases

Indictments 1 0 1

Convictions/Pleas 0 0 0

Pending* 5 0 5

Declinations 4 0 4

Resolved 3 0 3

TOTAL 13

Civil Cases

Suits Filed 0 0 0

Settled 0 0 0

Pending 1 0 1

TOTAL 1

Total Civil and Criminal 14

*Some of these will be reflected under pending civil cases because these
matters are being handled by the United States Attorney’s office in parallel
proceedings. In cases where there have been convictions or pleas, we may be
awaiting sentencing, restitution, or other resolutions.

n The OIG conducted a proactive review of all New England
Division (NED) Engineering Department vehicles with alter-
native garaging privileges. The analysis resulted in
identifying commuting gasoline costs for all NED
Engineering Department vehicles to be about $336,223 per
year.  As a result of the analysis, a recommendation was made
that all take home vehicle justifications be reviewed to deter-
mine if they are necessary and cost effective.

n The OIG conducted an investigation which substantiated alle-
gations that an Amtrak operational department had
systematically spent exorbitant funds (exceeding thousands of
dollars) on promotional materials, functions, meetings,
training sessions, and other events; and that senior managers
had circumvented Amtrak’s financial system of checks and
balances by disguising the nature and extent of the spending,
including falsifying supporting documents and structuring
payment requests.  As a result of the OIG’s findings one high-
level manager was terminated and another demoted, and the
system by which this department’s spending is overseen has
been tightened significantly.

CLASSIFICATION OF CASES
OPENED DURING THIS PERIOD
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Type Number

Fraud  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

Theft/Embezzlement  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

Bribery  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

False Claims . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

False Statements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

False T&A Issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Other – Criminal  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Waste  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Abuse of Position . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

Mismanagement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Conflict of Interest  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Administrative Inquiries  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Other Administrative  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

TOTAL 79

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
n The OIG investigated an allegation that certain New England

Division Engineering Division employees may have violated
Amtrak’s Conflict of Interest Policy by engaging in personal
business transactions with vendors doing business with
Amtrak.

Our results identified that at least one (1) employee did, in
fact, contract for personal business services with a firm simul-
taneously engaged in business with Amtrak; and that the
employee(s) immediate supervisor had knowledge and did
not report the conduct to higher authorities.

We  recommended that management prohibit the employee
from further work with the vendor,  and recommended  disci-
plinary action  as appropriate, or necessary.  Management
implemented the recommendations.
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ATTENDING TO DUTIES
n The OIG performed a facility check at a New York mechan-

ical facility and discovered some employees were not
attending to their duties by either sleeping on the job or they
were not present for duty during their scheduled hours of
service.  As a result two Amtrak managers and three union
employees were disciplined and a new security system was
installed at the entrance to the facility building.

TIME AND ATTENDANCE REVIEWS
n The OIG conducted an investigation into a North Carolina

Baggage Handler, who was alleged to be punching in at the
time clock and  either leaving the station without permission or
refusing to work.  It was also alleged that the employee asked
other employees to punch in their time card when they were
going to be late.  As a result of the investigation, the Baggage
Handler was charged with violations under Amtrak’s
Standards of Excellence and received a letter of counseling.

REVENUE PROTECTION EFFORTS
The Revenue Protection Unit (RPU) provides critical guidance
and support in the strengthening of management accountabilities
and responsibilities as well as internal controls.

RPU INITIATED FOOD & BEVERAGE REVIEWS
Amtrak provides food and beverage service to millions of passen-
gers each year through sales conducted on board trains in Café
Cars and Dining Cars, provided on select trains.  These sales
generate millions of dollars in revenue each year as well as
provide an opportunity for revenue abuse by dishonest employees.  

During this reporting period, through observations and analysis
of the applicable programs, systems and documents, RPU
prepared and distributed seventy-four (74) administrative
referral letters on two union positions, Lead Service Attendant
(LSA) and Debriefing Clerk, that have some responsibility in
accounting for food and beverage usage. 

At the close of the reporting period, sixty-one (61)  responses
have been received with discipline ranging from verbal or
written counseling’s to formal reprimand or suspensions and
final warnings.  In addition, several procedural changes have
been addressed and adopted to reinforce accountability and
responsibility for LSAs. 

Chicago, IL
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SIGNIFICANT INSPECTIONS &
EVALUATIONS
AMTRAK MECHANICAL OPERATIONS
In September 2005, we issued report E-05-04, which resulted
from a year-long system-wide review of Amtrak’s Mechanical
Maintenance Operations.  In this report, we recommended that
Amtrak adopt a more modern maintenance philosophy based on
Reliability-Centered Maintenance (RCM).  An RCM-based
program requires that all maintenance activities be supported by
sound technical and economic justifications.

Our report recommended specific actions that Amtrak should take
to transition to RCM and to make the operations more efficient.
For the past year we have been working with the Mechanical
Department to help them implement our recommendations.

n Implementation of Reliability-Centered Maintenance
To assist the Mechanical Department in evaluating the
possible use of Reliability-Centered Maintenance, we engaged
a consulting firm, T-solutions, who had facilitated the imple-
mentation of RCM at both the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Coast
Guard.  We recommended that the initial efforts to determine
the application of RCM be focused on the Acela high-speed
fleet.  Through a series of Maintenance Effectiveness
Reviews, every preventive maintenance task has been
reviewed and either validated, modified or eliminated.  Based
on the results of these reviews, plans are now being developed
by management to reschedule when and where preventive
maintenance will be done.  We anticipate significant improve-
ments in reliability and availability of the Acela Fleet in FY07
based on this initiative.  We also expect maintenance costs per
Acela train mile to noticeably decrease during FY07.  Once
RCM is fully implemented for the Acela fleet, efforts will
move to Amtrak’s conventional fleets of equipment.

n Mechanical Maintenance Process Improvement
In addition to helping Amtrak evaluate an RCM approach, we
have been facilitating an effort to improve maintenance effi-
ciency by improving the cycle time of key maintenance
processes.  To assist with this effort, the OIG engaged the
services of Thomas Group Inc. (TGI), with the initial effort
focused on Amtrak’s Ivy City Maintenance Facility in
Washington, DC.  Through the establishment of regularly
scheduled meetings of cross-functional teams, numerous
obstacles to achieving higher performance have been elimi-
nated.  This has resulted in significant improvements in
process cycle times.  For example, for Amfleet cars, the
preventative maintenance cycle time has been reduced from 4
days to 3 days, the unscheduled repair cycle time from 3 days

to 2 days, and the number of cars requiring additional work
after completion of the preventive maintenance process was
reduced by 25%.  Similar results have been achieved for elec-
tric locomotives.  During the next reporting period, we plan
on continuing to stay engaged at Ivy City while we roll this
effort out to additional maintenance locations throughout the
country.

n Amtrak Fleet Planning Process – Improvements can
lead to better equipment utilization and productivity
Report E-06-02 – issued 4/6/2006
One of the recommendations contained in OIG Report E-05-04
(Amtrak Mechanical Maintenance Operations) was that
Amtrak “develop, and keep current, a comprehensive fleet plan
(that includes both locomotives and cars) to be used to forecast
and prioritize mechanical capital expenditures.”  The Chairman
of Amtrak’s Board of Directors requested the OIG facilitate the
implementation of this recommendation.  To assist with this
effort, the OIG engaged the Thomas Group to conduct an
assessment of Amtrak’s current Fleet Planning Process.  

The assessment found that, in the past, Amtrak used a tactical
versus a strategic process to develop its Fleet Plan; that crit-
ical fleet related functions are managed separately rather than
as cross-functionally linked processes; and that effective
metrics are not used to quantify either the productivity of the
fleet or the implementation of the Fleet Plan.  The assessment
also found that these shortcomings have helped to produce
lower average load factors and a lower percentage of fleet
availability than what is reasonably expected from a rail oper-
ator that closely manages its assets.  It was estimated that
Amtrak has the opportunity to improve its overall financial
performance by $28 million to $36 million annually by
increasing the productivity and/or utilization of its rolling
stock fleet.

Using this assessment, the OIG developed specific recom-
mendations on how Amtrak should produce, implement and
monitor its Fleet Plan so that it supports the corporate long-
term strategic goals and optimizes the productivity of
Amtrak’s fleet of locomotives and cars.  

LONG DISTANCE TRAIN OTP
Long Distance Train OTP – Financial impact of poor OTP
quantified
Report E-06-05 – Issued 09/29/2006

n The on-time performance (OTP) of Amtrak’s Long Distance
Trains have been steadily declining for the past five years and
the OTP of some of these trains has declined to the point where
over 80% of the trains arrive late at their final destination.  The
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management information system to assist in planning,
programming and monitoring maintenance activities; and
implementing a process to periodically assess the effectiveness
and efficiency of the facility maintenance program.

HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION COMPLAINTS
Harassment and Intimidation Complaint – Allegation
substantiated 

Amtrak’s Statement of Policy Against Harassment and
Intimidation states, in part, “Amtrak will, under no circum-
stances, tolerate harassing or intimidating conduct by any
employee that is calculated to discourage or prevent any indi-
vidual from receiving proper medical treatment or from
reporting an accident, incident, injury or illness.”  This
Statement of Policy conforms to Federal Railroad
Administration Regulations 49 CFR Part 225.33  

n During this reporting period, one formal investigation that
was opened in the previous reporting period was concluded.
The OIG substantiated an allegation that an Amtrak manager
harassed and intimidated an employee with the intent to
discourage and dissuade the employee from properly
reporting a workplace injury.  The manager was also found to
have violated Amtrak policies concerning accident investiga-
tions and reporting injuries.  A report was issued to the Senior
Vice President for Operations for action.

n In addition, the OIG received three new employee complaints
of Harassment and Intimidation.   After conducting an inquiry
into each of the complaints, it was determined that none of the
allegations could be substantiated as acts of harassment or
intimidation. 

NON-REMITTANCE OF REVENUE
Conductor and LSA Non-Remittance – OIG continuing
involvement 

Amtrak employees handle approximately $100 million annually
in on-board ticket and food and beverage sales.  The OIG previ-
ously issued two evaluation reports where we noted substantial
evidence of employee theft and made recommendations to
improve the oversight and control of cash generated from on-
board sales. 

The Inspections and Evaluations staff works closely with the
OIG Revenue Protection Unit, whose work is highlighted earlier
in this report.  Also, the I&E staff continues to interact with
Amtrak’s Customer Services department to advise on remittance
policy and procedures as well as process improvements for safe-
guarding OBS revenues. 

purpose of this report was to examine the financial impact of
the poor OTP of Amtrak’s Long Distance Trains and to
develop a high-level estimate of the potential financial benefit
to Amtrak if the trains ran more on-time.  The evaluation quan-
tified the changes in passenger revenue, time-related operating
expenses and Host Railroad performance payments that would
occur if the OTP of Long Distance trains improved from their
FY 2005 levels.  This evaluation was intended to highlight
where management could focus its actions to get the most
financial benefits from improved Long Distance Train OTP.  

Overall, this evaluation found that improving the OTP of all
Amtrak Long Distance Trains has the potential of providing
around $40 million in annual financial benefits to the collec-
tive performance of these trains.  It was also found that
approximately 50% of the potential financial benefits could
be achieved by improving the OTP of only three (3) of the
fourteen (14) Long Distance Train routes.  Finally, we discov-
ered that the incremental financial benefits to Amtrak peak
around 75% OTP.  This occurs mainly because of the current
structure of Amtrak’s Host Railroad operating agreements
that provide incentive payments to Host Railroads when
Amtrak’s trains achieve a high OTP.

The evaluation produced three recommendations on where
Amtrak should focus its Long Distance Train OTP improve-
ment efforts to maximize the bottom-line financial benefits.

FACILITY MAINTENANCE
Facility Maintenance Program – Amtrak’s program lacks
many of the elements recognized as important to an effec-
tive facility maintenance program 
Report E-06-04 – issued 8/24/2006

n During this reporting period, the OIG completed its evalua-
tion on the efficiency and effectiveness of Amtrak’s facility
(building) maintenance program.  Our findings revealed that,
overall, Amtrak does not give facility maintenance the same
level of attention and effort that it devotes to maintenance of
its Right of Way (track/bridge/tunnel) and its rolling stock.
Because of this lack of attention, some of Amtrak’s facilities
are currently in poor condition, with leaking roofs, inadequate
lighting, uncontrollable temperatures, and inoperable equip-
ment.  These conditions have an adverse effect on employee
productivity, safety and morale.

Our recommendations in this report included developing
comprehensive inventories of the systems and equipment in
each facility; developing maintenance standards and measuring
the condition of facilities against these standards; instituting a
comprehensive facility maintenance strategy; implementing a
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Since October 2002, more than 200 conductors and 160 On-
Board Service (OBS) employees have either resigned or been
terminated from the company for misappropriation of revenues,
in part as a result of OIG’s efforts in this area.  In addition,
during this same period of time, the LSA percent of cash remit-
tance (cash remittance divided by Food and Beverage gross
revenue) has increased from 56% to 63%, at least part of which
is due to management’s increased focus on OBS accounting
procedures.

California Zephyr | UT

 



The OIG Office of Counter Terrorism and Intelligence (CT&I) is
responsible for oversight of Amtrak’s rail security, emergency
preparedness, and related counter-terrorism and intelligence efforts.
Working with other entities within the Amtrak security program,
this unit works to increase awareness about the possibilities of
terrorist attack against passenger rail services, and the critical impor-
tance of security preparedness and risk mitigation.  During this
reporting period, we have undertaken various security oversight and
outreach activities some of which are highlighted below.

Given the highly confidential nature of this unit, its activities and
progress is generally not publicized.  The OIG is willing to discuss
projects and highlights with Congressional members and staff.  

SIGNIFICANT COUNTER-TERRORISM
AND INTELLIGENCE EFFORTS
RAIL CORRIDOR INITIATIVE
The OIG has been facilitating a project to enhance the security in
one of its rail tunnels under a project named the Rail Corridor
Initiative (RCI).  The OIG continues to provide support and
facilitate communications between Amtrak offices and the
Department of Homeland Security in the execution of the RCI.
Both Amtrak and DHS and its contractors sought our assistance
in responding to inquiries, setting up meetings, and undertaking
fast turn-around resolution of key issues.  Ensuring that all of the
partners are fully aware of schedule and coordination issues is of
critical importance to the achievement of an end-product on time
and on-budget.  The successful conclusion of the RCI will
provide an important security upgrade.  

HOMELAND DEFENSE OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS (HOPS)
The OIG arranged for an assessment to be conducted by the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) HOPS
program at a large metropolitan train station.  The now completed
assessment is both rigorous and timely, and provides an important
decision support tool to managers charged with mitigating certain
facility vulnerabilities.  Based on the successful execution of this
initial study, it is planned that HOPS evaluations will be
conducted at other major Amtrak facilities across the nation.

VIRTUAL MAPPING PROJECT
During this reporting period, the OIG arranged for the virtual
digital mapping of a major infrastructure.  This mapping product
provides first responders and security planners with a contin-
gency planning tool, useful during both pre-incident drills and
during and post-incident emergency preparedness operations.  

EMERGENCY ACTION PLAN REVIEW  
The CT&I unit conducted a detailed evaluation of the Emergency
Action Plan for a major station.  The review revealed weaknesses
in the plan around evacuation procedures and emergency actions
relating to police and security response.  Our report made recom-
mendations for Emergency Action Plan revisions to rectify the
identified shortfalls.

TERRORISM CONTINUITY PROGRAM ASSISTANCE  
During the reporting period, the OIG participated in strategy delib-
erations regarding contingency plans for baggage screening, and
the deployment of chemical and biological sensor technologies in
Amtrak facilities.  The Terrorism Continuity Program – an effort
undertaken by the Vice President for Security - was scheduled to
report its recommendations by the end of calendar year 2006.

COUNTER-SURVEILLANCE TRAINING AND
OPERATIONS
OIG officers and personnel from the Amtrak Police Department
participated in a two-week counter-surveillance training session.
One of Amtrak’s partner railroads also participated in this training.  

In the period leading up to the fifth anniversary of the 9/11 attacks,
the OIG undertook counter-surveillance activities at a major
metropolitan station.  These efforts supported enhanced security
activities already planned by the Amtrak Police Department.  

OIG PARTICIPATION IN THE POLICE RIDE-A-LONG
PROGRAM
The OIG facilitated the first OIG Police Ride-A-Long Program
wherein OIG agents worked three full shifts with local police
departments, riding with police officers on patrol.  The program
was instituted as a segment of ongoing training and was designed
to provide agents with tangible and current police tactics and
procedures that would enhance their own safety and effective-
ness while conducting their normal duties.  Although the primary
role of the agents, while on patrol, was observation, many were
able to take on a more active role and assist with citations and
arrests.  At the conclusion of this reporting period, approxi-
mately 75% of OIG Agents have completed their ride-a-long.

REGIONAL SECURITY EFFORTS
The OIG is involved in regional security and terrorism planning.
Philadelphia OIG Agents and the Amtrak Police Department
conducted a joint information session with the FBI’s Joint
Terrorism Task Force and area first responders, Philadelphia
Police Bomb Squad and various other emergency response units
regarding emergency preparedness.  
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Other OIG Activities

WORKPAPER AUTOMATION
Automation of Audit Work Papers and Management
Process

As discussed in our previous reports, the Amtrak OIG selected
TeamMate application to automate various audit processes such
as risk assessment, planning and scheduling, electronic work
paper documentation, time and expense tracking, and report
writing.  In order to protect the confidentiality and chain of
custody of OIG information, a secure subnet with internal fire-
walls and virtual private network (VPN) was built to host the
TeamMate application and related databases.

During this semi-annual period, we successfully completed the
testing and implementation of the OIG Secure Subnet.  We
developed the TeamMate Protocol and Library which guides
auditors on how to use the application and document their audit
work.  We conducted the end-to-end testing for all offices and
started training our audit staff.  By early FY2007, we plan to
complete the training for all audit staff and start using TeamMate
for all new projects

18 Other OIG Activities

COORDINATION WITH INDEPENDENT
PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
Section 805 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 requires
Amtrak to have its financial statements audited annually in
accordance with the generally accepted auditing standards, and
to report the audit findings to Congress in Amtrak’s annual
report.  Amtrak has been audited annually since 1971.

As part of the annual audit process, the OIG informs the external
auditors on the scope of the ongoing audit activities being
conducted by the OIG, and continues to coordinate significant
audit issues with Amtrak management and the external auditors,
as necessary.

LEASE AUDIT
Lease Audit Identified $129,680 in Overpayments. 

The OIG engaged Lease Audit and Advisory Services, Inc. to
review Trammell Crow Company’s books and records for the
Amtrak lease at 10 G Street, NE, Washington DC.  The audit
identified overpayments stemming from inaccurate calculations
of rent cap by the landlord.  The OIG has notified Amtrak
management to request a refund of $129,680 from the Trammell
Crow Company.
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Appendix 1

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH QUESTIONED COSTS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Number Questioned Costs Unsupported Costs

A. For which no management decision
has been made by the commencement
of the reporting period. 5 $1,224,836 $277,348

B. Reports issued during the
reporting period. 5 $311,197 $12,928

Subtotals (A + B) 10 $1,536,033 $290,276

LESS

C. For which a management decision
was made during the reporting period. 8

(i) dollar value of recommendations
that were agreed to by management. $786,925 $0

(ii) dollar value of recommendations
that were not agreed to by management. $2,716 $0

D. For which no management decision
has been made by the end of the
reporting period. 2 $746,392 $290,276



Appendix 2    21

Appendix 2

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH FUNDS TO BE PUT TO
BETTER USE
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Number Dollar Value

A. For which no management decision
has been made by the commencement
of the reporting period. 1 $27,068

B. Reports issued during the
reporting period. 2 $15,854,469

Subtotals (A+B) 3 $15,881,537

LESS

C. For which a management decision
was made during the reporting period. 3

(i) dollar value of recommendations
that were agreed to by management. $14,534,247

(ii) dollar value of recommendations
that were not agreed to by management. $1,347,290

D. For which no management decision
has been made by the end of the
reporting period. 0 $0
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Appendix 3

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL DETAILED LISTING
OF ALL ISSUED AUDIT REPORTS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Date Report Questioned Unsupported Funds to be Put
Issued Number Report Title Costs Costs to Better Use

08/01/2006 107-2005 Fire and Life Safety – Fire Suppression Installation $0 $0 $0

07/27/2006 108-2005 Federal Equitable Sharing Program $0 $0 $0

09/08/2006 111-2005 Balance Sheet Account Reconciliations $0 $0 $0

08/15/2006 201-2006 Cleveland Track $ 2,716 $0 $0

06/19/2006 202-2005 eTrax Procurement – Pcards $0 $0 $0

09/25/2006 202-2006 Bombardier First Class Car Repair $19,776 $12,928 $0
PO#S-065-09639

04/14/2006 203-2006 Hudson News Lease Audit $0 $0 $0

05/08/2006 206-2006 Washington, DC Station $0 $0 $0

04/17/2006 207-2006 Emergency Exchange Voucher Review - DC $0 $0 $0

07/12/2006 211-2006 Harrisburg Station $0 $0 $0

05/22/2006 213-2006 Fire and Life Safety $0 $0 $0
Final Audit Working Capital Advance Fund

09/08/2006 214-2006 KWO Associates Lease Audit $1,389 $0 $0

09/29/2006 217-2005 Attleboro Agreement $0 $0 $13,943,657

05/16/2006 405-2005 CPR Railway OTP Audit – 1/02  - 5/04 $  33,056 $0 $0

08/28/2006 405-2006 Glenview, IL Ticket Office $0 $0 $0

06/02/2006 407-2005 Canadian Pacific Railway Non-OTP $0 $0 $1,910,812

07/11/2006 503-2005 Kiewit Pacific Company – Seattle Holgate $254,260 $0 $0

Total (17) $311,197 $12,928 $ 15,854,469
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Appendix 4

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
SUMMARY OF REPORTS TO PRESIDENT OF AMTRAK
CONCERNING INFORMATION OR ASSISTANCE
UNREASONABLY REFUSED OR NOT PROVIDED
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

NONE
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Appendix 5

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
REVIEW OF LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS
4/1/06 – 9/30/06

Section 4(a) of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, provides that the Inspector General shall …review existing and proposed
legislation and regulations relating to programs and operations of such establishment and to make recommendations in the semiannual reports
…  concerning the impact of such legislation or regulations on the economy and efficiency in the administration of such programs and opera-
tions administered or financed by such establishment or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in such programs and operations.

The Office of Inspector General has an agreement with Amtrak’s Government and Public Affairs Department that allows the OIG to review
and comment on the company’s annual legislative program and other legislative and regulatory concerns of the company.  Existing legislation
and regulations are reviewed as necessary, as a part of every audit and investigation.

The OIG has also submitted legislative recommendations to oversight and appropriating committees seeking line item funding and several
other legislative changes that will strengthen OIG independence and effectiveness.
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GLOSSARY OF AUDIT TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
The terms we use in reporting audit statistics are defined below:

Questioned Cost A cost or expenditure of funds for an intended purpose that is unnecessary, unreasonable, or an alleged
violation of Amtrak’s corporate policy or procedure.

Unsupported Cost A cost that is not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit.

Funds To Be Put To Better Use Funds identified in an audit that could be used more effectively by taking greater efficiency measures.

Management Decision Management’s evaluation of our audit finding and its final decision concerning agreement or non-
agreement with our recommendation.

Certain abbreviations used in the text are defined below:

APD Amtrak Police Department

ATAC Anti Terrorism Advisory Council

CFR Code of Federal Regulation

CPR Canadian Pacific Railway

CSXT CSX Corporation

CT&I Counter Terrorism & Intelligence

CUSCO Chicago Union Station Corporation

DHS Department of Homeland Security

DOJ Department of Justice

EEV Emergency Exchange Voucher

eTrax Electronic Transaction Express Software System

FAR Federal Acquisition Register

FBI Federal Bureau of Investigation

FMLA Family Medical Leave Act

GAAP Generally Accepted Accounting Principles

HOPS Homeland Defense Operational Systems

LSA Lead Service Attendant

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority

NEC Northeast Corridor

NED New England Division

OBS On Board Services

OIG Office of Inspector General

OTP On time Performance

Pcard Procurement Card

RCI Rail Corridor Initiative

RCM Reliability Centered Management

RPU Revenue Protection Unit

SRI Strategic Reform Initiatives

TGI Thomas Group Inc

VPN Virtual Private Network

WUS Washington Union Station
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Reporting Requirements Index

INDEX OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS PURSUANT
TO THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1988
Topic Reporting Requirements Page

Section 4(a)(2) Review of Legislation and Regulations 24

Section 5(a)(1) Significant Problems, Abuses, and Deficiencies 5-8, 10-11, 14-17

Section 5(a)(2) Recommendations for Corrective Action to Significant Problems 5-8, 10-11, 14-17

Section 5(a)(3) Previous Reports’ Recommendations for Which Corrective Action 
Has Not Been Completed 8-9

Section 5(a)(4) Matters Referred to Prosecutive Authorities 12

Section 5(a)(5) Information or Assistance Refused or Not Provided 23

Section 5(a)(6) Audit Reports Issued in This Reporting Period 22

Section 5(a)(7) Summary of Significant Reports 5-8, 10-11, 14-17

Section 5(a)(8) Audit Reports with Questioned Costs 20

Section 5(a)(9) Audit Reports with Recommendations That Funds Be Put to Better Use 21

Section 5(a)(10) Previous Audit Reports Issued with No Management Decision Made by 
End of This Reporting Period 8

Section 5(a)(11) Significant Revised Management Decisions 8

Section 5(a)(12) Significant Management Decisions with Which the IG is in Disagreement 8



Stop Fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, and Abuse

Who pays? You pay. Act like it’s your money… it is!
Tell Us About It

Maybe you are aware of fraud, waste, mismanagement, or some other type of abuse at Amtrak.

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General has a toll free hotline number for you to call. You can also write to us.

We will keep your identity confidential. If you prefer, you can remain anonymous. You are protected by law from reprisal by your employer.   

Call the hotline:

Nationwide (800) 468-5469

Philadelphia (215) 349-3065
ATS 728-3065

Write to us:

Inspector General
P.O. Box 76654
Washington, DC 20013-6654

National Railroad Passenger Corporation
Office of Inspector General
(800) 468-5469



National Railroad Passenger Corporation
Office of the Inspector General

10 G Street, NE, Suite 3W-300, NE, Washington, DC 20002-4285

Amtrak is a registered service mark of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation.
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
Office of the Inspector General, 10 G Street, NE, 3W-300, Washington, DC 20002-4285

April 30, 2007

Honorable David Laney

Chairman

Amtrak Board of Directors

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This Semiannual Report, submitted pursuant to the Inspector General Act, summarizes the more signifi-

cant audits, evaluations, and investigations for the six-month period ending March 31, 2007.

The OIG issued 15 audit reports in the last two quarters, including performing oversight work for the

c o m p a n y ’s audited financial statements, and performing a review of Amtrak’s capital budgeting

processes.  We have recommended that Amtrak make some changes to its current business processes to

document better its “state-of-good-repair” program for infrastructure and equipment.  We are working

closely and cooperatively with management to improve the financial bases and justifications for all

capital budget requests.  Our auditors are also working closely with Amtrak’s Information Te c h n o l o g y

department to develop a comprehensive plan for a new ‘enterprise architecture’ that will better serve

A m t r a k ’s future business needs.

Our investigators and special agents opened 79 new cases in the past six months and closed 107 cases;

289 investigations remain active as of March 31.  We have eight civil and criminal referrals pending with

federal prosecutors.  We concluded two joint investigations with the Federal Bureau of Investigation and

the General Services Administration that involved bribery in a construction project and credit card fraud.

We also were successful in recommending several administrative actions involving employee theft and

embezzlement cases. 

For the past eighteen months, the OIG has been heavily engaged in evaluating Amtrak’s maintenance

activities, with a desire to identify areas for new maintenance approaches, including examining the poten-

tial for implementing condition-based rather than time-based maintenance, rationalizing and making

better use of facilities and personnel, and ultimately improving Amtrak’s overall fleet availability and reli-

a b i l i t y.  We continue to work with Amtrak’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) to evaluate implementation

of the Reliability-Centered Maintenance (RCM) program for Acela.  The company’s goal is to increase

fleet availability by placing two additional train sets (#16 and #17) into revenue service by the end of the

fiscal year.  Additionally, the OIG is working closely with the COO to facilitate the introduction of RCM

into the conventional fleet; a separate briefing on full RCM implementation will be provide to the Board,

including a fully resource loaded schedule and timeline for implementation.



With regard to other OIG work involving Amtrak’s mechanical maintenance operations, the OIG has

been examining the potential for improving the ‘cycle time’ required for equipment to be serviced.

Following a pilot program at the Washington, DC’s Ivy City yards, the OIG authorized an expansion of

the cycle time reviews to Chicago’s maintenance operations.  The OIG is also transferring this work to

the COO as the pilot is expanding into more of the conventional fleet and will become programmatic.

On three occasions, I appeared before two House Committees to comment on the OIG’s oversight of

security operations at Amtrak.  These appearances were intended to support Amtrak’s inclusion into two

House-sponsored bills calling for increased security spending for rail passenger operations.  In the past

three years, Amtrak has been authorized to receive only $23 million in security funding through DHS

grants.  It is expected that as much as $100+ million will now be made available to Amtrak through

pending legislation.  The OIG has been working with Amtrak management to facilitate a consolidated

security bill by the end of the fiscal year.

We are continuing our evaluations of Amtrak’s security needs at several major stations.  Using non-

Amtrak funding, the OIG obtained digital mapping of three California stations during the past six months.

The digital mapping services are identical to those provided at Washington Union Station and are designed

to provide Amtrak, law enforcement, and first responders with highly detailed, site specific data to better

prepare for emergency response to security and special events at these locations.  The digital mapping is

being used to complement other vulnerability assessments being conducted by Lawrence Livermore

National Laboratories (LLNL).  LLNL has provided assessments of Washington Union Station and parts

of New York Penn Station.  Preliminary assessment work is planned for Chicago in the next quarter.  

A major concern for the OIG (with regard to security evaluations and implementation of ‘best practices’)

is the absence of rail and transit standards.  At the request of the American Public Transit Association,

OIG staff has joined the Security Standards Committee to help draft protocols that will lay the founda-

tions for many of the transit security standards.  We believe this approach will allow for a consistent

approach to infrastructure protection for those shared Amtrak-transit properties.  

I appreciate the Board’s support of the OIG’s oversight efforts.  We look forward to finding ways through

which the OIG can add value to Amtrak’s bottom line.

R e s p e c t f u l l y,

Fred E. Weiderhold, Jr.

Inspector General

Honorable David Laney

April 30, 2007
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FY 2007 MID-YEAR FINANCIAL
RESULTS & PERFORMANCE
Amtrak completed the first two quarters of the fiscal year with

$1.018 billion in total revenue, and total expenses were $1.225

billion.  Amtrak’s financial results YTD are $98.8 million favor-

able to budget, and $48.3 million favorable to last year.  

Amtrak’s revenue performance is a positive sign, with ticket

revenue up $26.1 million, primarily due to the very strong

performance of the Acela services, where ridership and revenue

are up 14% and 16% respectively.  Expenses were favorable

mostly due to lower salary, wages, and benefit expenses favor-

able by $62.1 million.  Both Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor

services and long-distance services yielded results better than

budget, with some lower than expected results from Amtrak’s

state corridor services.  

Capital investments were $279.1 million YTD, $13.7 million

below forecasted spending (reflecting a budget reset).  Amtrak

will be entering its main work season for capital work during the

next two quarters.

The OIG has encouraged the use of more traditional transporta-

tion metrics for reporting financial and operating results; Amtrak

posts Monthly Performance reports on its commercial web site.

Among the more important metrics, ticket yield YTD rose from

26.13 cents to 27.82 cents, year over year.  Amtrak’s operating

ratio improved from 1.60 to 1.46, year over year.  And, Amtrak’s

overall cost recovery ratio also improved from .63 to .69.  We

generally view these positive results as important trend indica-

tors, and we comment on these trends elsewhere in this

Semiannual Report.

AMTRAK’S FY08 GRANT &
LEGISLATIVE REQUEST
On February 15, 2007, Amtrak’s CEO Alex Kummant submitted

the corporation’s FY08 Budget & Legislative Request, pursuant

to Section 24315 (b), Title 49 USC.  The full text of the corre-

spondence may be found at www.amtrak.com at the “Inside

Amtrak” section.

In its budget submission, Amtrak comments on the recent

successes the company has enjoyed in achieving some modest

expense reductions and in a better-than-expected performance in

revenue and ridership results.  

Amtrak indicates in its submission that it will focus its opera-

tional improvements in FY07 and into FY08 in seven critical

areas:  investing in security; ridership and revenue growth; deliv-

ering more effective long-distance rail operations; positioning

for corridor development; making improvements in mechanical

operations; implementing a new information technology archi-

tecture; and completing labor negotiations.  Within this report,

we comment on several of these initiatives, and we agree with

management that renewed focus and attention in these areas will

yield real dividends.

In FY08, Amtrak is requesting $485 million in operating

support, $760 million for capital support, and $285 million for

debt service.  With respect to the operating support request, we

are pleased to see Amtrak keep its operating subsidy levels

trending downward.  We would also comment that making this

request Amtrak indicates it will offset $92 million in increased

healthcare expenses, and $71 million in other inflation increases.

Amtrak will have to assume some business risks in requesting a

reduced operating subsidy next year.  In their second quarter

assessment of Amtrak’s FY07 operational reforms and YTD

financial performance, the DOT Inspector General reports that

Amtrak is likely to realize only $39 million of the planned $61

million in its proposed FY07 reform savings.  The challenge for

Amtrak will be to find other savings in its operating expense

budget that will offset the reduced savings from earlier initia-

tives; we think this is possible if Amtrak takes on the task.

The Amtrak OIG recommends that Amtrak revise its strategic

reform initiatives to reflect better, and more accurately, its recent

experiences in attempting to implement last year’s plan.  This

means that the base line for the planned savings be reset, and

other initiatives, especially those associated with maintenance

operations, should be updated.  For example, we believe that

Amtrak has understated the potential benefits arising from the

reliability-centered maintenance project.

Coast Starlight | North of Santa Barbara, CA
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Amtrak’s $760 million for capital funding is considerably more

than its projected FY07 actual spend rate.  We understand the

need to invest in several ‘mega-projects’ where infrastructure

repairs are critical, on projects like the Thames River bridge in

Connecticut and the tunnel work included in New York’s Fire &

Life Safety Project.  For much of the capital program, however,

we want to see Amtrak better delineate the specific results from

these investments and, where feasible, lay out a more rigorous

analysis of return on capital invested.  For example, Amtrak can

prescribe a level of utility (class of track to permit high-speed

operations) for all sections of the Northeast Corridor track infra-

structure.  Amtrak can categorize the incremental costs for

maintaining track at Class 7 (MPH) or Class 8 (MPH), and can

tie revenue projections to scheduled performance.  Other efforts

can be oriented to the ‘mega-projects’ of major bridge and tunnel

work, e.g. - to keep the useful life of an asset within 90 percent of

its expected useful life before replacement.  As we recom-

mended earlier, a more complete inventory of major programs

and projects, by asset type, should be maintained and made

available to Congress. 

PENDING REAUTHORIZATION
LEGISLATION
On January 16, 2007, Senators Lautenberg and Lott, and other

co-sponsors, introduced S. 294, a bill to reauthorize Amtrak

through FY 2012.  This bill, in the last Congress, previously

referred to as the “Lott-Lautenberg” bill (S. 1516), and was re-

introduced as promised by a bi-partisan Senate Commerce

Committee 

The new bill, S. 294, is one of the more important bills affecting

Amtrak in the last ten years.  Not only does the bill provide

Amtrak with a larger, multi-year source of authorizations, the

bill prescribes several important new initiatives:  allowing states

greater access to federal matching monies for passenger rail

expansion; establishing financial management and accounting

reforms; setting out new performance metrics for long-distance

train services; authorizing unprecedented amounts for security

funding; and continuing paying down of Amtrak’s debt.

Section 302 of the draft bill allows that each state prepare and

maintain a state rail plan that will establish the authority and

criteria for submitting eligible plans to the Secretary of

Transportation for consideration for a long range rail investment.

The OIG believes that these state rail authorities, and subsequent

plans, will be critical to the success of both intra-state, as well as

interstate, rail passenger service growth, and we encourage

Amtrak management to position itself to take full advantage of

this legislative opportunity.

Within S. 294, Congress also is calling for changes with respect

to how Amtrak plans to achieve a ‘state of good repair’ by FY

2012.  Congress will require that a comprehensive capital spend

plan be submitted to the Secretary of Transportation for review

and approval.  The OIG is working with the Board and manage-

ment to re-work the current capital planning, budgeting, and

spending processes to link capital projects to the company’s

strategic plans and to the goals, objectives, and outcomes antici-

pated in the company’s strategic plans.

Section 210 of S. 294 calls for a re-appraisal of all long-distance

routes, including possible route restructuring.  One of the more

discussed areas of Amtrak’s operations is the operation of its

long distance train services.  There have been many studies

conducted since Amtrak’s inception that attempt to describe,

rank order, and make recommendations to restructure the

national route structure.  The new provisions will require Amtrak

to rank order its long distance services and make improvement to

those services whose performance falls within the bottom third

of the specified route performance metrics. 

ONGOING SAFETY & SECURITY
CONCERNS
S A F E T Y
Amtrak’s recent performance in a major safety performance

reporting area, “Employee Reportable Injury Ratio” (FRA-

reportable incidents per 200,000 man-hours) improved greatly

from 3.7 reportable incidents to 2.7 reportable incidents.  Overall,

this is a very significant achievement for the corporation.  

The OIG believes that Amtrak can achieve even better results,

especially if greater emphasis and investment are made in the

System Safety program.  In a recent industry report comparing

Amtrak’s safety performance with other large Class 1. railroads,

Adirondack | Lake Champlain, NY
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it is clear that some Amtrak departments have considerable room

for improvement.  This is particularly true for Amtrak’s

Mechanical Department employees, whose injury ratios are

almost three times higher than other similar railroads’ mechan-

ical  departments.  The OIG will be reviewing Amtrak’s overall

safety performance much more closely in the next few reporting

quarters.    

S E C U R I T Y
Several important events concerning passenger rail safety

occurred over the past six months.  Internally, Amtrak’s Board of

Directors and senior management firmly committed in its FY 08

Grant and Legislative Request to make security a primary focus

of Board oversight.  As one of the seven critical goals identified

by Amtrak CEO Alex Kummant and Amtrak’s Board, Amtrak is

committed to “Coordinate and integrate security enhancements

into capital investments and the protection of critical

assets...[and] Develop a comprehensive passenger screening

strategy.”  The OIG fully supports the direction Amtrak is taking

in making security a renewed area of investment and focus.

From an OIG perspective, we will do our part in making recom-

mendations for improvement in Amtrak’s security preparedness

programs and operations, and we plan to increase our oversight

in this area in the next two quarters and into the next fiscal year.

The OIG also testified before the Department of Homeland

Security Committee on February 13, 2007, and one of our autho-

rizing committees, the House Transportation & Infrastructure

Committee, on March 7, 2007, to present the OIG’s assessment

of passenger rail security and to comment on two draft bills

sponsored by the Committees.  In my testimony, I reiterated that

I believed more federal funds should be available for passenger

rail and transit security counter-measures and security personnel.

I stressed that the time to take action to mitigate and recover

from a passenger rail terrorist attack was passing, and that

Congress needs to act quickly to pass legislation that would

provide funds to ‘build-in’ security into rail passenger and transit

wherever feasible.  I also encouraged the development of secu-

rity standards and best practices within the rail sector, and to

ensure that security and safety initiatives in the rail sector

become more closely linked.  My complete testimony is avail-

able at the Amtrak OIG Web site.

CONCLUSIONS
The OIG fully supports the re-authorization of Amtrak and

consideration of S.294, and any companion House bill.  It is

extremely important that Amtrak be able to plan its future from a

strong, multi-year funding base, and it is equally important that

Congress provide clear direction with respect to the levels of

financial and operating performance expected from Amtrak.

We believe many of the bill’s provisions will result in positive

changes for Amtrak and our nation’s passenger rail services.

Amtrak needs to find its place as part of a more integrated and

rationalized national transportation plan.

Lake Shore Limited | Mohawk River, NY
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Amtrak is incorporated under the District of Columbia Business

Corporation Act in accordance with the provisions of the Rail

Passenger Service Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-518).  Amtrak is

governed by a seven-member Board of Directors appointed under

the Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act (December 2, 1997).

The company operates as a for-profit corporation providing inter-

city rail passenger service as its principal business. 

Amtrak operates more than 260 daily inter-city trains over 23,000

route miles serving over 500 communities in every state but two

in the contiguous United States.  Of this route system, Amtrak

owns the right-of-way of more than 2,600 track miles in the

Northeast Corridor.  This includes Washington, DC-New York

City-Boston, Philadelphia-Harrisburg, New Haven-Springfield,

CT and short segments in Michigan and New York.  Amtrak also

operates rail services in several areas around the country under

contract with state and regional commuter authorities.  

Amtrak owns many of its passenger stations and also leases other

stations from the freight railroads.  It owns most of the mainte-

nance and repair facilities for its fleet of about 2,000 cars and

locomotives.  Amtrak employs 18,670 persons, of which about

15,800 are agreement-covered employees.  These employees

work in on-board services, maintenance of way, station and

reservations services, and other support areas.  Outside the

Northeast Corridor (NEC), Amtrak contracts with freight rail-

roads for the right to operate over their tracks.  On their property,

the host freight railroads are responsible for the condition of their

tracks and for the coordination of all railroad traffic.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
Amtrak’s OIG was formed under the provisions of the Inspector

General Act Amendment of 1988.  The OIG is an independent

entity within Amtrak whose mission is to detect fraud, waste, and

misconduct involving Amtrak’s programs and personnel and to

promote economy and efficiency in Amtrak operations.  The OIG

investigates allegations of violations of criminal and civil law,

regulations, and ethical standards arising from the conduct of

Amtrak employees in performing their work.  The OIG also audits

and evaluates Amtrak operations and assists management in

promoting integrity, economy, efficiency, and effectiveness.  The

OIG consists of the following units with specific responsibilities:

The Office of Audits is responsible for conducting independent

reviews of Amtrak’s internal controls; overseeing and assisting

audits of Amtrak’s financial statements; reviewing information

technology programs and information security; providing

accounting counsel to, and oversight of, Finance Department

operations; reviewing certain procurements and material acquisi-

tions for appropriateness of cost and pricing and compliance

with applicable grant and/or contract terms and conditions; and,

monitoring compliance with laws and regulations.

The Office of Investigations is responsible for investigating

various types of fraud, abuse, and misconduct, particularly with

regard to allegations of financial wrongdoings, kickbacks,

construction irregularities, bribery, and false claims; performing

reviews of Amtrak’s safety and security programs; recom-

mending to the company better internal controls to prevent fraud

and abuse; and, reporting violations of law to the Attorney

General.  It is also charged with reviewing and safeguarding

Amtrak’s cash and credit card purchases for transportation and

food services on board Amtrak trains.

The Office of Inspections and Evaluations is a hybrid unit

within the OIG whose staff have specialized skills in engi-

neering, safety, labor/employee relations, mechanical

maintenance operations, strategic planning, and finance.  This

group conducts targeted inspections of Amtrak programs,

providing assistance to managers in their efforts to determine the

feasibility of new initiatives and the effectiveness of existing

operating methodologies. The evaluative process, whether

requested or mandated, consists of independent studies and

analytical reviews that often serve as the cornerstone for strate-

gies to improve program cost efficiency and effectiveness, and

the overall quality of service delivery throughout Amtrak.

The Office of Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence is respon-

sible for facilitating, and overseeing, projects and tasks

pertaining to rail security, counter-terrorism and intelligence

related to the country’s war on terrorism.  This group  is involved

in working with external agencies to provide focus on the impor-

tance of rail security and the need for an integrated approach for

addressing the many challenges in securing an open-architecture

rail passenger system.

OIG personnel are located in eight offices in Washington, DC

(Headquarters), Baltimore, Wilmington, Philadelphia, New

York, Boston, Chicago, and Los Angeles.
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SIGNIFICANT AUDITS
INTERNAL OPERATIONS REVIEW
Record keeping and follow-up over employee
contributions were inadequate
Report #103-2006 – Issued 01/12/2007

As a result of employee complaints regarding the distribution of

employee contributions to United Way and designated recipi-

ents, the OIG initiated an audit of the program. Amtrak

participates in an annual United Way Campaign through the

United Way of the National Capital Area in Washington DC.

This annual campaign is administered by Amtrak’s Human

Resources Department under the direction of a Project Manager.

The United Way office in Washington DC is responsible for

ensuring that Amtrak contributions are forwarded to the

employee-designated recipients.  

Our review indicated that both Amtrak and United Way records

were either incomplete or unreliable; and, we concluded that

record keeping and follow-up were inadequate to ensure for the

proper accounting and transmittal of employee contributions to

the designated agencies.

We recommended process changes to strengthen record keeping

and follow-up.  Amtrak Human Resources and the United Way

of the National Capital Area concurred with the OIG recommen-

dations and agreed to implement process changes to strengthen

controls.

Time card adjustment process for reclassification of labor
from operating to capital lacked adequate internal controls
Report #109-2005 – Issued 12/19/2006

The OIG initiated this audit at the request of KPMG, Amtrak’s

external auditor, as part of the annual FY 04 financial statements

audit.  In FY 04, the Finance Department performed a review of

a sample of labor charges associated with the Engineering capital

projects and found instances of adjustments where timecards

originally coded to operating expenses were later transferred to

capital projects.  Their review also indicated a potential risk that

the adjustment process may enable unauthorized or unsupported

transfers affecting reliability of the financial statements.  Due to

the risk identified in the Engineering labor timecard adjustments,

KPMG requested that the OIG expand the audit scope to include

the Mechanical Department labor charges.

While capital reclassification of labor charges was appropriate,

the observed adjustments did not follow Amtrak’s procedures

which require that a corrected source document must be prepared

with an explanation of why an adjustment is necessary.  The

unsupported adjustments pose the risk that employee hours and

wages may be adjusted without authorization and inappropriate

classifications of expenses may occur affecting the reliability of

data and the financial statements.  

We recommended that Mechanical Department management

require adequate documentation and approval for all timecard

adjustments.  When operating expenses are transferred to capital

projects, information about the specific capital project should be

included in the supporting documents.  The Mechanical

Department provided a written response indicating corrective

actions planned. 

New England Flagmen – Over $370,000 not billed for
flagging protection
Report #204-2006 – Issued 1/30/2007

Our review disclosed that Amtrak had not billed the State of

Rhode Island for over $370,000  for  flagging protection labor,

and that Amtrak was not performing a thorough review of docu-

mentation to ensure that flagmen billings were accurate and

complete.  Amtrak management agreed with the majority of the

audit findings and will ensure that adequate supporting docu-

mentation is maintained for future billings.  

Sale and Disposal of Material and Equipment
Report #203-2007 – Issued 3/30/2007

Our review disclosed that the sale and disposal of material and

equipment were being handled properly in accordance with

existing policy.  However, we reported that the existing policy

Union Station | Los Angeles, CA
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We were also asked to perform a pricing review.  Subsequent to

the pricing review, Amtrak’s Procurement and Materials

Management Department made the decision to purchase a

limited number of spare parts.  Based upon our audit of the

consortium vendor invoices, we identified $222,186 in ques-

tioned costs.

Observation of FY2006 Annual Maintenance of Way
Inventory – Unreported Withdrawals of Stock and
Continued Increase in Inventory Value
Report #218-2006 – Issued 2/16/2007

We observed the annual maintenance of-way physical inventory

conducted by Amtrak’s Materials Management and Engineering

Departments.  We found that the inventory was generally taken

in accordance with instructions.  We offered observations and

recommendations about some inventory process weaknesses that

resulted in changes to the counts after the auditor’s visits.  We

also found that Amtrak could not ascertain the correct inventory

count for concrete tie clips because the vendor with custody of

this stock item had intermingled Amtrak and the vendor’s stock,

and was not maintaining inventory records indicating ownership

of the intermingled stock.  In addition, we uncovered a problem

at three material stores that were not reporting withdrawals of

large dollar value stock; therefore, we recommended that

Engineering require its personnel to comply with policy and

provide Materials Management with a properly authorized mate-

rial charge out document at the time material is taken from the

location. 

We also noted that the trend of increasing maintenance of way

valuation (13% in FY06) and decreasing inventory turnover

(from 2.44 in FY04 to 1.46 in FY05 to 1.33 in FY06) continued.

Based on our review, the trend has resulted from some over-

stocking of material used as spares and to meet normal

maintenance and capital requirements as well as project delays.

We recommended that the Materials Management and

Engineering Departments establish and monitor a goal of not

receiving ordered material more than a specified time period

prior to the planned installation. 

S TAT I O N S
Emergency Exchange Voucher and Miscellaneous Station
Expenses (302-2006) 

Report #302-2006 – Issued 1/11/2007

We performed an audit of Emergency Exchange Voucher (EEV)

and miscellaneous station expenses at five stations in the New

England Division to determine if transactions were processed in

compliance with guidelines and properly supported by valid

could be improved by providing more explicit and detailed

instructions.  We recommended and management agreed to

revise the current policy to address specific procedures in the

sale and disposal of material and equipment.  

Internal Controls Over Regulatory and Amtrak Mandated
Training
Report #300-2004 – Issued 11/21/2006

The OIG reviewed the internal controls over Amtrak employee

training to determine whether the controls are adequate to ensure

that Amtrak employees are receiving all regulatory and other

Amtrak mandated training.  Weaknesses in the system used by the

Amtrak Human Resource (HR) Department to ensure that Amtrak

employees complete mandatory training in a timely manner were

noted.  These weaknesses make it difficult to determine if

employees received all regulatory and Amtrak required training

for their positions.  We found that there in no consistent or central-

ized way to identify and monitor required training or internal

controls to notify employees and supervisors of the need of the

training requirements.  Some of the individual regulatory and

other mandated training courses are sometimes part of a larger

training initiative and specific training courses are not listed sepa-

rately on the training transcript.  Formal guidelines and procedures

for recording completion of required training do not exist so there

is no assurance that training documentation is adequate and

consistent for all regulatory and other Amtrak mandated training.

In addition, the Human Resource department maintained training

profiles for some but not all job titles in the database. These

profiles would provide a description of the training required for

the position. The HR department had initiated the development of

training profiles but did not complete the task. 

To ensure that Amtrak interests are fully protected, we recom-

mended that controls be strengthened in order to reasonably

assure that employees are completing required training.  We

recommended that the Vice-President of HR implement a formal

written policy to better control required training.

Management agreed to all of the findings and indicated that

controls would be strengthened to assure that required training is

accomplished and properly recorded.

I N V E N TO RY
Physical Inventory of ACELA High-Speed Rail Parts
Questioned Costs $222,186
Report #215-2006 – Issued 1/25/2007

Amtrak’s Materials Management Department requested that the

OIG assist in counting the Acela “Parts” inventory.  The inven-

tory was owned by the Bombardier/Alstom OEM consortium.
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receipts and other required documentation.  The results of the

audit indicated that there is a lack of consistency in the processing

of EEV and the supporting documentation; some transactions

were processed without passenger signatures.  Stations using

Miscellaneous Billing Forms to process miscellaneous expenses

used an obsolete version of the form that lacked adequate signa-

ture requirements for the recipient and issuing agent.

We discussed the results of our audit with the Senior Director of

On Board Services & Station Operations, who was in the process

of reviewing and revising EEV and miscellaneous expense

guidelines for the Amtrak Station Services Standards and

Operations, and reviewed the proposed revisions, and recom-

mended several changes and additions which were incorporated

into the proposed revisions.  

We recommended and management agreed that the revised

sections of the Amtrak Station Services Standards and

Operations Manual be issued to all stations with instructions that

they be strictly followed, and those Amtrak managers respon-

sible for station operations periodically review EEV and

miscellaneous expense transactions to ensure that the new proce-

dures are being followed.

R A I L R OAD AU D I T S
Union Pacific Audit
$144,659 Excess Billings Identified
Report #407-2004 – Issued 3/7/2007

Amtrak entered into an Agreement with the Union Pacific

Railroad Company (UP), which consolidated the four previous

contracts for the Southern Pacific, the Union Pacific, the

Southern Pacific Central States Line, and the Denver and Rio

Grande Western Railroads for intercity rail passenger operations

on tracks and properties owned by UP.  Under the agreement

provisions, the UP bills Amtrak each month for specific services

and facilities for intercity rail passenger operations.  The OIG

review of charges billed to Amtrak and identified a net adjust-

ment of $144,659.  We found erroneous billings in 10 of the 14

items selected for audit, $230,282 overbilled and $85,623 under-

billed for a net total of $144,659 due Amtrak.  UP

representatives agreed with our findings.  We recommended and

management agreed to initiate a final settlement letter and collect

monies due to Amtrak.  

UNRESOLVED AUDIT ISSUES
Appendices 1 and 2 show the status of management decisions on

audit recommendations and dollar values of questioned costs,

unsupported cost, and funds to be put to better use.

Section 5(a)(10) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 as

amended requires “a summary of each audit report issued before

the commencement of the reporting period for which no manage-

ment decision has been made by the end of the reporting period.

. .”  Such reports are shown in Appendix 1 and 2.  Section

5(a)(11) requires “a description and explanation of the reasons

for any significant revised management decision made during

the reporting period.”  There were none during this reporting

period.  Section 5(a)(12) requires “information concerning any

significant management decision with which the Inspector

General is in disagreement.”  Again, no such decisions were

made during this reporting period.”

MANAGEMENT RESPONSES OVER
180 DAYS OLD FOR WHICH
CORRECTIVE ACTION HAS NOT BEEN
COMPLETED
The OIG continues to monitor and follow up with management

on corrective action measures.  The following items were

reported in previous semiannual reports and additional informa-

tion is being reported. 

Mass Transit Products, Inc. - Termination for Default for
Superliner I Overhaul
Questioned Costs $63,184
Report #219-2005 – Response 1/25/2006

The Procurement and Materials Management Department is still

involved in ongoing settlement negotiations with the contractor

and his suppliers and we will continue to monitor actions taken.

Acela Express | Northeast Corridor
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eTrax Trip Manager Review – Agreed to Actions in
P r o g r e s s .
Report # 215-2005 – Response 9/9/2005

We made several recommendations to improve the internal control

over airfare procurements.  Management’s issuance of P/I 11.48

has resolved various procurement and authorization issues;

however, we are still testing to determine whether controls relating

to airfare procurements and related payments are adequate.

eTrax Payment Request Review
Report#202-2004 – Response 1/14/2005

We made several recommendations to address the weakness in

internal controls, improve procedures to clarify roles and respon-

sibilities and monitor compliance.  Management agreed with our

findings and has implemented improvements. We are currently

reviewing these control improvements to determine if corrective

actions have been adequately completed.

eTrax Expense Report Review
Report #201-2005 – Response 5/18/2005

We found a high degree of non-compliance with Amtrak’s travel

policy and eTrax instructions.  Management has issued P/I 11.48

and an eTrax manual, addressing the majority of the findings.

We are still testing the link between Travel Authorization and

Expense Report to ensure compliance with Amtrak policy.

eTrax P-Card Review
Report #202-2005 – Response 7/7/2006

We found varying degrees of non-compliance with the P-Card

reconciliation and approval process and recommended that addi-

tional resources be expended to monitor the reconciling,

documenting and approval of credit card charges.  Management

agreed with our findings and implemented improvements.  We are

currently testing to determine whether a management exception

report adequately monitors and ensures proper usage of P-Cards.

NEC Work Trains
Report #212-2003 – Response 10/28/2003 

Our review disclosed that Amtrak could establish a more effi-

cient system to fuel Mid-Atlantic work trains by fueling work

trains at a closed fueling location.  Management has stated that

they believe the problem has been resolved.  We will continue to

monitor the actions taken.

Amtrak’s Overtime Expenses – Internal Control Issues
Not Yet Resolved
Report 03-205 – Response 4/20/2005 

Management issued a response addressing our findings and indi-

cated that management will ensure proper training and oversight

of timekeepers regarding the completion of payroll operation

field audits as required.  Additionally, management informed us

that they have submitted a new policy for staff summary

approval.  We will continue to monitor the actions taken.

CSXT – Non-On-Time Performance Items Audit
$1,003,964 Erroneous Billings Identified
Report #01-105 – Response 8/20/2001

The Chicago office re-evaluated proposed audit adjustments,

supporting documentation, correspondence, and audit workpa-

pers in preparation for discussions with CSXT to resolve

remaining outstanding issues.

The following items have been reported in previous semiannual

reports.  As of this reporting period, no new developments were

reported:

CSX – New York High Speed Line Agreement
Report #207-2003 – Response 5/18/2006

Southern Pacific Central States Line – Questioned Costs
Not Yet Resolved

Semiannual
Period Ending Response Date

Report #01-506 09/30/2001 09/04/2001
Report #01-507 09/30/2001 09/04/2001
Report #01-508 09/30/2001 10/12/2001
Report #01-509 09/30/2001 10/12/2001

AUDIT STATISTICS
Status of Audit Pro j e c t s

Audits in progress at 10/1/06 4 4

Audit projects postponed or cancelled 7

Audit projects started 1 9

Audit reports issued 1 5

Audit projects in progress 3/31/07 4 1

Audit Findings

Questioned costs $ 1 , 1 0 6 , 9 9 3

Unsupported costs $ 0

Funds to be put to better use $ 0

T o t a l $ 1 0 6 , 9 9 3
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CASE HANDLING  
The OIG receives allegations from various sources, including

employees, confidential informants, Congressional sources,

federal agencies and third parties.  Presently, we are handling

289 investigations: in the last six months, we opened 79 cases

and closed 107 cases. 

As set forth in the chart below, entitled “Sources of Allegations”,

employees and anonymous source referrals accounted for about

62 percent of the allegations during this reporting period, with

employees being the source of 36 of the 79 allegations or 46

percent.  All allegations are reviewed, screened and resources are

allocated based upon, among other things, the seriousness of the

allegations and potential harm to Amtrak or the public.

The fraud OIG HOTLINE program has continued to provide

employees or third parties an opportunity to report allegations of

fraud, waste, abuse, and other wrongdoing.  Employees can

access the HOTLINE twenty-four hours a day by calling Amtrak

Telephone System number 728-3065 in Philadelphia and the toll

free number (800) 468-5469 if outside Philadelphia.  During

working hours from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., OIG staff answer the

callers on the HOTLINE system.  During other hours or during

those occasions when staff are away from the office, callers can

leave a message on the HOTLINE answering machine.  In addi-

tion, people can write in confidentially to P.O. Box 76654,

Washington, DC 20013.  The OIG received five (5) telephonic

HOTLINE complaints during this reporting period.   The

HOTLINE complaints received during this reporting period

were from a private citizen and an Amtrak employee. 

SIGNIFICANT INVESTIGATIONS
Theft and fraud is a problem for many organizations that handle

large amounts of cash.    Due to the nature of the passenger rail

business, cash transactions on both our trains and in our stations

are at risk for employee embezzlement and/or theft of company

assets.  The OIG spends considerable time and effort identifying

and addressing these issues, with examples of such investiga-

tions listed below.

Office of Investigations

CASE STATUS OF INVESTIGATIONS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

Total Open Cases as of 10/1/06 3 1 7

Closed Cases ( 1 0 7 )

Opened Cases 7 9

Total Ongoing Cases as of 3/31/07 2 8 9

SOURCES OF ALLEGATIONS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

Amtrak Employee
36

Referred by Fed/State/Local
Law Enforcement  1

Other  7

Referred by Other OIG  1

Confidential
Informant  8

Referred by Audit  1

Private Citizen  2

Referred by Other
Amtrak Departments  3

Referred by 
Amtrak Police Department  2

Anonymous
Source  13

HOTLINE STATISTICS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07 T o t a l

Hotline Complaints Received 5

S o u rces of Hotline Complaints

Amtrak Employee 4

Anonymous Source 1

Classification of Complaints

Non-criminal – Other 2

Criminal – Other 2

M i s m a n a g e m e n t 1

Complaints Referred To :

OI Field Offices 4

Human Resources 1

Former
Amtrak Employee  5
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! The OIG conducted an investigation of a Conductor assigned

to Fort Worth, Texas for embezzling monies from on-board

ticket sales.  The Conductor, who had been terminated from

Amtrak for insubordination, accepted a pre-trial agreement

with the United States Attorney’s Office.  Under the agree-

ment  prosecution was deferred for eighteen (18) months on

condition that the former employee not violate any laws,

complete sixty (60) hours of community service and pay resti-

tution to Amtrak in the amount of $12,000.

MISUSE OF COMPANY ASSETS
The OIG conducted several investigations pertaining to the

misuse of company assets.

! The OIG investigated the improper use of an Amtrak General

Services Administration (GSA) leased vehicle by a Road

Foremen for the MARC Service in Baltimore, Maryland.  The

Road Foreman, who did not have alternate garaging privi-

leges under Amtrak’s policies regarding vehicle use, was

regularly using the vehicle to travel from Baltimore’s Penn

Station to his residence and to a non-work related location.  In

addition, the Road Foreman’s supervisor, the Superintendent

of Commuter Services, had knowledge of the unauthorized

use of the vehicle and did not insure that Amtrak’s vehicle

policy was followed.  As a result, the Road Foreman offered

his resignation of his management position, which was

accepted.  The Superintendent was counseled.

EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 
In addition to detecting and deterring fraud, waste, abuse and

wrong doing in Amtrak’s programs and operations, OIG investi-

gations also provide information and recommendations to

company employees and officials towards improving efficiency,

effectiveness and adaptability.  During this reporting period,

OIG investigations have led to recommendations concerning

quality improvement to which management generally responded

positively and implemented, for the most part, those recommen-

dations as detailed below.

! The OIG conducted a review that showed that an Amtrak

department routinely spent excessive funds for hotel stays,

meal hosting at expensive restaurants, out-sourced catering,

and on-board services for recurring inspection tours.  These

findings were reported to the Department head who issued a

new protocol for these inspection trips, which was designed to

significantly reduce their expense to Amtrak.

! The OIG found during an investigation that Amtrak

employees who were furloughed and suspended were

! In a previously reported case regarding our investigation of a

former Amtrak Assistant Conductor based in Shelby,

Montana, the employee pled guilty in the United States

District Court for the District of Montana, Great Falls

Division, to violation of 18 U.S.C. 666(a) (1) (A), Theft from

An Organization Receiving Federal Funds.  He was sentenced

on December 15, 2006, to five (5) years probation and

ordered to pay $18,986 in restitution to Amtrak.  

! In another case, which we previously reported upon, fifteen

(15) Amtrak Lead Service Attendants (LSAs) based in

Chicago, Illinois were indicted for Theft by a Grand Jury in

the Circuit Court of Cook County on October 30, 2006.

These 15 employees failed to remit monies to Amtrak totaling

$62,095.82.  Under this scheme, generally the employees

misreported their on board sales figures and as a result failed

to remit all monies collected from passengers due to Amtrak.

! The OIG received information from a Maryland Area Rapid

Commuter (MARC) Conductor that he had taken possession

of a fraudulent MARC ticket from a passenger.  The subse-

quent investigation revealed that the passenger, a former

employee of the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban

Development (HUD), was using HUD equipment to create

fraudulent MARC monthly tickets from at least June 2006

through December 2006.  As a result of the OIG investiga-

tion, a warrant was issued and on March 8, 2007, the suspect

was arrested by the Jefferson County Sheriff’s Department

and charged with Uttering Fraudulent Schemes.  On March

29, 2007, the suspect pled guilty and was ordered to pay resti-

tution of $731 to MARC, given one year probation and 40

hours of community service.

Acela Express | Hellgate Bridge, NY



retaining their Amtrak identifications.  One incident involved

furloughed and suspended employees who were using their

Amtrak identifications to assist other Amtrak employees

during their theft of copper wire.  OIG referred this informa-

tion to Human Resources, the Chief Operations Officer and

the Amtrak Police.  Management responded to our referral

and advised that a new Amtrak employee identification card

policy was in the process of being issued.  Management

further advised that a section of that policy would require

supervisors to obtain employee identification cards from

suspended and out of service employees.

! The OIG investigated the Amtrak Police Department (APD)

Internal Affairs (IA) Office release to another law enforce-

ment entity an Officer’s service records of arguably

privileged information.  OIG recommended  and  APD agreed

to implement procedures and controls regarding the inter-

viewing of APD personnel by outside parties and consider

developing written policies and procedures on the release of

investigative files.  

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
Amtrak policy states, in relevant part, “Amtrak requires all

employees to observe the highest standards of business ethics.

They must conduct the business and operation of Amtrak and

their affairs in a manner that complies with applicable law and

high moral and ethical standards and avoids any possible conflict

of interest or appearance of a conflict of interest.  They shall not

realize personal gain, or help others to gain, from their positions

with Amtrak or from knowledge or information not released to

the public.”  Although this policy is in place to help avoid and

address conflict of interest situations, during this reporting

period, the OIG investigated the following allegations pertaining

to transgressions of this policy.

! OIG found that certain management employees provided free

travel on Amtrak trains to individuals having no legitimate

claim to complimentary travel.  The OIG determined that

Amtrak travel tickets, valued in excess of $180,000, were

provided to persons on a complimentary basis under the guise

of legitimate Amtrak programs.  Travel included numerous

complimentary trips on Acela Express, Regional Service,

Auto Train, and long distance service including first class

accommodations.  The OIG also learned during the inquiry

referenced herein that the same Washington based manage-

ment employees provided complimentary hotel rooms

courtesy of Amtrak to individuals having no legitimate claim

to said hotel rooms.  Other management employees also used

Amtrak supplied hotel rooms for personal business.

Office of Investigations 11

As a result of the OIGs’ inquiry, Amtrak is implementing new

guidelines for complimentary travel, as well as creating poli-

cies and procedures for auditing departments and programs

that participate in providing complimentary travel for legiti-

mate business related travel.  

! The OIG discovered that an Amtrak executive and senior

manager had accepted meals and other entertainment from a

major Amtrak service vendor in violation of Amtrak’s conflict

of interest policy.  The personnel involved were disciplined.

TIME AND AT T E N DANCE REVIEWS
Amtrak’s success depends on using available resources in an

efficient and productive manner, including their most valuable

resource, Amtrak employees.  Therefore, it is important for

employees to report to work on time and perform their duties

during their assigned hours, including those designated for over-

time.  The OIG receives and investigates allegations regarding

time and attendance issues.   The following are illustrative of

OIG Time and Attendance investigations conducted during this

reporting period.

! The OIG received information that a New England Division

clerk submitted overtime hours for work performed during his

normal workday.  During the investigation, OIG determined

the clerk submitted more than $30,000 in questionable over-

time over a five year period.  The clerk often performed

clerical work outside his regular duties without using a time

clock.   Because the overtime was forwarded from a different

department, the clerk’s supervisors only checked that the

hours would be charged to the other department, and simply

accepted the overtime without any verification of the hours

California Zephyr
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worked or direct supervision of the performance.  

Additionally, Amtrak management made an arrangement to

pay the clerk two and one-half overtime hours to clean a

remote station platform once a week.  OIG determined

through observation and interviews that the clerk usually

spent one hour or less at the remote station.  Amtrak manage-

ment simply paid the overtime without verifying the hours

worked and only infrequently checked that the work was even

performed.  

In response to the OIG inquiry and findings, Amtrak manage-

ment implemented policies to prevent such lapses in

supervision.   Subsequently, Amtrak disciplined the clerk’s

direct supervisor and reaffirmed with passenger services

managers the existing policies requiring the use of available

time clocks and active time monitoring.

! At the request of a former Amtrak Police Chief, the OIG

conducted a review of overtime and miscellaneous expense

reimbursement within the Amtrak Police Department. The

review uncovered two situations of arbitrary overtime being

incurred without prior management approval; and identified

specific job classifications that are subject to overtime abuse

potential due to difficulty in obtaining prior management

approval.  In addition, several instances of miscoding of over-

CLASSIFICATION OF CASES
OPENED DURING THIS PERIOD
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

T y p e N u m b e r

F r a u d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 1

T h e f t / E m b e z z l e m e n t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

K i c k b a c k s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

False Statements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

False T&A Issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

Other Criminal  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

W a s t e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Abuse of Position . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

M i s m a n a g e m e n t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Conflict of Interest  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Administrative Inquiries  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0

Other Non-Criminal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0

T O T A L 7 9

time were discovered.  As a result of the review, APD

Management instituted a policy that requires prior approval

for arbitrary overtime.  

The OIG recommended and APD management agreed that

oversight and review of incurred overtime take place to

prevent or identify incidents of abuse; controls should be in

place to ensure that proper payroll coding is utilized, and that

attention be given to any officer who works a special duty

assignment and can receive overtime based on the needs of

that assignment.  The OIG further recommended that the APD

review the special duty positions and determine if there is a

more efficient way to assign them.  At the close of this

reporting period, the APD have included the recommenda-

tions as agenda items to be adopted.

JOINT INVESTIGAT I O N S
! The OIG recently investigated an allegation regarding an

employee receiving a bribe in connection with contract work.

Through a joint investigation between Amtrak’s OIG and the

Oakland, California Office of the Federal Bureau of

Investigation (FBI), it was determined that an Amtrak Project

Manager had solicited an Amtrak contractor to increase his

prices fraudulently while performing an Amtrak project to

cover the costs of a construction project in the Project

Manager’s home.  As a result of the investigation, the Project

Manager was terminated as an Amtrak employee, and

indicted by a Grand Jury.  Subsequently the employee entered

a plea of guilty in federal district court on December 3, 2006.

A federal judge sentenced the former employee to six (6)

months confinement at a halfway house, six (6) months house

arrest, and three (3) years supervised probation.  

! The OIG received an allegation that an Amtrak employee was

using an Amtrak-issued credit card for personal gain, which

was reported lost/stolen.  A joint investigation by Amtrak’s

OIG and the Government Services Administration OIG

substantiated the allegation.  The employee was terminated as

a result of another company violation.  In March 2007, as a

result of the joint investigation, the former employee was

arrested and indicted for violation of Access Device Fraud

under Title 18 USC 1029, these charges are currently pending

in federal district court.

REVENUE PROTECTION UNIT
Amtrak provides food and beverage service on board trains to

millions of passengers each year.  The revenue generated by

these sales as well as the food stock and supplies used to supple-

ment these sales, afford a dishonest employee the means for
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revenue abuse or theft.  The Revenue Protection Unit (RPU)

provides critical guidance and support in the strengthening of

management accountabilities and responsibilities as well as

internal controls.

RPU Initiated Train Service Reviews

! During this reporting period, RPU analyzed the applicable

support documents for on board food and beverage sales on

over two hundred, ninety (290) trains for seventy-eight (78)

various Lead Service Attendants (LSA).  The completed

reviews resulted in administrative referrals, regarding more

than 51% of the LSAs reviewed,  ranging from theft and fraud

to failure to follow procedures. At the completion of this

reporting period, discipline had been assessed for over twenty

(20) LSAs. 

! RPU also conducts preliminary reviews of conductor cash

fares to identify, analyze and document, then refer for

continued handling, conductor reviews that indicate possible

theft or misappropriation situations.  During the second half

of this reporting period, RPU completed and forwarded to the

appropriate management personnel, nine (9) conductor refer-

rals indicating possible discrepancies or inconsistencies in

remittance procedures.

PROSECUTIVE REFERRALS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

R e f e r r a l s U.S. Attorney L o c a l / S t a t e T o t a l

Criminal Cases

I n d i c t m e n t s 0 0 0

C o n v i c t i o n s / P l e a s 1 0 1

P e n d i n g * 6 0 6

D e c l i n a t i o n s 0 0 0

R e s o l v e d 0 0 0

T O T A L 7 7

Civil Cases

Suits Filed 0 0 0

S e t t l e d 0 0 0

P e n d i n g 0 1 1

T O T A L 1

Total Civil and Criminal 8

*Some of these will be reflected under pending civil cases because these
matters are being handled by the United States Attorney’s office in parallel
proceedings. In cases where there have been convictions or pleas, we may be
awaiting sentencing, restitution, or other resolutions.
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SIGNIFICANT INSPECTIONS &
EVALUATIONS
AMTRAK MECHANICAL OPERATIONS – OIG
CONTINUING TO HELP WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF
PREVIOUS RECOMMENDAT I O N S
In September 2005, we issued report E-05-04, which resulted

from a yearlong system-wide review of Amtrak’s Mechanical

Maintenance Operations.  In this report, we recommended that

Amtrak adopt a more modern maintenance philosophy based on

Reliability-Centered Maintenance (RCM).  An RCM-based

program requires that all maintenance activities be supported by

sound technical and economic justifications.

Our report recommended specific actions that Amtrak should

take to transition to RCM and to make the operations more effi-

cient.  For the past eighteen months we have been working with

the Mechanical Department to help them implement our recom-

mendations.

Implementation of Reliability-Centered Maintenance

Although day to day administration of this initiative is now

under the Chief Operating Officer, the OIG remains engaged in

an oversight role to help facilitate progress.  We anticipate

greater than a 10% improvement in availability of the Acela

Fleet in FY08 based on this initiative.  We also expect mainte-

nance costs per Acela train mile to noticeably decrease under

RCM.  Efforts are already underway to expand RCM beyond

Acela to Amtrak’s conventional fleets of equipment, with similar

results expected.

Mechanical Maintenance Process Improvement

The OIG-initiated efforts to improve the cycle times of key

maintenance processes have continued, and this initiative is now

also under the control of the Chief Operating Officer.  The OIG

has remained engaged in an oversight role to help facilitate

progress.  During this period, additional improvements have

been made in several key processes.  For example, the preventive

maintenance cycle time for Amfleet Cars, previously reduced

from 4 days to 3 days, has continued to be reduced to now under

2 days.  The preventive maintenance and repair cycle time for

Superliner Cars in Chicago have been reduced from over 9 days

per car to approximately 6 days per car.  These, along with other

process improvements, have resulted in significant improve-

ments in equipment availability (in some fleets greater than 5%)

and over $2 million in reductions in annual maintenance costs. 

Diesel Locomotive Maintenance Consolidation

One of the recommendations in our report on Amtrak’s

Mechanical Maintenance Operations was for Amtrak manage-

ment to examine the costs and benefits of outsourcing part of the

maintenance operation to an experienced maintenance provider.

To assist Amtrak management in this regard, we engaged a

consultant who had helped in the negotiations of several large

locomotive maintenance contracts.  With his assistance, Amtrak

management is in discussions with one of the largest locomotive

maintenance providers in North America.   In preparation for

possible outsourcing, Amtrak has consolidated its diesel locomo-

tive maintenance operations and made significant facility

improvements.  Even if an agreement does not come to fruition,

these actions will lead to improved efficiencies and overall

reduced maintenance costs – potentially as much as was envi-

sioned through outsourcing. 

Equipment Reliability Improvements

The OIG continues to facilitate and support the establishment of

teams dedicated to conducting Root Cause Analyses into recur-

ring equipment failures.  The teams that have been established

have made significant contributions to the improvements in reli-

ability of both the Acela trainsets and the High Horsepower

(HHP) Locomotives.  Acela delays due to mechanical failures

have decreased by 33% over the past six months and HHP

Locomotive availability has increased by 42% during the first

half of FY07 versus FY06.

PROCUREMENT AND MATERIAL SUPPLY CHAIN
M A N AGEMENT – OIG FAC I L I TATING IMPROV E M E N T
E F F O RT S
Alstom Parts Contract

Amtrak entered into a contract with Alstom TLS to supply and

manage the parts inventory for the Acela trainsets, effective

October 1, 2006.  This contract has an estimated value of close to

$200 million over the five-year term.  Based on the value of the

contract and the importance of the contract to the success of

Amtrak’s premium Acela service, the OIG conducted an evalua-

tion to determine if the terms and conditions of the contract were

being fully complied with and if processes have been put in place

by Amtrak to adequately measure and monitor the contractor’s

performance.  We have issued preliminary findings and are

working with the Mechanical and Procurement Departments in

resolving identified shortfalls.  We plan on issuing a “lessons

learned” report as a guide for Amtrak to use in managing similar

contracts in the future.

Office of Inspections and Evaluations
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C O N D U C TOR AND LSA NON-REMITTANCE – OIG
CONTINUING INVO LVEMENT 
Amtrak employees handle approximately $100 million annually

in on-board ticket and food and beverage sales.  The OIG previ-

ously issued two evaluation reports where we noted substantial

evidence of employee theft, and we made recommendations to

improve the oversight and control of cash generated from these

on-board sales. 

The OIG Inspections and Evaluations staff works closely with

the OIG Revenue Protection Unit (RPU), whose work is high-

lighted earlier in this report.  Also, the I&E staff continues to

interact with both Amtrak’s Transportation and Product

Management departments to advise on conductor and On-Board

Service (OBS) employee remittance policy and procedures as

well as process improvements for safeguarding both on-board

ticket sales and food and beverage revenues as well as an

increased focus on OBS accounting procedures.   

Since October 2002, more than 220 conductors and 180 OBS

employees have either resigned or been terminated from the

company, in part as a result of OIG’s efforts in this area, for

misappropriation of revenues and/or violation of Service

Standards related to on-board sales.  Additional OIG reviews of

food and beverage operations are planned in the next reporting

period.

Mechanical Supply Chain Effectiveness

At the request of the Vice President of Procurement, the OIG is

sponsoring and helping to facilitate an initiative to improve the

efficiency and effectiveness of the material supply chain in

providing parts and materials for Rolling Stock maintenance.

Cross functional teams have been established to evaluate current

practices in demand planning, supplier management, order

fulfillment and warranty management.  Facilitated by industry

experts from the Dallas-based Thomas Group, the assessment

teams are reviewing current processes and revising them to more

align with industry best practices.  Although still early, the initial

results from these assessments have been promising with signifi-

cant results expected during the next reporting period.

HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION COMPLAINTS –
A L L E G ATIONS NOT SUBSTA N T I ATED 
Amtrak’s Statement of Policy Against Harassment and

Intimidation states, in part, “Amtrak will, under no circum-

stances, tolerate harassing or intimidating conduct by any

employee that is calculated to discourage or prevent any indi-

vidual from receiving proper medical treatment or from

reporting an accident, incident, injury or illness.”  This

Statement of Policy conforms to Federal Railroad

Administration Regulations 49 CFR Part 225.33.  The OIG

investigates allegations of violation of this policy.  

During this reporting period, three formal complaints that were

received in the previous reporting period were investigated and

concluded.  The OIG determined that none of the allegations

were acts of harassment or intimidation by management in their

handling of employee’s injuries.  It was determined, however,

that several Amtrak policies and procedures surrounding the

accurate reporting and handling of injuries and illnesses were not

properly followed in one of the alleged complaints.  These

results were documented and discussed with management for

follow-up training.

In addition, the OIG received one new employee complaint of

Harassment and Intimidation.   After conducting an inquiry into

the complaint, it was determined that the allegations could not be

substantiated as acts of harassment or intimidation as defined by

FRA 49 CFR 225.33.  The OIG, however, is continuing a review

of the work environment as it relates to local management’s

handling of employee discipline.   

Crescent | VA
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The OIG Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence (CT&I) unit is

responsible for the oversight of Amtrak’s rail security, emer-

gency preparedness, and related counter-terrorism and

intelligence efforts.  Working with other entities within the

Amtrak security program, this unit works to increase awareness

about the possibilities of terrorist attack against passenger rail

services, and the critical importance of security preparedness and

risk mitigation.  During this reporting period, we have under-

taken various security oversight and outreach activities some of

which are highlighted below.

Given the highly confidential nature of this unit, its activities and

progress is generally not publicized.  OIG is willing to discuss

projects and highlights with Congressional members and staff. 

SIGNIFICANT COUNTER-TERRORISM
AND INTELLIGENCE EFFORTS
TEN STATION STRATEGY (10SS) – ASSESSING SECU-
RITY AT MAJOR URBAN STAT I O N S
The OIG has developed a security assessment program whereby

the ten major stations in Amtrak’s national system are to be eval-

Office of Counter-Terrorism and
Intelligence

Union Station | Washington, DC

uated for vulnerabilities and detailed recommendations are to be

formulated to improve the security preparedness of the stations.

During this reporting period, the OIG continued to facilitate

implementation of the Ten Station Security Strategy. The OIG

procured funding and coordinated the development of security

support product packages at these sites.  The OIG provided tech-

nical reviews and facilitated stakeholder outreach initiatives

described here.

! Station Action Team (SAT)
The CT&I continued to assist the Washington Union Station

(WUS) Station Action Team.  The SAT is intended to provide

an informal organization where stakeholders can discuss crisis

and risk management, incident response, emergency prepared-

ness, and risk mitigation.  The SAT model being used in

Washington, DC, will be used as a base model for the other

designated stations in the Ten Station Strategy (10SS).

! Homeland Defense Operational Systems (HOPS)
The OIG arranged for the services of the Lawrence Livermore

National Laboratory (LLNL) HOPS program to undertake a

scientific assessment of critical vulnerabilities at two major

stations.  These assessments will provide important decision

support tools to managers charged with mitigating vulnerabili-

ties at these important shared facilities.  Based on the successful

execution of previous studies, CT&I will facilitate HOPS

assessments other major Amtrak facilities across the nation.

! Virtual Digital Mapping Project for Critical Infrastructure 
The OIG continued to provide administrative and tactical

support to obtain virtual, digital mapping of major Amtrak

stations.  This product provides first responders and security

planners with a contingency planning tool, useful during both

pre-incident drills and during and post-incident emergency

preparedness operations.  

! Other Security Reviews
During this reporting period, the OIG sponsored the vulnera-

bility assessment of  a major metropolitan station using a

nationally recognized team of crisis management experts.

The Full Spectrum Infrastructure Vulnerability Assessment

(FSIVA) team from the California National Guard undertook

a comprehensive review of security and evacuation plans.



COORDINATION WITH INDEPENDENT
PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
Section 805 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 requires

Amtrak to have its financial statements audited annually in

accordance with the generally accepted auditing standards, and

to report the audit findings to Congress in Amtrak’s annual

report.  Amtrak has been audited annually since 1971.

At the request of the Finance Department and KPMG, the OIG

conducted a review of fiscal year 2006 labor charges for both the

Engineering and Mechanical departments.  The review consisted

of analyzing the entire population of labor charges for both

departments in order to determine the amounts adjusted and

assess the risk that the labor cost adjustments may be inappro-

priate.  The results of our review indicated a normal trend of a

small number of adjustments and a relatively low dollar value for

each date of adjustment.   We concluded that the risk of inappro-

priate changes was very low and informed KPMG on the results

of our review.

As part of the annual audit process, the OIG informs the external

auditors on the scope of the ongoing audit activities being

conducted by the OIG, and continues to coordinate significant

audit issues with Amtrak management and the external auditors,

as necessary.

TEAMMATE IMPLEMENTATION
OIG SECURE SUBNET AND TEAMMAT E
I M P L E M E N TAT I O N
As previously reported, the Amtrak OIG selected the TeamMate

application for electronic workpapers and automation of various

audit processes.  In order to protect the confidentiality and chain

of custody of OIG information, a secure subnet with internal

firewalls was built to host the TeamMate application and related

databases. 

During this semiannual period, we fully implemented the tech-

nical infrastructure, finalized the TeamMate protocol and

library, revised paper-based audit procedures for the electronic

work environment, trained all audit staff, and rolled out the

TeamMate application to all audit offices across the country.  All

new audits will use the TeamMate.  

Currently, the OIG is planning to implement

PricewaterhouseCoopers Global Best Practices (GBP) in our

TeamMate environment.  GBP provides continuously updated

best practices and benchmarking information for standardized

business processes.  This enhancement  will assist us  in

performing audits and making value-added recommendations to

management.  In addition, we plan to implement additional

TeamMate modules, initiate development of the OIG intranet, and

extend the secure subnet access and capabilities to all OIG groups. 

AMTRAK IT CHALLENGES AND
GROUPS ANALYSIS
To assist the new CIO the OIG prepared a high-level overview of

the Amtrak IT environment and identified key challenges, such

as organization and reporting structure; IT strategic planning;

outsourcing and vendor management; speed and quality of

management information; ERP and legacy application portfolio

management; system development methodology; e-ticketing;

disaster recovery and business continuity; information security;

network management; and e-commerce.

Amtrak spends about $275 million per year on IT with a total

manpower of about 760 consisting of  about 440 employees and

320 contractors.  The analysis showed that over $100 million of

the $275 million in IT spend is controlled by departments other

than the Amtrak IT department.  This organizational misalign-

ment results in disjointed development efforts, inefficient use of

funds and difficulty in implementing enterprise applications and

data integration.  The OIG work to date is helping the CIO, and

other senior managers, in forming a basis for company-wide IT

restructuring and Enterprise Systems Strategy development.  We

will report on the work of the CIO in our next Semiannual Report.

Other OIG Activities 17
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Appendix 1

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH QUESTIONED COSTS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

N u m b e r Questioned Costs Unsupported Costs

A . For which no management decision

has been made by the commencement

of the reporting period. 2 $ 7 4 6 , 3 9 2 $ 2 9 0 , 2 7 6

B . Reports issued during the

reporting period. 3 $ 1 , 1 0 6 , 9 9 3 $0

Subtotals (A + B) 5 $ 1 , 8 5 3 , 3 8 5 $2 9 0 , 2 7 6

L E S S

C . For which a management decision

was made during the reporting period. 3

( i ) dollar value of recommendations

that were agreed to by management. $ 9 8 2 , 1 1 0 $ 3 , 8 1 7

( i i ) dollar value of recommendations

that were not agreed to by management. $ 9 , 1 1 1

D . For which no management decision

has been made by the end of the

reporting period. 2 $ 8 7 1 , 2 7 5 $ 2 7 7 , 3 4 8



Appendix 2    21

Appendix 2

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH FUNDS TO BE PUT TO
BETTER USE
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

N u m b e r Dollar Value

A . For which no management decision

has been made by the commencement

of the reporting period. 0 $ 0

B . Reports issued during the

reporting period. 0 $ 0

Subtotals (A+B) 0 $ 0

L E S S

C . For which a management decision

was made during the reporting period. 0 $ 0

( i ) dollar value of recommendations

that were agreed to by management. $ 0

( i i ) dollar value of recommendations

that were not agreed to by management. $ 0

D . For which no management decision

has been made by the end of the

reporting period. 0 $0
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Appendix 3

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL DETAILED LISTING
OF ALL ISSUED AUDIT REPORTS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

D a t e R e p o r t Q u e s t i o n e d U n s u p p o r t e d Funds to be Put

I s s u e d N u m b e r Report Title C o s t s C o s t s to Better Use

0 1 / 1 2 / 2 0 0 7 1 0 3 - 2 0 0 6 United Way Campaign Process Review $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

1 2 / 1 9 / 2 0 0 6 1 0 9 - 2 0 0 5 Mechanical Capital Projects Labor Charge $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 6 2 0 1 - 2 0 0 7 Cycle Inventory Review $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 3 / 2 6 / 2 0 0 7 2 0 2 - 2 0 0 7 Tri Rail Maintenance & $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

Operation Insourcing Bids

0 3 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 7 2 0 3 - 2 0 0 7 Sale and Disposal of Equipment $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 7 2 0 4 - 2 0 0 6 New England Division Conductor/Flagman $ 7 4 0 , 1 4 8 $ 0 $ 0

0 1 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 7 2 0 5 - 2 0 0 6 Amtrak/FRA Grant Compliance Reporting $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 3 / 3 0 / 2 0 0 7 2 0 9 - 2 0 0 6 LSA Remittances $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 1 / 2 4 / 2 0 0 7 2 1 5 - 2 0 0 6 NECMSC Inventory $ 2 2 2 , 1 8 6 $ 0 $ 0

0 2 / 2 8 / 2 0 0 7 2 1 6 - 2 0 0 6 Gent’s Enterprise, Inc.  Lease Audit $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 2 / 1 6 / 2 0 0 7 2 1 8 - 2 0 0 6 Observation of FY06 Annual M/W Inventory $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

1 2 / 2 2 / 2 0 0 6 2 2 0 - 2 0 0 6 Pittsburgh Station Review $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

1 1 / 2 1 / 2 0 0 6 3 0 0 - 2 0 0 4 Compliance with Training Requirements $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 1 / 0 9 / 2 0 0 7 3 0 2 - 2 0 0 6 Emergency Exchange Vouchers South Station $ 0 $ 0 $ 0

0 3 / 0 7 / 2 0 0 7 4 0 7 - 2 0 0 4 Union Pacific Railroad $ 1 4 4 , 6 5 9 $ 0 $ 0

Total  (15) $ 1 , 1 0 6 , 9 9 3 $ 0 $ 0
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Appendix 4

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
SUMMARY OF REPORTS TO PRESIDENT OF AMTRAK
CONCERNING INFORMATION OR ASSISTANCE
UNREASONABLY REFUSED OR NOT PROVIDED
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

N O N E
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Appendix 5

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
REVIEW OF LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS
10/1/06 – 3/31/07

Section 4(a) of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, provides that the Inspector General shall …review existing and proposed

legislation and regulations relating to programs and operations of such establishment and to make recommendations in the semiannual reports

…  concerning the impact of such legislation or regulations on the economy and efficiency in the administration of such programs and opera-

tions administered or financed by such establishment or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in such programs and operations.

The Office of Inspector General has an agreement with Amtrak’s Government and Public Affairs Department that allows the OIG to review

and comment on the company’s annual legislative program and other legislative and regulatory concerns of the company.  Existing legislation

and regulations are reviewed as necessary, as a part of every audit and investigation.

The OIG has also submitted legislative recommendations to oversight and appropriating committees seeking line item funding and several

other legislative changes that will strengthen OIG independence and effectiveness.

The Inspector General testified before the Department of Homeland Security with regard to pending security legislation on February 13,

2007.  Additional testimony was provided before the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, on March 7, 2007, with regard to

security legislation being advanced by that Committee.
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GLOSSARY OF AUDIT TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
The terms we use in reporting audit statistics are defined below:

Questioned Cost A cost or expenditure of funds for an intended purpose that is unnecessary, unreasonable, or an alleged

violation of Amtrak’s corporate policy or procedure.

Unsupported Cost A cost that is not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit.

Funds To Be Put To Better Use Funds identified in an audit that could be used more effectively by taking greater efficiency measures.

Management Decision Management’s evaluation of our audit finding and its final decision concerning agreement or non-

agreement with our recommendation.

Certain abbreviations used in the text are defined below:

10SS 10 Station Strategy

APD Amtrak Police Department

CFR Code of Federal Regulation

CIO Chief Information Officer

CSXT CSX Corporation

CT&I Counter Terrorism and Intelligence

EEV Emergency Exchange Voucher

eTrax Electronic Transaction Express Software System

T&A Time and Attendance 

FBI Federal Bureau of Investigation

FRA Federal Railroad Administration

FSIVA Full Spectrum Vulnerability Assessment

GBP PricewaterhouseCoopers Global Best Practices

HHP High Horse Power locomotives

HOPS Homeland Defense Operational System

HR Human Resources

HUD Housing and Urban Development

IA Internal Affairs (Amtrak Police)

IT Information Technology

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

LSA Lead Service Attendant

MARC Maryland Area Rapid Commuter

NEC Northeast Corridor

OBS On-Board Services

OIG Office of Inspector General

Pcard Procurement card

RCM Reliability Centered Management

RPU Revenue Protection Unit

SAT Station Action Team

UP Union Pacific Railroad

WUS Washington Union Station
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Reporting Requirements Index

INDEX OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS PURSUANT
TO THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1988
Topic Reporting Requirements P a g e

Section 4(a)(2) Review of Legislation and Regulations 2 4

Section 5(a)(1) Significant Problems, Abuses, and Deficiencies 5-7, 9-12, 14-16

Section 5(a)(2) Recommendations for Corrective Action to Significant Problems 5-7, 9-12, 14-16

Section 5(a)(3) Previous Reports’ Recommendations for Which Corrective Action 

Has Not Been Completed 7

Section 5(a)(4) Matters Referred to Prosecutive Authorities 1 3

Section 5(a)(5) Information or Assistance Refused or Not Provided 2 3

Section 5(a)(6) Audit Reports Issued in This Reporting Period 2 2

Section 5(a)(7) Summary of Significant Reports 5-7, 9-12, 14-16

Section 5(a)(8) Audit Reports with Questioned Costs 2 0

Section 5(a)(9) Audit Reports with Recommendations That Funds Be Put to Better Use 2 0

Section 5(a)(10) Previous Audit Reports Issued with No Management Decision Made by 

End of This Reporting Period 7

Section 5(a)(11) Significant Revised Management Decisions 7

Section 5(a)(12) Significant Management Decisions with Which the IG is in Disagreement 7



Stop Fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, and Abuse

Who pays? You pay. Act like it’s your money… it is!
Tell Us About It

Maybe you are aware of fraud, waste, mismanagement, or some other type of abuse at Amtrak.

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General has a toll free hotline number for you to call. You can also write to us.

We will keep your identity confidential. If you prefer, you can remain anonymous. You are protected by law from reprisal by your employer.   

Call the hotline:

Nationwide (800) 468-5469

Philadelphia (215) 349-3065
ATS 728-3065

Write to us:

Inspector General
P.O. Box 76654
Washington, DC 20013-6654

National Railroad Passenger Corporation
Office of Inspector General
(800) 468-5469



National Railroad Passenger Corporation
Office of the Inspector General

10 G Street, NE, Suite 3W-300, NE, Washington, DC 20002-4285

Amtrak is a registered service mark of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation.
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NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
Office of the Inspector General, 10 G Street, NE, 3W-300, Washington, DC 20002-4285

October 31, 2007

Honorable Donna McLean
Chairperson
Amtrak Board of Directors

Dear Ms. Chairperson:

On behalf of the Amtrak Office of Inspector General, I am pleased to present this Semiannual
Report to Congress. Our Report highlights significant audits, evaluations, and investigations
for the six-month period ending September 30, 2007. During the reporting period, we issued
12 audit reports with questioned costs of $207,435.

We performed audits of Amtrak’s compliance with the Payment Card Industry (PCI) Data
Security Standards (DSS), and of Locomotive Fuel Charges Processed Through eTrax, identi-
fying $105,000 in duplicate or erroneous fuel charges. We also reviewed Amtrak’s FY 2006
Capital Project Budgeting, Submissions, and Approval Processes.

Our investigators and special agents opened 58 new cases in the past six months and closed 71
cases; 276 investigations remain active as of September 30. We made 10 criminal referrals to
federal prosecutors, obtained three criminal convictions/pleas, two declinations, and we have
four cases pending prosecutorial review. Our more significant casework included revenue
protection and referring embezzlement cases to Amtrak management for disciplinary action.

The OIG Inspections and Evaluations has sponsored and is helping to facilitate an initiative to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the material supply chain in providing parts and
materials for Rolling Stock maintenance. Cross functional teams have been established to
evaluate current practices in demand planning, supplier management, order fulfillment and
warranty management. Facilitated by industry experts from the Thomas Group, the teams are
reviewing current processes and revising them to more align with industry best practices. The
OIG anticipates continuing in this facilitation role for another year and then producing a
report that documents the overall results. In addition, Inspections and Evaluations has been
evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of Amtrak’s Right–of–Way maintenance programs.
As part of this effort, the OIG engaged a European consultant that has extensive experience
evaluating the infrastructure maintenance programs of European Railroads.

 



During this period, Amtrak abolished its Risk Management Department and reorganized its
security assets. As part of the restructuring, the Amtrak Police department became aligned
with the Operating Department and the OIG Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence Unit transi-
tioned from an oversight entity and assumed expanded responsibilities as the Office of
Security Strategy and Special Operations (OSSSO). The OSSSO, working closely with
Amtrak Police, has developed and resourced protocols for emergency response, passenger
screening, visible deterrence, intelligence, policy and resourcing, and public awareness initia-
tives, among others. These initiatives are currently being implemented in stages.

While part of the OIG, the Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence Unit successfully pioneered
new security paradigms for Amtrak, and placed increased emphasis on protecting passengers,
employees and infrastructure through partnerships with Federal, State, regional and local
governments, as well as with other public and private partners. Many of the efforts initiated
by the OIG will transfer to the OSSSO. The OIG will, however, continue to provide security
oversight and review of the OSSSO progress, in keeping with its statutory mission.

We realize that FY 2008 will be a pivotal year for Amtrak as Congress considers Amtrak’s
reauthorization, and we support the Board and management’s efforts to have constructive
dialogs with the Administration and Congress in charting Amtrak’s future direction. I also
want to express my appreciation for the cooperation and support we regularly receive from
Congress. Finally, I want to recognize the extraordinary dedication and professionalism of the
OIG’s staff.

Respectfully,

Fred E. Weiderhold, Jr.
Inspector General

Honorable Donna McLean
October 31, 2007
Page 2
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FY 2007 YEAR-END RESULTS
Amtrak completed the fiscal year with $2.153 billion in total
revenue ($1.730 billion in passenger related revenues); total
revenue was 5.4 percent greater than FY 2006, with
passenger revenues up 10.5 percent.  Total expenses were
$3.109 billion.  Amtrak’s adjusted losses, before deprecia-
tion, were $1.051 billion, $16.5 million better than last fiscal
year.

Total ridership for the year was 25.86 million, with Acela
being a major driver of performance.  Acela’s overall
performance, and the challenges to maintaining and
improving upon FY 2007’s results, is discussed below.
Amtrak’s other Northeast Corridor services, the Regionals,
posted a seven percent increase in revenues, with a one
percent increase in ridership.

At the national, non-NEC level, ridership and revenue
performance was mixed.  For Amtrak’s sixteen long
distance services, Amtrak ended the year slightly favorable
to the prior year in both revenue (+5.0%) and ridership
(+2.4%).  Shorter distance state and regional corridors
performance was also up, ridership was up 7.6% over FY
06, and revenues were up 9.0%.  There was some note-
worthy growth in the State of Illinois services (Chicago-St.
Louis posting a 55.8 percent ridership growth) reflecting the
addition of two new frequencies; the Capitol Corridor
Service (San Jose-Sacramento) posting a 14.8 percent
increase in ridership; and the Keystones (Philadelphia-
Harrisburg) posting a 20.1 percent gain, also due to the
addition of new frequencies and an improved schedule.

Amtrak was the beneficiary of a number of external
economic factors, including rising fuel prices and a signifi-
cant deterioration in airline on-time performance and
worsening customer service in that sector.  To its credit,
Amtrak took advantage of these economic and market
conditions.  Amtrak improved on-time performance on the
Northeast Corridor, with Acela on-time performance
almost reaching its 90 percent on-time goal.  More impor-
tantly, Amtrak’s revenue yield per passenger mile increased
to $.27, continuing an improvement trend for the past three
years.  Amtrak also reduced its total net loss year over year.

AMTRAK’S CHALLENGES AND
OPPORTUNITIES
Amtrak is well-positioned to continue to make incremental
improvements in its overall performance for the next
several years, but there are risks to this upward trend
depending upon how well some key risk areas are managed.

REVENUE OPPORTUNITIES
With the year-end results in, it is clear there is a window of
opportunity for Amtrak to continue to garner additional
passenger revenue growth in FY 2008.  Gasoline prices are
continuing to rise, with little likelihood of abatement for
some time, and congestion and delays at major airports are
taking their toll on the patience of air travelers.  Amtrak’s
Acela revenues exceeded $400 million in FY 2007, and
Amtrak has yet to deploy a 17th trainset into scheduled
revenue service (out of the 20 available trainsets); the
customer demand for rail services in the Northeast Corridor
is there.  Increased availability of Acela frequencies, and
continued consistent and reliable on-time performance, will
make Acela a preferred travel choice.

The challenge for Amtrak is to protect and indeed increase
its market share, ensure the continued reliability and avail-
ability of Acela in the Northeast Corridor, exploit
opportunities on the New York to Boston market, and
improve load factors for the off-peak frequencies.   Amtrak
is working toward greater differentiation of the Acela
product, replacing seating and interior appointments,
exploring continuous Wi-Fi connectivity, and rewarding
frequent travelers.  These actions may help attract and hold
some customers.  The OIG believes that Amtrak needs to
redouble its efforts to keep Acela reliability and availability
as high as possible.  This means the company should achieve
greater than a 90 percent on-time performance, and should
successfully deploy its 17th trainset in early FY 2008.  The
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company must also re-examine its placement of the new
“Express” service as it does not appear the current schedule
is achieving the desired results.  The larger economic risks
to sustained growth include the possibility of an economic
downturn (recession) and any actual or perceived security
threat to the transportation systems.

With respect to the long-distance services, the OIG had
issued a report on the importance of on-time performance
last year.  Additionally, there is a report due from the DOT
OIG regarding off-corridor on-time performance in early
FY 2008.  We recommend that Amtrak concentrate its
improvement of on-time performance toward four of the
sixteen long distance routes, specifically the Autotrain
service, the Coast Starlight, the San Francisco Zephyr, and
the New York-Florida Silver Services.  We also have recom-
mended previously that Amtrak closely examine its
long-distance ‘business model’ for some routes.  Amtrak
needs to move away from a ‘speed’ model for certain routes
and consider a ‘service’ or ‘rail experience’ model.  Amtrak
needs to better exploit the entirety of the rail experience
along the route by marketing the intermediate route desti-
nations, partner with state and local entities and businesses
along the route, promote more stopovers, and position its
product differently (akin to the Canada’s VIA model I
reported upon in prior Semiannual Reports, or the cruise
ship experience).

Short-distance rail services also represent real growth
opportunities for Amtrak —- as an operator and maintainer
of those services, and as a supplier of other passenger rail
services.  The challenge for Amtrak is to continue to offer
rail-related services that current, and prospective, state
partners perceive as ‘value added’ and worthwhile.  Most
states are willing to pay more for Amtrak in their state, but

as their payments increase, they will want to see higher
quality and more reliable service.  During the past year, as
noted earlier, several states added frequencies to their
routes and experienced significant incremental gains in
ridership.  Amtrak is appropriately repositioning its
management resources to support these new services and
plans for smart growth with these state partners.  In the
short term, Amtrak must establish an equipment acquisition
strategy and find sufficient passenger equipment to satisfy
the states’ growing needs.

EXPENSE CONTAINMENT
Approximately fifty percent of Amtrak’s operating
expenses relate to employee wages, salaries, and benefits.  It
follows that even small improvements in productivity, when
applied across the entire system, can generate significant
savings.  As Amtrak ends the fiscal year, Amtrak and most
of its major labor unions are operating without having
settled major labor-management agreements.  Amtrak must
continue to be very attentive to the need for the successful
settlement of these negotiations, as the final trade-off
between wage and benefit increases and work rules must be
accommodated within the reauthorization funding levels.

With respect to capital spending, much of Amtrak’s capital
budget in recent years has been invested in restoring the
‘state of good repair’ to the Northeast Corridor.  The OIG is
in strong support of this initiative, but we believe more
work is required to bound the effort and lay out a more
rigorous analysis of return on capital invested.  Amtrak
needs to delineate specifically the results of these large
investment programs and the resulting impacts on revenue
and expense reduction.  For example, Amtrak can prescribe
a level of utility (class of track to permit high-speed opera-
tions) for all sections of the Northeast Corridor track
infrastructure.  Amtrak can categorize the incremental costs
for maintaining track at Class 7 (MPH) or Class 8 (MPH),
and can tie revenue projections to scheduled performance.
Amtrak has approximately 950 miles of high speed mainline
tracks (high speed as defined by the FRA are class 6, 7 and
8 tracks - 110 to 150 mph); with 1600 total mainline track
miles.  Other efforts can be oriented to major bridge and
tunnel work, e.g. - to keep the useful life of an asset within
90 percent of its expected useful life before replacement.
Additionally, a more complete inventory of major programs
and projects, by asset type, should be maintained and
shared with Congress and rail partners.
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SAFETY & SECURITY
SAFETY
While Amtrak’s overall safety performance has been slowly
improving, establishing a well-embedded safety culture in
the railroad is a difficult and long-term task.  The OIG
would like to see Amtrak work more aggressively to
looking beyond the injury statistics alone, which are still less
than optimal among major Class I railroads.  Amtrak has
reinstated its System Safety program, and the program
needs to be fully integrated and as robust as possible.  

SECURITY
During the reporting period, the OIG transferred its
Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence assessment unit to the
newly formed Office of Security Strategy and Special
Operations (OSSSO).  The OIG will continue to perform
critical assessments of Amtrak’s overall security prepared-
ness and the newly formed OSSSO.  We will also monitor
the new program and project initiatives that will be funded
under the recently passed Homeland Security authorization.
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BACKGROUND
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (NRPC;
“Amtrak”) is incorporated under the District of Columbia
Business Corporation Act (D.C. Code § 29-301 et seq.) in
accordance with the provisions of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-518).  Amtrak is
currently governed by a seven-member Reform Board
established under the Amtrak Reform and Accountability
Act of 1997 (P.L. 105-134; 49 U.S.C. § 24302).

Amtrak was created by Congress in 1970 to take over the
rail passenger services previously required to be operated
by private freight railroad companies in the United States.
Those companies reported they had operated their rail
passenger services without profit for a decade or more.
More than half of the rail passenger routes operated by the
freight railroad companies were eliminated when Amtrak
began service on May 1, 1971.  The company is operated
and managed as a for-profit corporation providing intercity
rail passenger transportation as its principal business.  The
United States Government through the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) owns all 109.4 million shares of
issued and outstanding preferred stock.  An additional 9.4
million shares of common stock are held by the successors
of four railroads whose intercity rail passenger services
were assumed by Amtrak in 1971.

During Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 Amtrak carried about 26
million passengers on up to 315 daily intercity passenger
trains over 21,000 route miles serving 513 communities in
forty-six states, the District of Columbia, and three
Canadian provinces.  If Amtrak were an airline, it would
rank as the nation’s eighth largest domestic carrier in terms
of passengers carried and employment, and eleventh in
terms of operating revenue ($2.1 billion).  In terms of
market-share, Amtrak serves 56 percent of the combined
airline-intercity rail passenger market between Washington,
D.C., and New York City.  In addition, more than 800,000
people commute every weekday on Amtrak infrastructure
or on Amtrak-operated commuter trains around the
country under contracts with state and regional commuter
authorities.  

Amtrak currently employs about 18,600 persons, of whom
about 16,000 are agreement-covered employees.  These
employees work in on-board services, maintenance of way,
police, station and reservations services, and other support
areas.  

Of its route system, Amtrak owns the right-of-way of more
than 529 route miles (totaling 2,162 track miles) in the

Northeast Corridor (NEC; including Washington, DC-New
York City-Boston, Philadelphia-Harrisburg, and New
Haven, CT-Springfield, MA) and 97 miles in Michigan.
Amtrak owns 105 station facilities, and is also responsible
for the upkeep and maintenance of an additional 181 station
facilities and 411 platforms.  Amtrak also owns 17 tunnels
and 1,186 bridges.  It owns most of the maintenance and
repair facilities for its fleet of about 2,600 cars and locomo-
tives.  Outside the NEC, Amtrak contracts with freight
railroads for the right to operate over their tracks.  On their
property, the host freight railroads are responsible for the
condition of their tracks and for the coordination of all rail-
road traffic.

OIG PROFILE
Amtrak’s Office of the Inspector General (OIG) was estab-
lished as a statutory entity in April 1989, in accordance with
the 1988 amendments (P.L. 100-504) to the Inspector
General Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-452; 5 U.S.C. APP.3 Inspector
General Act of 1978).  The OIG is an independent and
objective entity within Amtrak whose mission is to detect
fraud, waste, and misconduct involving Amtrak’s programs
and personnel, and to promote economy and efficiency in
Amtrak operations.  The OIG investigates allegations of
violations of criminal and civil law, regulations, and ethical
standards arising from the conduct of Amtrak employees in
performing their work.  The OIG also audits and evaluates

Lake Shore Limited | Bannerman’s Castle, Hudson River, NY
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Amtrak operations and assists management in promoting
integrity, economy, efficiency, and effectiveness.

To accomplish these objectives, the OIG establishes policy
for audits and investigations relating to all Amtrak
programs and operations, and conducts, supervises and
coordinates these audits and investigations. Further, the
OIG reviews existing and proposed statutes, regulations
and policies to evaluate their effect on economy and effi-
ciency in the agency and on the prevention of fraud and
abuse and recommends changes as appropriate.

The OIG consists of the following offices with specific
responsibilities:

The Office of Audits is responsible for conducting indepen-
dent reviews of Amtrak’s internal controls; overseeing and
assisting audits of Amtrak’s financial statements; reviewing
information technology programs and information security;
providing accounting counsel to, and oversight of, Finance
Department operations; reviewing certain procurements
and material acquisitions for appropriateness of cost,
pricing and compliance with applicable grant and/or
contract terms and conditions; and, monitoring compliance
with laws and regulations.

The Office of Investigations is responsible for investigating
various types of fraud and abuse particularly allegations of
financial wrongdoings, kickbacks, construction irregularities,
bribery, and false claims; performing reviews of Amtrak’s
safety and security programs; recommending to the company
better internal controls to prevent fraud and abuse; and,
reporting violations of law to the Attorney General and pros-
ecutors.  It is also charged with reviewing and safeguarding

Amtrak’s cash and credit card purchases for transportation
and food services on board Amtrak trains.

The Office of Inspections and Evaluations is a hybrid unit
whose staff have specialized skills in engineering, safety,
labor/employee relations, mechanical maintenance opera-
tions, strategic planning, and finance.  This group conducts
targeted inspections of Amtrak programs, providing assis-
tance to managers in their efforts to determine the
feasibility of new initiatives and the effectiveness of existing
operating methodologies. The evaluative process they
utilize, whether requested or mandated, consists of inde-
pendent studies and analytical reviews that often serve as
the cornerstone for strategies to improve program cost effi-
ciency and effectiveness, management, and the overall
quality of service delivery throughout Amtrak.

The Office of Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence is
responsible for facilitating, and overseeing projects and
tasks pertaining to rail security, counter-terrorism and intel-
ligence related to the country’s war on terrorism.  This
group is involved in working with external agencies to
provide focus on the importance of rail security and the
need for an integrated approach for addressing the many
challenges in securing an open-architecture rail passenger
system.

There are eight OIG offices located in Washington, DC
(Headquarters), Baltimore, Wilmington, Philadelphia, New
York, Boston, Chicago, and Los Angeles.
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posted and communicated, and the unbilled fuel charges
will be rebilled to the appropriate railroads. 

Review of Amtrak’s FY 2006 Capital Project Budgeting,
Submissions, and Approval Processes
Inadequate policy compliance in key areas of capital
expenditure processes
Audit Report Number 106-2005 – Issued 06/22/07

Amtrak’s external auditors previously reported a material
weakness in Amtrak’s capital expenditure processes in
connection with their financial statements audit.
Subsequently, Amtrak management developed a corrective
action plan to address control deficiencies.  The objective of
this audit was to review FY 2006 capital project budgeting,
submissions, and approval processes to determine if
Amtrak has developed and successfully implemented new
policies and procedures to remedy control weaknesses.  

The OIG concluded that compliance to policies designed in
response to the material weakness finding was inadequate
in key areas of the capital processes four years after imple-
mentation.  The main findings of the report are summarized
below:

■ Capital budget submissions did not consistently include a
performance measurement strategy that indicates how
the end result of the project can be measured to deter-
mine if the investment met its intended purpose.  The
lack of project performance measurements has
contributed to Amtrak’s inability to perform post-
completion reviews.

■ More than 90 percent of the $742 million in capital
spending approved in FY 2006 was not based on any
formal operational or financial criteria other than the
assumption that all such projects were a high priority.

■ Project justification, impacts of deferral, and alternatives
were not adequately presented for a significant portion
of the $552 million sampled.

■ Capital budget submissions were not reviewed for
compliance with generally accepted accounting princi-
ples (GAAP), a common set of accounting principles,
standards and procedures that the U.S. government and
private companies use to compile their financial state-
ments. The Federal Accounting Standards Advisory
Board (FASAB) promulgates the generally accepted
accounting principles for federal reporting entities,
including Amtrak (as defined by FASAB Concepts
Statement 2, Entity and Display, June 5, 1995).

SIGNIFICANT AUDITS
INTERNAL OPERATIONS REVIEW
Review of GSA Fleet Leased Vehicle Utilization
Reporting processes could be improved
Audit Report Number 210-2006 – Issued 04/19/07

The OIG conducted an audit of Amtrak’s leased vehicle
program to evaluate Amtrak’s vehicle utilization, and to
determine compliance with corporate automotive policies
and procedures related to vehicles leased from the General
Services Administration (GSA) Fleet.  For the period
reviewed, January 2005-March 2006, Amtrak leased a total
of 1,451 vehicles from GSA Fleet at a total cost of
$11,725,781.  The OIG review of billing statements found
many GSA Fleet leased vehicles had incorrectly reported
mileage and that Daily Vehicle Logs were not being prop-
erly maintained.  Based on the review, the OIG
recommended and management agreed that the Operations
Department improve the recording of odometer readings to
ensure accurate mileage reporting for billing purposes, and
maintain accurate Daily Vehicle Logs in accordance with
existing policy.  In addition, the Procurement Department
will take appropriate action to improve their reporting of
mileage exceptions to the Operations Department. 

Review of Locomotive Fuel Charges
Processed Through eTrax
$105,000 in duplicate or erroneous fuel charges
Audit Report Number 203-2005 – Issued 05/8/07 

Amtrak uses the Electronic Transaction Express (eTrax)
software system to document the receipt, approval and
payment of locomotive fuel transactions.  An audit of loco-
motive fuel purchases processed through eTrax was
performed by the OIG to determine the level of compliance
with Amtrak’s policies and procedures.  The audit disclosed
varying degrees of noncompliance with locomotive fuel
deliveries, approvals and the payment process resulting in
over $105,000 in duplicate or erroneous payments to fuel
vendors in the first half of FY 2006. 

In addition, under agreements with railroads where Amtrak
rents locomotives from those railroads, the rental rate paid
by Amtrak includes locomotive fuel.  During the course of
the OIG review, the OIG identified 26 instances in our
sample period where Amtrak paid local fuel vendor charges
for the locomotives and did not seek reimbursement from
the railroad.  Management agreed with the OIG findings
and recommendation that an approved fuel policy be

Office of Audits
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The OIG recommended that the Finance Department along
with user departments comply with existing policies and
develop financial and operational metrics to ensure that
capital budget submissions are aligned with corporate goals.
The Finance Department responded with a plan to address
the OIG’s recommendations and revised business process
policies and procedures were issued in February 2007.
Future reviews of the capital budget processes are planned
for the next fiscal year.  

Limited Scope Review of Milwaukee Station Ticket Office
Accounting Procedures and Operations
Assets were adequately safeguarded and records were
organized
Audit Report Number 403-2007 – Issued 09/17/07

The OIG performed a limited scope review of the
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, station ticket office to; determine
compliance with station accounting procedures, verify
assigned working funds, ticket stock and other assets, eval-
uate safeguards over these assets, and appraise the
efficiency of station operations.  The OIG found that
employees generally are in compliance with daily station
accounting and reporting procedures.  We found assets
were adequately safeguarded and records were organized.
The OIG identified several minor deviations from Amtrak’s
operational procedures, including: the Over and Short
Ledger was not being used; station personnel issued
Emergency Exchange Vouchers without approval signa-
tures; and several employees had substandard attendance as
defined by Amtrak’s National Attendance Policy.
Management agreed with and promptly implemented all
OIG recommendations.   

Review of Use of NRPC Form 75 Emergency Exchange
Vouchers at Chicago Union Station 
Procedures and guidelines not fully complied with
Audit Report Number 404-2007 – Issued 09/28/07

The OIG performed an audit of NRPC Form 75 Emergency
Exchange Vouchers (EEVs) issued at Chicago Union
Station (CUS) for the months of March, April, and May
2007.  The EEV is designed to provide an accounting
methodology for expenditures to accommodate and assist
passengers who have been inconvenienced.  In instances
where it is necessary to take cash from station funds for
addressing the needs of the inconvenienced passenger, an
approved EEV is required.  The objectives of this audit
were to determine whether EEVs were processed in accor-
dance with established company procedures and whether
EEV expenditures were appropriate and properly
supported with valid receipts or other documentation.  

The OIG review disclosed that, generally, adequate
controls exist for EEV processing at CUS.  However, the
OIG found that EEV procedures and guidelines were not
always followed, a total of 336 EEVs could not be
accounted for, and the mini-audit dated June 14, 2007, was
not complete.  Management agreed with the OIG findings.
The OIG recommended communication and a reemphasis
of the importance of following EEV guidelines, and that
counseling or disciplinary action be taken with employees
routinely not in compliance with the guidelines.  The OIG
recommended and management agreed to account for the
336 EEVs, and to issue EEVs sequentially and reconcile
them monthly.  The OIG recommended and management
agreed to complete all mini-audits in compliance with
procedures.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
Review of Payment Card Industry (PCI) Data Security
Standards
PCI Data Security Standards not fully complied with
Interim Report for Project Number 103-2005

In response to a request from Amtrak’s Chief Information
Officer (CIO), the OIG completed a desktop review of
Amtrak’s compliance with the Payment Card Industry
(PCI) Data Security Standards (DSS) and issued an interim
report as part of the Credit Card and Cash Management
Systems Audit (Project Number 103-2005).  Amtrak is
currently a Level 2 merchant for compliance with the PCI
standards, but it will most likely become a higher volume
Level 1 merchant in the near future when its credit card

Empire Builder | Glacier National Park, MT

 



8 Office of Audits

transactions exceed 6 million per year.  Once Amtrak is
determined to be a Level 1 merchant, an onsite assessment
by an independent evaluator must be completed every year.
PCI security standards consist of twelve basic requirements
that must be complied with to avoid fines and penalties.  If
non-compliant and there is a security breach, it can cost
Amtrak between $90 and $305 per lost record.

The objectives and scope of the OIG review were to eval-
uate the Level 2 self-assessment questionnaire completed
by management, and to identify gaps to achieve full Level 1
compliance so that a security plan can be developed.  The
OIG found that Amtrak currently does not fully comply
with the PCI DSS requirements and an aggressive action
plan would be required to achieve Level 1 compliance.  The
scope of the remediation effort could be reduced if Amtrak
can eliminate or encrypt the credit card information; and
segment its network to isolate applications that process and
store such data.  The OIG found that the ownership, roles
and responsibilities were not clearly defined to achieve PCI
compliance.  Also, many policies, procedures and standards
required by PCI standards either did not exist or were not
sufficiently enforced.  As a result of our review, Amtrak
management has launched an aggressive effort to develop a
comprehensive security plan and strategy to achieve full
PCI compliance in the near future.

PROCUREMENT
Review of Low Foam Cleaner Contract B 098 13443
Inconsistent costing methodologies, unallowable costs, and
excessive profit margin 
Audit Report Number 205-2007 – Issued 04/29/07

The OIG completed a limited review of a contract with the
Chemical Corporation of America, Inc. (Chemcoa), of
Chester, New York, a supplier of industrial cleaning
compounds for the railroad industry, for the purchase of
low foam cleaner for air brake cleaning machinery in order
to verify the accuracy and acceptability of the cost and
pricing data shown on the contractor’s estimated cost
breakdown. This was a non-competitive, blanket two-year
firm fixed-price agreement, and it is estimated that approxi-
mately $250,000 of the $300,000 agreement would be used
to purchase the low foam cleaner.  As a result of the post-
award audit, the OIG questioned 17 percent of the $7.61 per
gallon sales price because of inconsistent costing method-
ologies, costs unallowable under the Federal Acquisition
Regulation System (FAR 31.404-4), and incorrect account
coding.  Chemcoa also failed to provide supporting docu-
mentation covering 64 percent of various cost components
and the proposal included a profit margin of 49 percent,
which the OIG considers excessive.  Negotiations are
continuing with Chemcoa, and the OIG recommends that
Amtrak management utilize FAR guidelines in negotiating
a reasonable profit margin.

Limited Scope Review of the Proposed Costs to Manufacture
and Install Escalators at New York Penn Station 
Unsupported labor burden contingency cost identified
Audit Report Number 222-2006 – Issued 07/27/07

The OIG completed a limited scope review of the proposed
cost of $418,000 to manufacture and install the initial esca-
lator at New York Penn Station.  This was part of a
purchase order for two escalators totaling $878,000.  The
contractor, ThyssenKrupp Elevator Corporation (a wholly-
owned subsidiary of ThyssenKrupp Elevator AG of
Dusseldorf, Germany), agreed to an actual cost audit on the
first escalator to determine the reasonable cost of future
work at New York Penn Station, which needs 14 escalators
replaced.  The accuracy and acceptability of the proposed
costs and pricing data was reasonable, however, the
proposal included an unsupported labor burden contin-
gency cost that is generally unallowable under the Federal
Acquisition Regulation System (FAR 31.205-7).  As a result
of the review, the OIG recommended the labor burden
contingency cost be disallowed unless it can be supported
by the contractor’s actual cost records.

AUDIT STATISTICS
Status of Audit Projects

Audits in progress at 4/1/07 41

Audit projects postponed or cancelled (2)

Audit projects started 16

Audit reports issued (12)

Audit projects in progress 9/30/07 43

Audit Findings

Questioned costs $207,435

Unsupported costs $0

Funds to be put to better use $0

Total $207,435



Follow-Up Review on Non-Traction Utility Management
Improved oversight of non-traction utilities has saved
over $3 million
Audit Report Number 302-2007 – Issued 08/3/07

In September 2004 the OIG issued Audit Report Number
302-2004 which assessed the adequacy of controls used to
manage non-traction utility costs in terms of assuring that
Amtrak is receiving the best prices possible and reducing
energy usage.  The audit concluded that adequate controls
were not in place to provide reasonable assurance that
Amtrak was efficiently procuring and managing non-trac-
tion utilities, which cost over $30,000,000 annually.  The
OIG recommended that Amtrak management develop and
implement a comprehensive master plan for procuring and
controlling non-traction utility expenses. 

This year the OIG completed a follow-up review to deter-
mine whether internal controls are now in place to provide
reasonable assurance that non-traction utilities are being
properly managed.  The OIG found that management is
placing greater emphasis on monitoring and controlling non-
traction utility costs.  A new organization (Utility
Management) was established in January 2006 to provide
formal and defined oversight of non-traction utilities.  Utility
Management has undertaken several initiatives to address
the internal control weaknesses reported in the previous
audit, and has already saved over $3,000,000.  As a result, the
OIG concluded that current controls, and those that are
being implemented, provide reasonable assurance that
Amtrak is adequately managing non-traction utility costs.

RAILROAD AUDITS
Limited Scope Review of CSX Corporation, Inc. (CSX)-
New York High Speed Line Agreement
Recovery of $237,265 in questioned costs
Audit Report Number 212-2006 – Issued 06/7/07

The OIG evaluated the accuracy and reasonableness of
billings pertaining to the use of Track 2 of the NEC by CSX
Corporation, Inc. (CSX), freight trains.  The OIG identified
$64,037 that is owed to Amtrak as a result of CSX freight
trains using portions of dedicated Amtrak tracks without
notifying Amtrak or paying for such usage.  CSX officials
agreed with the finding.  In addition, the OIG also resolved
all prior audit findings related to such freight train usage,
resulting in a refund to Amtrak of $237,265.

UNRESOLVED AUDIT ISSUES
Appendices 1 and 2 show the status of management deci-
sions on audit recommendations and dollar values of
questioned costs, unsupported cost, and funds to be put to
better use.

Section 5(a)(10) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (P.L.
95-452; 5 U.S.C. APPENDIX Inspector General Act of
1978), requires “a summary of each audit report issued
before the commencement of the reporting period for
which no management decision has been made by the end
of the reporting period. . .”  Such reports are shown in
Appendices 1 and 2.  In addition, 5 U.S.C. APP. ß 5(a)(11)
requires “a description and explanation of the reasons for
any significant revised management decision made during
the reporting period.”  There were none during this
reporting period.  Finally, 5 U.S.C. APP. ß 5(a)(12) requires
“information concerning any significant management deci-
sion with which the Inspector General is in disagreement.”
No such decisions were made during this reporting period.

MANAGEMENT RESPONSES OVER
180 DAYS OLD FOR WHICH
CORRECTIVE ACTION HAS NOT BEEN
COMPLETED
The OIG continues to monitor and follow up with manage-
ment on corrective action measures.  The following items
were reported in previous semiannual reports and addi-
tional information is being reported. 

CSX Transportation, Inc. (CSXT) – Audit of Non-On-
Time Performance Items
$478,000 in erroneous billings identified 
Audit Report Number 01-105 – Response 08/20/2001

The Chicago OIG office has met and discussed proposed
audit adjustments, supporting documentation, correspon-
dence, and audit work papers with representatives of CSX
Transportation, Inc. (CSXT).  CSXT is a wholly-owned
subsidiary of CSX Corporation, Inc., of Jacksonville,
Florida.  CSXT operates the largest freight railroad in the
eastern United States with a 21,000-mile rail network in 23
states, the District of Columbia, and two Canadian
provinces.  A tentative agreement has been reached to
settle all issues identified in Audit Report Number 01-105.
The final settlement letter has been reviewed and approved
by both entities, and CSXT will credit or reimburse Amtrak
a total of $478,000 during the next reporting period.

Office of Audits 9

 



Review of Union Pacific Corporation (UP) Billing
Processes
$144,659 in excess billings identified
Audit Report Number 407-2004 – Issued 03/7/2007

Effective January 1, 2000, Amtrak entered into an agree-
ment with the Union Pacific Corporation (UP) of Omaha,
Nebraska (the largest freight railroad in the United States
with a 32,000-mile rail network in 23 western states), which
consolidated four previous contracts with the Denver and
Rio Grande Western Railroad, the Southern Pacific
Railroad, the Southern Pacific Central States Line, and the
Union Pacific Railroad for intercity rail passenger opera-
tions on tracks and properties now wholly-owned by UP.
Under the agreement provisions, UP bills Amtrak each
month for specific services and facilities for intercity rail
passenger operations.  The audit purpose was to determine
the accuracy, reasonableness, and validity of the charges UP
billed Amtrak for selected items and to develop an audit
adjustment claim if appropriate.

The scope of our audit encompassed the period from
January 1, 2002, through December 31, 2003, and consisted
of analyzing UP’s monthly billing costs, records, payments,
technical opinions, vendor invoices, Amtrak delay reports,
internal/external letters and memoranda, historical docu-
mentation of similar railroad billings, where available, and
other information, as deemed necessary.  

We did not audit 100 percent of the billing costs due to
resource limitations, dollar materiality, and other
constraints.  We audited 14 of 23 items accounting for over
98 percent of the total billing.  We found erroneous billings
in 10 of the 14 items selected for audit, $230,282 over-billed
and $85,623 under-billed for a net total of $144,659 due
Amtrak.  UP representatives agreed with our findings.  We
recommended that management initiate a final settlement
letter and that monies due Amtrak be collected.
Management verbally agreed, but has not provided a
written response to this audit.

Review of NEC Work Trains
Audit Report Number 212-2003 – Response 10/28/2003 

Our review disclosed that Amtrak could establish a more
efficient system to fuel Mid-Atlantic work trains by fueling
work trains at a closed fueling location.  The OIG has
requested additional information to determine if manage-
ment has taken appropriate action.

Mass Transit Products, Inc. - Termination for Default for
Superliner I Overhaul
Questioned costs of $63,184
Audit Report Number 219-2005 – Response 01/25/2006

The Procurement and Materials Management Department
is involved in ongoing settlement negotiations with Mass
Transit Products, Inc., of Montgomery Village, Maryland,
and its’ suppliers.  The OIG continues to monitor actions
taken.

Physical Inventory of Acela High-Speed Rail Parts
Questioned costs of $222,186
Response 02/23/2007

The OIG assisted in counting the Acela Parts inventory that
was owned by the Bombardier/Alstom OEM consortium.
The OIG also performed and are currently assisting in a
pricing review.  The OIG originally identified $222,186 in
questioned costs.  However, there are still under-priced
items and items that have not been entered into Amtrak’s
Accounting, Material and Purchasing System (AAMPS).
The OIG will continue to monitor.

Reviews of Southern Pacific Central States Line
Questioned costs not yet resolved
Audit Report Number: 01-506 – Response 09/04/2001
Audit Report Number: 01-507 – Response 09/04/2001
Audit Report Number: 01-508 – Response 10/12/2001
Audit Report Number: 01-509 – Response 10/12/2001

The audit reports listed above have been reported on in
previous Semi-Annual Reports.  As of this reporting period,
there are no significant developments to report.  The OIG
will continue to monitor.

10 Office of Audits
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CASE HANDLING
The OIG receives allegations from many sources, including
employees, confidential informants, Congressional sources,
federal agencies and third parties.  Presently, we are
handling 276 investigations; in the last six months, we
opened 58 cases and closed 71 cases. 

As set forth in the chart below, entitled “Sources of
Allegations,” employees and anonymous referrals
accounted for about 67 percent of the allegations during this
reporting period, with employees being the source of 31 of
the 58 allegations, or 53 percent.  All allegations are
reviewed, screened and resources are allocated based upon,
among other things, the seriousness of the allegations and
potential harm to Amtrak or the public.

The fraud OIG HOTLINE program has continued to
provide employees or third parties an opportunity to report
allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, and other wrongdoing.
Employees can access the HOTLINE twenty-four hours a
day by calling Amtrak Telephone System (ATS) number
728-3065 in Philadelphia and the toll free number (800) 468-
5469 if outside Philadelphia.  During working hours from
9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. the OIG answers callers on the
HOTLINE system.  During other hours or during those
occasions when staff are away from the office, callers can
leave a message on the HOTLINE answering machine.  In
addition, people can write in confidentially to P.O. Box
76654, Washington, DC 20013.  The OIG received nine tele-
phonic HOTLINE complaints during this reporting period,
which is an increase from the previous reporting period.
The majority of HOTLINE complaints received during this
reporting period were made by anonymous sources and
private citizens. 

Office of Investigations

CASE STATUS OF INVESTIGATIONS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Total Open Cases as of 3/31/07 289

Closed Cases (71)

Opened Cases 58

Total Ongoing Cases as of 9/30/07 276

SOURCES OF ALLEGATIONS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Amtrak Employee
31

U.S. Congress  1

Hotline  2

Other  2

Confidential
Informant  5

Referred by Audit  2

Private Citizen  2

Referred by Fed/State/
Local Law Enforcement  2

Referred by Other OIG  1

Anonymous
Source  8

HOTLINE STATISTICS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07 Total

Hotline Complaints Received 9

Sources of Hotline Complaints

Amtrak Employee 1
Anonymous Source 3
Private Citizen 3
Referred by Other Amtrak Department 1
Referred by Federal/State/Local

Law Enforcement Agency 1

Classification of Complaints

Time and Attendance 2
Waste 1
Mismanagement 1
False Statements 1
False Claims 1
Theft 1
Abuse of Position 1
Criminal – Other 1

Complaints Referred To:

Mechanical Department Management 4
OI Field Offices 2
Customer Services 2
Safety 1

Former
Amtrak Employee  2
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tion with AAMP.  As a result of the investigation and the
OIG’s subsequent Administrative Report to
Management, fourteen employees were removed from
service after being charged, and terminated after their
hearing.  Effective July 15, 2007, Alaska Airlines discon-
tinued its AAMP travel partnership with Amtrak.  They
also cancelled and revoked the Frequent Flyer Mileage
accounts of those Amtrak employees and non-Amtrak
individuals associated with this investigation.

In conjunction with the Alaska Airlines case, the OIG
conducted a separate investigation into an allegation of
misconduct on the part of an Assistant Superintendent
and Secretary tasked with preparing and ensuring that six
of the employees involved with the abuse were served
with charge letters within the proper time limits and prior
to the hearing date.  As a result of the investigation, we
recommended that Amtrak management consider disci-
pline for both employees.  This recommendation was
agreed to by management and resulted in ninety days
probation for the Assistant Superintendent and coun-
seling for the Secretary.  

■ As the result of an OIG investigation, an Engineering
Clerk was charged with unauthorized or inappropriate
use of an Amtrak Procurement Card (P Card).  The

SIGNIFICANT INVESTIGATIONS
THEFT AND FRAUD
Theft and fraud is a problem which affects many organiza-
tions that handle large amounts of cash.  Due to the nature
of the passenger rail business, cash transactions on our
trains and in our stations are at risk for employee embezzle-
ment and/or theft of company assets.  The OIG spends
considerable time and effort identifying and addressing
these issues, with examples of such investigations listed
below.

■ The OIG conducted an investigation of a Chicago-based
Lead Service Attendant (LSA), for failing to remit
monies from on-board sales in the amount of $2,612.50.
The LSA was terminated and subsequently indicted for
theft and charged with a Class 3 felony in violation of 720
Illinois Comp. Stat. 5/Art. 16-1 (Theft) and ILCS 5/Art.
16A-2.8 in the Circuit Court of Cook County.  The
former LSA pled guilty to a charge of theft on May 18,
2007, and was sentenced to one year of court supervision
and ordered to pay restitution to Amtrak.

■ The OIG investigated an allegation that Amtrak
employees and their non-Amtrak associates were
submitting claims, accumulating, and redeeming
frequent flyer mileage on Alaska Airlines utilizing the
Amtrak/Alaska Airlines Mileage Plan (AAMP) travel
partnership and not remitting the required funds associ-
ated with those claims.  We began an extensive
investigation into fraud by Amtrak employees in connec-

Vermonter | Passing through farmland, VT

CLASSIFICATION OF CASES
OPENED DURING THIS PERIOD
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Type Number

Fraud  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

Theft/Embezzlement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

False Claims  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5

False Statements  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

False Time & Attendance Issues  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Other Criminal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

Waste . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Abuse of Position  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

Mismanagement  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

Conflict of Interest  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Administrative Inquiries  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Other Non-Criminal  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

TOTAL 58



employee admitted that a P Card was used to purchase at
least thirty items valued at more than $2,000 for personal.
The items were subsequently recovered.  The employee
resigned during the administrative hearing.  

■ During this reporting period, a Chicago Ticket Agent,
previously charged with manipulating over fifty
passenger ticket exchanges for personal gain in the
amount of $4,449, resigned from Amtrak.

■ As a result an OIG investigation, a federal arrest warrant
was issued for an individual who frequented an Amtrak
train station victimizing prospective Amtrak employees.
The perpetrator promised employment to prospective
employees, but conditioned that upon them paying him
for supplies and uniforms.  The perpetrator, however,
disappeared without providing either jobs or refunds.

FORGED MEDICAL DOCUMENTS
Amtrak Health Services (AHS) requires all Amtrak
employees to complete an Amtrak Medical Form Treating
Physician Medical Status Report when on a medical leave
of absence.  AHS found fraudulent discrepancies in Medical
Status reports submitted by an Amtrak employee.  The
OIG’s investigation of an allegation that the employee’s
forms were invalid, found that the employee had committed
fraud.  The employee forged the doctor’s signature and
other parts of the form before submitting it to AHS in order
to extend medical benefits.  As a consequence of the OIG’s
report to management, the employee elected to resign from
the company prior to a scheduled disciplinary hearing.

ABUSE OF MEDICAL LEAVE OF ABSENCE (MLOA)
STATUS
Various labor agreements provide that employees who are
absent from work because of personal sickness or physical
disability will forfeit their seniority if they engage in other
employment, unless special arrangements have been made
between the designated Corporate Officer and the Division
Chairman.  In addition, Amtrak’s Standards of Excellence
contains a Trust and Honesty clause.  Despite these require-
ments, allegations of violations regarding MLOA are
reported to and investigated by the OIG, such as those illus-
trated below.

■ While out of work on a MLOA, an Amtrak employee
was working for New Jersey Transit.  As a result of an
OIG investigation and report to management, the
employee was terminated from her position at Amtrak
for abusing her MLOA status.

Office of Investigations 13

■ The OIG found that an Amtrak Reservation Clerk
worked another job while out of work on a MLOA.  The
OIG investigation confirmed the allegation and resulted
in the employee being counseled about her leave abuse.

MISUSE OF COMPANY ASSETS
The OIG conducted several investigations pertaining to the
misuse of company assets.

■ The OIG received an allegation that a Conductor was
providing free rail travel to friends and family members
to which they were not entitled.  The employee
confirmed the allegation during the investigation and
consequently was dismissed from Amtrak.

■ The OIG found that an employee abused his vehicle use
privileges and continued to commute in his assigned
Amtrak vehicle, despite management’s decision not to
renew his take-home privileges.  The employee admitted
to knowingly commuting in the Amtrak vehicle for
several months without authorization.  In response to the
OIG findings, management suspended the employee for
thirty days without pay and ordered him to reimburse
Amtrak for the commuting expenses.  

■ The OIG determined that an employee engaged in
billing improprieties in connection with the purchase of
equipment.  The OIG investigation determined an
Amtrak management employee initially requested funds
to purchase shelving material for an Amtrak store house,
making use of funds that had been earmarked for the
purchase of emergency equipment by Amtrak.  Upon
receipt of approval to spend the funds for shelving, the

California Zephyr



14 Office of Investigations

employee then stated that a sufficient amount of shelving
was already in place.  The employee then purchased two
laptop computers and two iPods to be used by herself
and a direct report.  The support documentation which
she submitted with the bill was falsified to make it appear
the approved shelving was purchased instead of the
laptops and iPods.  As a result of the OIG investigation,
the employee was disciplined and reimbursed Amtrak
for the cost of the laptops and iPods.

■ An OIG investigation revealed that an Amtrak-issued
cell phone was used while the employee was off from
work.  During the resulting interview, the employee
admitted to the OIG that the employee’s relative used
the cell phone for personal business.  The employee was
disciplined and required to reimburse Amtrak for the use
of the cell phone.

EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 
In addition to detecting and deterring fraud, waste, abuse
and misconduct in Amtrak’s programs and operations, OIG
investigations also provide information and recommenda-
tions to management and employees to improve the
company’s efficiency and effectiveness. During this
reporting period, these investigations have led to recom-
mendations concerning quality improvement to which
management generally responded positively and imple-
mented, for the most part, as detailed below.

■ The OIG received an allegation that a taxi service was
over-billing Amtrak at the Albany Train Station.
Although the subsequent investigation did not substan-
tiate over-billing of Amtrak, the OIG did find failure of
internal controls in the manner in which Amtrak recon-
ciled corporate billing records.  As a result, the OIG
recommended some controls to Amtrak’s Albany Train
Station staff which were implemented.

■ During this reporting period the OIG conducted an inves-
tigation, based on an allegation that a Division Engineer’s
Office ordered about $20,000 worth of usable roadway
exhaust equipment parts, which were eventually scrapped
during a clean up, even though they had not been utilized.
The allegation was substantiated and an Administrative
Referral was distributed to the Chief Operating Officer
(COO).  The report recommended that Amtrak manage-
ment inform employees of the company’s applicable
policies regarding clean up, control and disposition of
inventory and scrap material, including documentation

for salvaged items.  The COO agreed with the report and
implemented the recommendations.

■ Amtrak’s Private Car Department made two policy
changes as the result of an OIG investigation and
management report.  The Private Car Department
implemented a late fee of two percent to be applied to
past-due charges for private car movements and also
implemented a policy requiring that any special requests
for waiver of fees or charges related to private car move-
ments be approved by a member of the Amtrak
Executive Committee.

■ The OIG received an allegation that, during a twelve
month period, there was a significant variance in the
delivery of parts delivered to three of Amtrak’s mechan-
ical facilities in Miami, New Orleans, and Sanford.  While
the investigation was unable to substantiate the allega-
tion, the OIG observed that Amtrak had no controls in
place to ensure that Amtrak was receiving the parts it
had ordered.  As a result, the Mechanical and
Procurement Departments have instituted procedures
which require an enhanced validation and documenta-
tion of parts received by outside vendors.

■ The OIG received information that Amtrak had
purchased computer network servers, related equipment
and the applicable maintenance contracts for what was
specified to be new equipment valued at more than
$89,000.  Upon installation of this equipment it was
determined that five of the servers were used and only
two were new as specified.  The OIG investigation
confirmed that the servers did not meet specifications;
moreover, the OIG determined that the Procurement
Department did not have procedures in place for the
maintenance of its files and for sufficiently monitoring
equipment which it ordered.  The OIG made recommen-
dation for procedural improvements of which many have
been implemented by the Procurement Department

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Amtrak policy states, in relevant part, “Amtrak requires all
employees to observe the highest standards of business
ethics.  They must conduct the business and operation of
Amtrak and their affairs in a manner that complies with
applicable law and high moral and ethical standards and
avoids any possible conflict of interest or appearance of a
conflict of interest.  They shall not realize personal gain, or
help others to gain, from their positions with Amtrak or
from knowledge or information not released to the public.”
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During this reporting period, the OIG investigated the
following allegations pertaining to transgressions of this
policy.

■ The OIG conducted a Conflict of Interest investigation
involving the relationship between a former Vice
President and several vendors seeking to do business
with Amtrak.  The Vice President’s initial Certificate of
Compliance filing did not list any entity in which he had a
financial interest.  We learned that the Vice President
wanted to use a firm in which he was a member of the
Board of Advisors and had a financial interest.  Due to
being alerted to a possible conflict, the Vice President
sought a ruling from Amtrak’s Law Department, who
determined that the use of the firm would be a conflict
and disallowed the contract.  The Vice President then
resubmitted a Certificate of Compliance that listed three
firms in which he had a financial interest.  It was later
learned that the firm, despite the Law Department’s
admonition regarding the Vice President advocating
doing business with these entities as long as he had a
financial interest, was being listed as a subcontractor on
two contract proposal submissions.  Amtrak terminated
all contracts that the Vice President initiated during his
term of employment.

■ In a previously reported investigation and referral, the
OIG found that certain Washington-based management
employees provided free travel aboard Amtrak trains to
individuals having no legitimate claim or right to compli-
mentary travel.  OIG determined that Amtrak travel
tickets, valued in excess of $180,000, were provided to
persons on a complimentary basis under the guise of
legitimate Amtrak programs.  Travel included numerous

complimentary trips on Acela Express, Regional Service,
Auto Train, and long distance service, including first
class accommodations.  The OIG also learned during the
inquiry that the same Washington-based management
employees provided complimentary hotel rooms cour-
tesy of Amtrak to individuals having no legitimate claim
to said hotel rooms.  During the OIG investigation a Vice
President and a Senior Director resigned their positions
with the company.  As a result of the OIG’s investigation
and report, Amtrak is implementing new guidelines for
complimentary travel, as well as creating policies and
procedures for auditing departments and programs that
participate in providing complimentary travel for legiti-
mate business related travel.

Subsequently, the OIG expanded its inquiry to include
Amtrak’s Marketing Department, and found deficiencies
similar to the deficiencies discovered in the initial probe.
As a result of both inquiries, management has realigned the
Diversity Department, and implemented new company
policies which result in administrative structure and
accountability to departmental operations.

The OIG received an allegation and performed an investi-
gation regarding a manager who used her position to
inappropriately access a fellow employee’s personal infor-
mation to establish a cell phone account and violate the
employee’s privacy.  Once that cell phone account was
established, the employee was able to forward the fellow
employee’s daily call detail data to their email for review of
the fellow employee’s personal phone activity.  As a result
of the investigation, the employee admitted her role and
was ultimately terminated from her management position.

TIME AND ATTENDANCE REVIEWS
The OIG receives and investigates allegations regarding
time and attendance issues in an effort to assist in
addressing and preventing time and attendance fraud.   The
OIG refers most time and attendance issues to management
for their analysis and action, with OIG monitoring manage-
ment’s actions.  The following are illustrative of these types
of investigations which we conducted during this reporting
period.

■ The OIG received information that a Secretary routinely
reported to work late and left work early every day for a
period of approximately six months.  The Secretary
would complete a “Time Adjustment Form” with an
explanation written on the form that she was conducting
Amtrak business at the United States Post Office.  The
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OIG substantiated that the Secretary had not been
conducting company business but covering her tardiness
by claiming that she conducted company business.  The
OIG further substantiated that Managers were made
aware of the Secretary’s tardy arrivals and early depar-
tures from work by her co-workers, yet failed to take any
corrective action and signed the Time Adjustment
Forms.  As a result of this investigation, the Secretary
was charged and terminated for theft, the Assistant
Superintendent was placed on probation for six months,
and two Station Managers were reprimanded and letters
placed in their personnel files.

■ The OIG received an allegation that Amtrak station
cleaners, working a night shift, were committing payroll
fraud and consuming alcoholic beverages on company
time.  The subsequent surveillance by the OIG substanti-
ated the allegation.  As a result of the completed
investigation one employee was terminated and the
Assistant Foreman received a thirty-day suspension.

JOINT INVESTIGATIONS 
FUEL CREDIT CARD EMBEZZLEMENT
Employees in possession of fuel credit cards are responsible
for ensuring each credit card is safeguarded against theft
and utilized properly.  Although the company has estab-
lished corporate procedures for the management and
control of fuel credit cards, the abuse of fuel credit cards
continues to be reported.  The OIG substantiated certain of
these allegations as indicated below.

■ The OIG received an allegation from the General
Services Administration (GSA) Office of Inspector
General regarding suspicious credit card activity
pertaining to GSA leased vehicles at Amtrak.  A joint
investigation by Amtrak OIG and GSA OIG revealed
that an Amtrak employee used GSA Voyager Fleet
credit cards to purchase fuel for his personal vehicle as
well as friends’ vehicles.  The employee made more than
three hundred fraudulent fuel purchases totaling
$16,976.37 using nine separate Voyager Fleet credit
cards.  By his own admission when utilizing the cards to
fuel friends’ vehicles he charged them fifty percent of the
retail cost of the fuel purchases.  The employee resigned
from Amtrak in May 2007.  The OIG subsequently
referred this matter to the United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Maryland for criminal prosecu-

tion.  As a result, a criminal complaint was filed in the
United States District Court, District of Maryland, for
criminal violation of 18 U.S.C. ß 641 (Embezzlement and
Theft of Public Money).  The former employee pled
guilty to the charges and was sentenced to six months in
prison, probation, and full restitution.

EMBEZZLEMENT FROM PREVIOUS EMPLOYER
The OIG assisted the United States Attorney’s Office
regarding a manager working for Amtrak who was under
investigation for embezzling more than a million dollars
from his former employer.  Our investigation confirmed
that a search warrant had been duly executed by federal
authorities at the employee’s residence.  The employee was
terminated from his position at Amtrak and the OIG seized
his computer for further analysis.  The former employee
subsequently pled guilty and agreed to pay restitution to his
former employer.

REVENUE PROTECTION UNIT 
The Revenue Protection Unit (RPU) initiates and provides
support in detecting and deterring theft, fraud, waste, abuse
and misconduct in Amtrak’s programs and operations that
impact train service and ticket office employees.  The RPU
provides critical guidance and support in the strengthening
of management accountability and responsibilities, as well
as internal controls.

RPU-INITIATED TRAIN SERVICE REVIEWS
■ Amtrak provides food and beverage service on board

trains to millions of passengers each year.  The revenue
generated by these sales as well as the food stock and
supplies used to supplement these sales, afford a
dishonest employee the means for revenue abuse or
theft.  During this reporting period, the RPU analyzed
the applicable support documents for on board food and
beverage sales on 197 trains by 67 Lead Service
Attendants (LSAs).  The completed review resulted in
forty administrative referrals consisting of various find-
ings covering theft and fraud to failure to follow
procedures.  At the completion of this reporting period,
discipline had been assessed, based on the RPU referrals,
for thirty-three LSAs consisting of counseling, remedial
training, suspensions, and terminations.
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PROSECUTIVE REFERRALS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Referrals U.S. Attorney Local/State Total

Criminal Cases

Indictments 1 15 16

Convictions/Pleas 3 0 3

Pending* 4 15 19

Declinations 2 0 2

Resolved 0 0 0

TOTAL 10 30 40

Civil Cases

Suits Filed 0 0 0

Settled 0 0 0

Pending 0 0 0

TOTAL 0

Total Civil and Criminal 40

*Some of these will be reflected under pending civil cases because these
matters are being handled by the United States Attorney’s office in
parallel proceedings. In cases where there have been convictions or
pleas, we may be awaiting sentencing, restitution, or other resolutions.

■ A referral response was received during this reporting
period in conjunction with a previously conducted RPU
investigation and subsequent Administrative Referral
regarding management accountability and responsibili-
ties for a Pacific Division crew base.  The response
outlined a plan to better address several of the findings
and acknowledged management failures in some areas,
as well as commitment to hold management accountable
for future failures.

■ The RPU also conducts preliminary reviews of
conductor cash fares to identify, analyze and document,
then refer for continued handling, conductor reviews
that indicate possible theft or misappropriation situa-
tions.  During this reporting period, the RPU completed
and forwarded to the appropriate management
personnel twenty-one conductor referrals.  At the close
of this reporting period, responses for nineteen of these
referrals had been received, with three of those resulting
in discipline.  The other sixteen indicated possible
discrepancies or inconsistencies in remittance proce-
dures, which have been reported to Revenue Operations
for further handling and correction.
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SIGNIFICANT INSPECTIONS &
EVALUATIONS
AMTRAK MECHANICAL OPERATIONS – OIG
CONTINUING TO HELP WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF
PREVIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS
In September 2005, the OIG issued report E-05-04, which
resulted from a year-long system-wide review of Amtrak’s
Mechanical Maintenance Operations.  In this report, the
OIG recommended that Amtrak adopt a more modern
maintenance philosophy based on Reliability-Centered
Maintenance (RCM).  An RCM-based program requires
that all maintenance activities be supported by sound tech-
nical and economic justifications.  The OIG’s report
recommended specific actions that Amtrak should take to
transition to RCM and to make the operations more effi-
cient.  For the past two years the OIG has been working
with the Mechanical Department to help them implement
the OIG recommendations.

Implementation of Reliability-Centered Maintenance

Although day to day administration of this initiative is now
under the Chief Operating Officer (COO), the OIG
remains engaged in an oversight role to help facilitate
progress.  The OIG has performed additional analysis and
made additional recommendations to help Amtrak over-
come implementation challenges and help insure that
benefits are achieved.

Mechanical Maintenance Facility Rationalization and
Process Improvement

Some of the recommendations in our report on Mechanical
Maintenance Operations addressed rationalizing Amtrak’s
maintenance facilities and streamlining Amtrak’s mainte-
nance processes.  These recommendations are in various
stages of implementation.  To assist the COO in coordi-
nating these efforts, the OIG engaged the Thomas Group,
Inc., of Irving, Texas, to develop a plan to facilitate and
accelerate the implementation of these recommendations.
The COO has endorsed the plan and is engaging the
Thomas Group to help execute the plan.  The OIG will
continue to assist and provide oversight to this effort.

Diesel Locomotive Maintenance Consolidation

Another of the recommendations in the OIG report on
Amtrak’s Mechanical Maintenance Operations was for
Amtrak management to examine the costs and benefits of

outsourcing part of the maintenance operation to an experi-
enced maintenance provider.  To assist Amtrak
management in this regard, the OIG engaged a consultant
who had helped in the negotiations of several large locomo-
tive maintenance contracts.  With his assistance, Amtrak
management is in discussions with one of the largest loco-
motive maintenance providers in North America.  In
preparation for possible outsourcing, Amtrak has consoli-
dated its diesel locomotive maintenance operations and
made significant facility improvements.  Even if an agree-
ment does not come to fruition, these actions will lead to
improved efficiencies and overall reduced maintenance
costs – potentially as much as was envisioned through
outsourcing. 

Equipment Reliability Improvements

The OIG continues to facilitate and support the establish-
ment of teams dedicated to conducting Root Cause
Analyses into recurring equipment failures.  The teams that
have been established have made significant contributions
to the improvements in reliability of both the Acela train-
sets and the High Horsepower (HHP) Locomotives.  Acela
delays due to mechanical failures have decreased by 26
percent over the past 6 months compared to the previous 6
months and HHP Locomotive availability continues to run
42 percent higher than in FY 2006. 

PROCUREMENT AND MATERIAL SUPPLY CHAIN
MANAGEMENT – OIG FACILITATING IMPROVEMENT
EFFORTS
Alstom Parts Contract

The OIG continues its efforts in facilitating improvements
and resolving shortfalls identified in our initial evaluation of
the Acela Parts Contract.  As indicated previously, Amtrak
entered into a contract with Alstom TLS to supply and
manage the parts inventory for the Acela trainsets, effective
October 1, 2006.  This contract has an estimated value of
close to $200 million over the five-year term.  Based on the
value of the contract and the importance of the contract to
the success of Amtrak’s premium Acela service, the OIG
continues to work with Amtrak’s Mechanical, Procurement
and IT departments to ensure that Amtrak puts processes in
place to adequately measure and monitor the contractor’s
performance.  Amtrak has just completed the first year of
the Acela Parts Contract and during that year many
changes, some unforeseen, to the contract have occurred.
While, some progress has been made there is still work to be
completed to fully integrate this contract.  The OIG plans

Office of Inspections and Evaluations
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HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION COMPLAINT
ALLEGATION UNSUBSTANTIATED – ADMINISTRATIVE
POLICIES NOT FOLLOWED 
Amtrak’s Statement of Policy Against Harassment and
Intimidation states, in part, “Amtrak will, under no circum-
stances, tolerate harassing or intimidating conduct by any
employee that is calculated to discourage or prevent any
individual from receiving proper medical treatment or from
reporting an accident, incident, injury or illness.”  This
Statement of Policy conforms to Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) Regulations 49 CFR Part 225.33.

During this reporting period, one formal investigation that
was opened in the previous reporting period was concluded.
The OIG concluded that management did not harass and
intimidate an employee who sustained a workplace injury as
defined by FRA 49 CFR 225.33.  It was determined,
however, that administrative policies and procedures were
compromised and a letter was issued to the General
Superintendent that outlined our concerns.  Management
immediately addressed these concerns with refresher
training for the management staff.

on issuing a lessons learned report as a guide for Amtrak to
use in managing similar contracts in the future.

Mechanical Supply Chain Effectiveness

At the request of the Vice President of Procurement, the
OIG is sponsoring and helping to facilitate an initiative to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the material
supply chain in providing parts and materials for Rolling
Stock maintenance.  Cross functional teams have been
established to evaluate current practices in demand plan-
ning, supplier management, order fulfillment and warranty
management.  Facilitated by industry experts from the
Thomas Group, the teams are reviewing current processes
and revising them to more align with industry best practices.
The OIG anticipates continuing in this facilitation role for
another year and then producing a report that documents
the overall results.  

AMTRAK’S RIGHT-OF-WAY MAINTENANCE –
PERFORMANCE AND COSTS BENCHMARKED
AGAINST EUROPEAN RAILROADS
For the last year, the OIG has been evaluating the efficiency
and effectiveness of Amtrak’s Right–of–Way maintenance
programs.  As part of this effort, the OIG engaged a
European consultant that has extensive experience evalu-
ating the infrastructure maintenance programs of European
Railroads.  The results show that Amtrak’s infrastructure
performance is in line with comparable European
Railroads, but Amtrak’s costs are somewhat higher.  This is
partially attributable to the fact that the average age of
Amtrak’s infrastructure is significantly older than the
average age of the railroad infrastructure in Europe and
confirms that a backlog of maintenance exists in Amtrak’s
Northeast Corridor to be able achieve a State-of-Good-
Repair.  The bench marking exercise has also identified
European best practices that may have applicability for
Amtrak.  The OIG is continuing to work with Amtrak’s
Engineering Department to identify the opportunities for
efficiency improvements offered by adopting European
practices.  The OIG plans on issuing a formal report on this
ongoing evaluation during the next reporting period.

Empire Builder
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SIGNIFICANT COUNTER-TERRORISM
AND INTELLIGENCE EFFORTS
The OIG Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence (CT&I) unit
is responsible for the oversight of Amtrak’s rail security,
emergency preparedness, and related counter-terrorism
and intelligence efforts.  Working with other entities within
the Amtrak security program, this unit works to increase
awareness about the possibilities of terrorist attack against
passenger rail services, and the critical importance of secu-
rity preparedness and risk mitigation.  During this reporting
period, we have undertaken various security oversight and
outreach activities some of which are highlighted below.  

Given the highly confidential nature of this unit, detailed
activities and progress of the unit are generally not publi-
cized.   The OIG is willing to discuss projects and highlights
with Congressional members and staff.

TEN STATION STRATEGY (10SS) – ASSESSING
SECURITY AT MAJOR STATIONS
The OIG has developed a security assessment program
whereby the ten major stations in Amtrak’s national system
are to be evaluated for vulnerabilities and detailed recom-
mendations are to be formulated to improve the security
preparedness of the stations.  During this reporting period,
the OIG continued to facilitate implementation of the Ten
Station Security Strategy (10SS).  The OIG procured
funding and coordinated the development of security
support product packages at these sites. The OIG provided
technical reviews and facilitated stakeholder outreach
initiatives described here.

Office of Counter-Terrorism and
Intelligence

Union Station | Washington, DC

Station Action Team (SAT)

The CT&I continued to assist the Station Action Team at
Washington Union Station. The SAT is intended to provide
an informal organization where stakeholders can discuss
crisis and risk management, incident response, emergency
preparedness, and risk mitigation.  The SAT model being
used in Washington, DC, will be used as the base model for
the other 10SS-designated stations.

Homeland Defense Operational Systems (HOPS)

The OIG arranged for the services of the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) HOPS program to
undertake a scientific assessment of critical vulnerabilities
at additional 10SS-designated stations.  These assessments
will provide important decision support tools to managers
charged with mitigating vulnerabilities at these important
shared facilities.

COUNTER-TERRORISM AND INTELLIGENCE UNIT –
ORGANIZATIONAL TRANSITION
In August 2007, Amtrak abolished its Risk Management
Department and reorganized its security assets.  As part of
the restructuring, the Amtrak Police department became
aligned with the Operating Department and the OIG
Counter-Terrorism and Intelligence Unit transitioned from
an oversight entity and assumed expanded responsibilities
as the Office of Security Strategy and Special Operations
(OSSSO), under the direct supervision of Mr. Alex
Kummant, CEO and President.

The OSSSO is responsible for formulating and imple-
menting Amtrak’s security strategy.  In that regard, OSSSO,
working closely with Amtrak Police, has developed and
resourced protocols for emergency response, passenger
screening, visible deterrence, intelligence, policy and
resourcing, and public awareness initiatives, among others.
These initiatives are currently being implemented in stages.

While part of the OIG, the Counter-Terrorism and
Intelligence Unit successfully pioneered new security para-
digms for Amtrak, and placed increased emphasis on
protecting passengers, employees and infrastructure
through partnerships with Federal, State, regional and local
governments, as well as with other public and private part-
ners.  Many of the efforts initiated by the OIG will transfer
to the OSSSO.  

The OIG will continue to provide security oversight and
review of the OSSSO progress, in keeping with its statutory
mission.



COORDINATION WITH INDEPENDENT
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
Section 805(1) of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970
(Public Law 91-518; 49 U.S.C. § 24315(d)) requires Amtrak
to have its financial statements audited annually by an inde-
pendent certified public accountant in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP), a
common set of accounting principles, standards and proce-
dures that the U.S. government and private companies use
to compile their financial statements, and to report the audit
findings to Congress in Amtrak’s annual report.  The
Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB)
promulgates the GAAP for federal reporting entities,
including Amtrak (as defined by FASAB Concepts
Statement 2, Entity and Display, June 5, 1995).  In March
2007, Amtrak’s external auditors, KPMG LLP of McLean,
Virginia (a member of KPMG International, a Swiss associ-
ation), reported that Amtrak’s Consolidated Financial
Statements for FY 2005 and FY 2006 presented fairly, in all
material respects, Amtrak’s financial position and
conformed with GAAP.

As part of the annual audit process, the OIG informs the
external auditors on the scope of ongoing audit activities
being conducted by the OIG, and continues to coordinate
significant audit issues with Amtrak management and the
external auditors, as necessary.

Review of Indianapolis Distribution Center Maintenance
of Equipment Cycle Inventory 
Controls are effective in preventing fraud, waste, and abuse 
Audit Report Number 210-2007 – Issued 07/24/07

At the request of Amtrak’s external auditors, KPMG, the
OIG has performed several limited reviews of Maintenance
of Equipment cycle inventories.  This audit review of the
Indianapolis Distribution Center Cycle Inventory was
performed to ensure that the internal controls over
Amtrak’s inventory were adequate; to determine whether
Amtrak’s inventory levels were being properly recorded; to
determine if controls were effective in preventing fraud,
waste, and abuse in the requisitioning of materials for
Maintenance of Equipment; and to review compliance with
Amtrak’s policies and procedures related to Maintenance
of Equipment Inventory.  The OIG review found that the
net inventory variance was less than .04 percent, and that
the inventory was kept in an orderly manner in a secure
area.  The OIG determined that controls were effective in
preventing fraud, waste, and abuse in the requisitioning of
materials.  

TEAM MATE IMPLEMENTATION
OIG SECURE SUBNET AND TEAMMATE
IMPLEMENTATION (PHASE II)
As previously reported, the OIG has implemented the
TeamMate application for electronic work papers and
automation of various audit processes.  All new audits are
now created in TeamMate.  In order to protect the confi-
dentiality and chain of custody of OIG information, a
secure subnet with internal firewalls was built to host the
TeamMate application and related databases.   

During this semi-annual period, the OIG completed Phase
II by implementing PricewaterhouseCoopers Global Best
Practices (GBP) in the OIG TeamMate environment.  GBP
provides continuously updated best practices and bench
marking information for standardized business processes,
which would be helpful in performing audits and making
value-added recommendations to management.  The OIG
also installed security cameras and video server in the
secure subnet enclosures, which allow the administrators to
remotely monitor and record any activity near the OIG
racks in the data center.  The OIG resolved the slow
response time issue in our LA and Chicago offices by modi-
fying the system configuration.

In our next phase, the OIG plans to upgrade the TeamMate
software to the latest release, update the TeamMate
protocol and library, implement 360o reporting, test/install
new software capability, and configuration management
tools.  The OIG also plans to extend the secure subnet
access and capabilities to other OIG groups. 

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY OUTSOURCING (ITO)
SCOPE OF WORK AND LEGAL TERMS REVIEW
Amtrak Information Technology (AIT) department is
currently undertaking a major initiative to split the current
monolithic information technology outsourcing contract
with IBM into four (4) outsourcing agreements, each for a
different “Tower of Service” (i.e., Data Center, Seat
Management, Data Network Services and Voice Services).
The goal is to award the contracts to the best-of-breed
vendors.  

The OIG assisted management in reviewing the scopes of
work (SOWs) for all Towers of Service as well as legal
terms.  The OIG identified issues such as water-based fire
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suppression system, tower demarcation points, coordina-
tion and hand-offs between service providers for incident
management, lack of contract guide map, incomplete
appendices, lack of standard for backup tape storage, and
non-inclusion of cell phones and blackberries.  Due to the
tight deadlines, the OIG provided our feedback to informa-
tion technology management as soon as possible.
Management took appropriate action to address OIG
concerns and made appropriate changes to the SOWs.  AIT
will be working with the Procurement Department to eval-
uate and rank the vendor responses so that final selections
can be made in time to transition to new agreements by
March 2009.

The OIG will be providing necessary oversight by
reviewing the terms and conditions of the winning
proposals, particularly important provisions such as audit
clause before the contracts are finalized.
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Appendix 1

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH QUESTIONED COSTS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Number Questioned Costs Unsupported Costs

A. For which no management decision
has been made by the commencement
of the reporting period. 2 $871,275 $277,348

B. Reports issued during the
reporting period. 3 $207,435 $0

Subtotals (A + B) 5 $1,078,710 $277,348

LESS

C. For which a management decision
was made during the reporting period. 3

(i) dollar value of recommendations
that were agreed to by management. $202,203 $0

(ii) dollar value of recommendations
that were not agreed to by management. $5,232 $0

D. For which no management decision
has been made by the end of the
reporting period. 2 $871,275 $277,348
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Appendix 2

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH FUNDS TO BE PUT TO
BETTER USE
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Number Dollar Value

A. For which no management decision
has been made by the commencement
of the reporting period. 0 $0

B. Reports issued during the
reporting period. 0 $0

Subtotals (A+B) 0 $0

LESS

C. For which a management decision
was made during the reporting period. 0 $0

(i) dollar value of recommendations
that were agreed to by management. $0

(ii) dollar value of recommendations
that were not agreed to by management. $0

D. For which no management decision
has been made by the end of the
reporting period. 0 $0
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Appendix 3

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL DETAILED LISTING
OF ALL ISSUED AUDIT REPORTS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07
Date Report Questioned Unsupported Funds to be Put
Issued Number Report Title Costs Costs to Better Use

4/19/07 210-2006 GSA Leased Vehicles $0 $0 $0

5/8/07 203-2005 eTrax Procurements – Fuel $127,202 $0 $0

6/7/07 212-2006 CSX – High Speed Agreement $64,037 $0 $0

6/7/07 214-2005 Brandywine Realty $0 $0 $0

6/22/07 106-2005 Capital Budgeting, Submissions
And Approvals $0 $0 $0

7/24/07 210-2007 Cycle Inventory Review – 
Beechgrove/Indianapolis $0 $0 $0

7/26/07 222-2006 ThyssenKrupp Elevator Corporation –
Manufacture of Elevators $0 $0 $0

7/25/07 304-2007 Thames River Project Modification Review $16,196 $0 $0

8/3/07 302-2007 Non-Traction Utilities Follow-up Audit $0 $0 $0

8/29/07 205-2007 Chemcoa Low Foam Cleaner $0 $0 $0

9/17/07 403-2007 Station Audit – Milwaukee $0 $0 $0

9/28/07 404-2007 Chicago EEV Review $0 $0 $0

TOTAL $207,435 $0 $0
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Appendix 4

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
SUMMARY OF REPORTS TO PRESIDENT OF AMTRAK
CONCERNING INFORMATION OR ASSISTANCE
UNREASONABLY REFUSED OR NOT PROVIDED
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

NONE
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Appendix 5

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
REVIEW OF LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS
4/1/07 – 9/30/07

Section 4(a) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-452), as amended, provides that the Inspector General shall …review
existing and proposed legislation and regulations relating to programs and operations of such establishment and to make recom-
mendations in the semiannual reports… concerning the impact of such legislation or regulations on the economy and efficiency in
the administration of such programs and operations administered or financed by such establishment or the prevention and detec-
tion of fraud and abuse in such programs and operations.

The Office of Inspector General has an agreement with Amtrak’s Government and Public Affairs Department that allows the OIG
to review and comment on the company’s annual legislative program and other legislative and regulatory concerns of the company.
Existing legislation and regulations are reviewed as necessary, as a part of every audit and investigation.
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GLOSSARY OF AUDIT TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
The terms we use in reporting audit statistics are defined below:

Questioned Cost A cost or expenditure of funds for an intended purpose that is unnecessary, unreasonable, or
an alleged violation of Amtrak’s corporate policy or procedure.

Unsupported Cost A cost that is not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit.

Funds To Be Put To Better Use Funds identified in an audit that could be used more effectively by taking greater efficiency
measures.

Management Decision Management’s evaluation of our audit finding and its final decision concerning agreement or
non-agreement with our recommendation.

Certain abbreviations used in the text are defined below:

10SS 10 Station Strategy

AAMP Amtrak/Alaskan Airlines Mileage Plan

AAMPS Amtrak’s Accounting, Material
and Purchasing System

AHS Amtrak Health Services

AIT Amtrak Information Technology

Amtrak National Railroad Passenger Corporation

ATS Amtrak Telephone System

CEO Chief Executive Officer

Chemcoa Chemical Company of America

CIO Chief Information Officer

COO Chief Operating Officer

CSX CSX Corporation

CTI Counter-terrorism and Intelligence Unit

CUS Chicago Union Station

DSS Data Security Standards

EEV Emergency Exchange Voucher

eTrax Electronic Transaction Express
Software System

FARS Federal Acquisition Regulation System

FY Fiscal Year

GAAP Generally Accepted Accounting Principles

GAAS Generally Accepted Auditing Standards

GBP Global Best Practices
(Pricewaterhouse Coopers)

GSA Government Services Administration

HHP High Horse Power Locomotives

HOPS Homeland Defense Operational System

ITO Information Technology Outsourcing

LSA Lead Service Attendant

MLOA Medical Leave of Absense

NEC Northeast Corridor

NRPC National Railroad Passenger Corporation
(“Amtrak”)

OIG Office of Inspector General

OSSSO Office of Security, Strategy and
Special Operations

Pcard Procurement Card

PCI Payment Card Industry

P.L. Public Law

RCM Reliability Centered Management

RPU Revenue Protection Unit

SAT Station Action Plan

SOW Statement of Work

UP Union Pacific Railroad
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Reporting Requirements Index

INDEX OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS PURSUANT
TO THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1988 (P.L. 100-504)
Topic Reporting Requirements Page

Section 4(a)(2) Review of Legislation and Regulations 28

Section 5(a)(1) Significant Problems, Abuses, and Deficiencies 6-9, 12-17, 18-20

Section 5(a)(2) Recommendations for Corrective Action to Significant Problems 6-9, 12-17, 18-20

Section 5(a)(3) Previous Reports’ Recommendations for Which Corrective Action 
Has Not Been Completed 9-10

Section 5(a)(4) Matters Referred to Prosecutive Authorities 17

Section 5(a)(5) Information or Assistance Refused or Not Provided 27

Section 5(a)(6) Audit Reports Issued in This Reporting Period 26

Section 5(a)(7) Summary of Significant Reports 6-9, 12-17, 18-20

Section 5(a)(8) Audit Reports with Questioned Costs 24

Section 5(a)(9) Audit Reports with Recommendations That Funds Be Put to Better Use 25

Section 5(a)(10) Previous Audit Reports Issued with No Management Decision Made by 
End of This Reporting Period 9

Section 5(a)(11) Significant Revised Management Decisions 9

Section 5(a)(12) Significant Management Decisions with Which the IG is in Disagreement 9



Stop Fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, and Abuse

Who pays? You pay. Act like it’s your money… it is!
Tell Us About It

Maybe you are aware of fraud, waste, mismanagement, or some other type of abuse at Amtrak.

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General has a toll free hotline number for you to call. You can also write to us.

We will keep your identity confidential. If you prefer, you can remain anonymous. You are protected by law from reprisal by your
employer.

Call the hotline:

Nationwide (800) 468-5469

Philadelphia (215) 349-3065
ATS 728-3065

Write to us:

Inspector General
P.O. Box 76654
Washington, DC 20013-6654

National Railroad Passenger Corporation
Office of Inspector General
(800) 468-5469



National Railroad Passenger Corporation
Office of the Inspector General

10 G Street, NE, Suite 3W-300, NE, Washington, DC 20002-4285

Amtrak is a registered service mark of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation.
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President-elect Barack Obama with 
Vice President-elect Joe Biden 

on the Inaugural Train.

Photographed by 
Bob Johnston, Trains Magazine
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The OIG Vision

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) strives to provide 

Amtrak’s employees, its customers, the public, and the 

Congress with the highest quality service and programs 

through vigilance, timely action, accuracy, and an overall 

commitment to excellence across the broad range of OIG 

responsibilities. 

The OIG Mission

The OIG will conduct and supervise independent 

and objective audits, inspections, evaluations, and 

investigations relating to agency programs and operations; 

promote economy, effectiveness and efficiency within 

the agency; prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse 

in agency programs and operations; review security and 

safety policies and programs, and, review and make 

recommendations regarding existing and proposed 

legislation and regulations relating to Amtrak’s programs 

and operations. 

The Inspector General’s Guiding Principles

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) will:

H	Work with Amtrak’s chairman, the board of directors, and the Congress to improve program management. 

H Maximize the positive impact and ensure the independence and objectivity of the OIG audits, investigations, inspections, 
and evaluations, and other reviews. 

H	Use OIG audits, investigations, inspections, and evaluation, and other reviews to improve integrity and recommend 
changes to prevent fraud, waste and abuse. 

H	Be innovative and question existing procedures and suggest improvements. 

H	Build relationships with program managers based on a shared commitment to improving program operations 
and effectiveness. 

H	Strive to improve the quality and efficacy of reports and recommendations.
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Letter to the Board of Directors

March 31, 2009

Honorable Thomas Carper 
Chairman 
Amtrak Board of Directors

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the Amtrak Office of Inspector General (OIG), I am pleased to present this Semiannual 
Report to Congress. The OIG Report highlights significant audits, evaluations, and investigations for the 
six-month period ending March 31, 2009.  

It is the OIG’s responsibility to assist the Board and management in making improvements in Amtrak’s 
core business operations which will improve the safety, reliability, and effectiveness of Amtrak services 
to the travelling public. The current semiannual report identifies some of the recent recommendations that 
the OIG has made which have resulted in cost savings, improved management policies and procedures, 
improved revenues, less cost, and more efficient and effective business processes.   

In executing its FY 2009 audit plans, the OIG continued its reviews of Amtrak’s procurement operations, 
payments and billings to vendors providing services to Amtrak, and the associated  internal controls 
for physical inventory. We also reviewed numerous payroll activities, with special emphasis for the 
disbursement of overtime wages. OIG investigators and special agents opened 78 new cases and closed 
63 cases during the reporting period; 330 investigations remain active as of March 31. 

The OIG obtained nine criminal indictments, five criminal convictions/pleas, and one declination to 
prosecute; 15 other cases are pending prosecutorial review. As you will see in our detailed reports, our 
casework continues to reflect the need for Amtrak to protect better its passenger revenues, and the OIG is 
working with management to improve controls over the $1.4 billion revenue stream.  

The OIG Inspections and Evaluations group is continuing to facilitate numerous initiatives to improve 
the reliability and availability of Amtrak’s rolling stock (passenger cars and locomotives). We have been 
concentrating our work in overseeing the introduction of reliability-centered maintenance practices and 
we are working very closely with management to oversee and better monitor the operations of the Acela 
product line. During this reporting period, we made recommendations to management regarding Acela 
equipment assignments which, when fully implemented, could result in up to $9 million in additional 
revenue annually.

While continuing to conduct our normal oversight of Amtrak’s programs and operations for this Fiscal 
Year, the OIG, like Amtrak, has had to rapidly make new plans to accommodate Amtrak’s inclusion in the 
American Recovery and Investment Act of 2009 (“Recovery Act”). Under the wide ranging “stimulus” 
bill, Amtrak will be receiving almost $1.3 billion over the next two years to initiate and accelerate work 
on the railroad, which will create jobs and further the statutory goals and objectives of intercity passenger 

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
Office of Inspector General, 10 G Street, NE, 3W-300, Washington, DC 20002-4285
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rail services. The OIG has been provided $5 million to oversee the stimulus spending and to report 
independently on compliance with the goals of the Recovery Act.

As we have discussed, the Recovery Act represents a significant opportunity for Amtrak to accelerate 
capital work in a number of key areas, including badly needed investments in track, bridges, facilities, and 
passenger cars and locomotives. Amtrak’s current plans are to spend about 66 percent of stimulus dollars 
on infrastructure and engineering projects, 15 percent on security and life-safety projects, 11 percent on 
Amtrak’s fleet, and the balance on information technology, finance, and other support functions. The OIG 
will work to ensure that Amtrak uses stimulus funds in a way which complies fully with the transparency 
and accountability requirements of the Recovery Act and which furthers the Board’s policy directives to 
improve Amtrak’s programs and operations.

In addition to the direct appropriations made available to Amtrak through the Recovery Act, Amtrak is also 
eligible to participate in, both independently and in conjunction and collaboration with States, a new and 
unprecedented high speed rail program. The Recovery Act sets aside $8 billion for a number of high speed 
rail initiatives, which President Obama’s Administration has stated will revolutionize and reinvigorate 
passenger rail services in the United States. Perhaps more so than the funds directly appropriated for 
Amtrak, this new investment opportunity for higher speed rail and corridor development is a sea change in 
the country’s national transportation policy.  

The OIG encourages Amtrak to act quickly to take advantage of the unique opportunities to position and 
leverage Amtrak’s resources, its people and other assets, and to participate as much as possible in high 
speed rail services. We will be assisting Amtrak and the Board, where appropriate, by independently 
assessing the risks and opportunities, and the associated costs and benefits, of Amtrak’s investments in 
these initiatives.    

Given the considerable challenges and opportunities that have been presented to Amtrak over the past 
several months, it is important that the OIG have a productive and effective working relationship with the 
Board of Directors. We will work closely with you and the Board to ensure that the Office can accomplish 
its statutory mission consistent with the best practices prevalent in the OIG community and in a way which 
contributes to safer, more reliable, and more cost effective services for the traveling public.

Respectfully,

Fred E. Weiderhold, Jr.
Inspector General

Honorable Thomas Carper
March 31, 2009
Page 2

Letter to the Board of Directors
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The National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 
“Amtrak,” is incorporated under the District of 
Columbia Business Corporation Act (D.C. Code § 

29-301 et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of the 
Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-518). 
Under the provisions of the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-432; 
49 U.S.C. § 24302), Amtrak’s Board of Directors will be 
reorganized and expanded to nine members. 

The company is operated and managed as a for-
profit corporation providing intercity rail passenger 
transportation as its principal business. Congress created 
Amtrak in 1970 to take over, and independently operate, 
the nation’s intercity rail passenger services. Prior to this 
America’s private freight companies ran passenger rail as 
required by Federal law. Those companies reported they 
had operated their passenger rail services without profit 
for a decade or more. With this in mind, when Amtrak 
began service on May 1, 1971, more than half of the rail 

passenger routes then operated by the freight railroad 
companies were eliminated.

During fiscal year (FY) 2008 Amtrak carried approximately 
28.7 million passengers on up to 315 daily intercity trains 
on more than 21,100 route miles serving 513 communities 
in 46 states, the District of Columbia, and three Canadian 
provinces. During fiscal year 2008, Amtrak ridership was 
up by more than 11 percent and ticket revenues were up 
by more than 14.2 percent over the fiscal year 2007. 

In terms of market-share, Amtrak serves 63 percent 
of the combined airline-intercity rail market between 
Washington, D.C., and New York City. More than 800,000 
people commute every weekday on Amtrak infrastructure 
or on Amtrak-operated commuter trains around 
the country under contracts with state and regional 
commuter authorities. Amtrak employs about 18,400 
persons, of whom about 16,000 are agreement covered 
employees. These employees work in on-board services, 

maintenance of way, police, station 
and reservations services, and other 
support areas.

Amtrak owns the right-of-way of 
more than 363 route miles in the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC; including 
Washington, DC-New York City-
Boston, Philadelphia-Harrisburg, 
and New Haven, CT-Springfield, 
MA) and 97 miles in Michigan. 
Amtrak owns 105 station facilities, 
and is responsible for the upkeep 
and maintenance of an additional 
181 station facilities and 411 
platforms. Amtrak owns 17 tunnels 
and 1,186 bridges.  

Amtrak owns most of the 
maintenance and repair facilities 
for its fleet of about 2,600 cars 
and locomotives. Outside the NEC, 
Amtrak contracts with freight 
railroads for the right to operate 
over their tracks. The host freight 
railroads are responsible for the 
condition of their tracks and for the 
coordination of all railroad traffic.

Amtrak Profile
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Office of Inspector General Profile

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) was 
established as a statutory entity on April 1, 
1989, in accordance with the 1988 amendments 

(P.L. 100-504) to the Inspector General Act of 1978 (P.L. 
95-452; 5 U.S.C. Appendix 3). The OIG is an independent 
and objective entity within Amtrak whose mission is to 
detect fraud, waste, and misconduct involving Amtrak’s 
programs and personnel; to promote economy and 
efficiency in Amtrak operations; and, to keep Congress 
and the Amtrak Board of Directors fully informed about 
problems and deficiencies, and the necessity for, and 
progress of, corrective action. 

The OIG investigates allegations of violations of criminal 
and civil law, regulations, and ethical standards arising 
from the conduct of Amtrak employees in performing 
their work. The OIG audits, investigates, inspects, and 
evaluates Amtrak operations, policies, and procedures, 
and assists management in promoting integrity, economy, 
efficiency, and effectiveness. 

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General is led by Fred E. 
Weiderhold, Jr.  The OIG consists of four groups: Audits; 
Investigations; Inspections and Evaluations; and, 
Management and Policy.   Audits is headed by Gary E. 
Glowacki; Inspections and Evaluations is headed by 
Calvin Evans; Investigations, and legal counsel, is headed 
by Colin Carriere; and, Management and Policy is headed 
by Bret Coulson.  The OIG has offices in Washington, DC, 
Baltimore, Wilmington, Philadelphia, New York, Boston, 
Chicago, and Los Angeles.

Audits:

Audits is responsible for conducting independent 
reviews of Amtrak’s internal controls and recommending 
improvements to better safeguard its assets; testing the 
reliability of financial reporting and providing accounting 
counsel over company operations; reviewing information 
technology programs and information security; 
reviewing procurements and material acquisitions for 
appropriateness of cost, pricing, and compliance with 
applicable grant and/or contract terms and conditions; 
and, monitoring compliance with laws and regulations.   

Investigations and Legal Counsel: 

Investigations is responsible for investigating various 
types of fraud and abuse particularly allegations 
of financial wrongdoings, kickbacks, construction 
irregularities, bribery, and false claims; performing 
reviews of Amtrak’s safety and security programs; 
recommending to the company better internal controls 

to prevent fraud and abuse; and, reporting violations of 
law to the Attorney General and prosecutors. The group 
is charged with reviewing and safeguarding Amtrak’s 
cash and credit card  purchases for transportation and 
food services on board Amtrak trains. 

Legal Counsel is responsible for providing legal assistance 
and advice to the Inspector General, Audits, Inspections 
and Evaluations, and Investigations.  Counsel provides 
legal and investigatory directions to Investigations, 
coordinates with outside attorneys including local and 
federal agencies and law enforcement attorneys, and 
appears in court on behalf of the OIG and its employees.

Inspections and Evaluations:

Inspections and Evaluations is a hybrid unit whose 
staff have specialized skills in engineering, safety, 
labor/employee relations, mechanical maintenance 
operations, strategic planning, and finance. This group 
conducts targeted inspections and evaluations of Amtrak 
programs, providing assistance to managers in their 
efforts to determine the feasibility of new initiatives and 
the effectiveness of existing operating methodologies. 

The inspection and evaluations process they utilize, 
whether requested or mandated, consists of independent 
studies and analytical reviews that often serve as the 
cornerstone for strategies to improve cost efficiency and 
effectiveness, and the overall quality of service delivery 
throughout Amtrak.

Management and Policy: 

Management and Policy provides mission and 
administrative support services to the OIG by managing: 
budget formulation and execution; policy development; 
training, personnel security; dissemination of OIG 
information; human resources; and OIG equipment and 
facilities. Management and Policy ensures performance 
quality and compliance with current and emerging 
government regulations, directives, and mandates. The 
office is the primary liaison with the U.S. Congress, the 
Government Accountability Office, the General Services 
Administration, the Office of Management and Budget, 
and other government departments and agencies. 
Management and Policy has primary responsibility for 
Amtrak’s security oversight; and, provides oversight on 
the policy, programs, and procedures for Amtrak’s Office 
of Security Strategy and Special Operations, and the 
Amtrak Police Department. 

Office of
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Legislation and Regulations Reviewed 

Section 4(a) of the Inspector General Act requires the 
Inspector General to review existing and proposed 
legislation and regulations relating to Amtrak’s 
programs and operations and to make recommendations 
concerning their impact. The OIG uses results from its 
audits, inspections and evaluations, investigations, 
and legislative experiences as the basis for its 
recommendations to Congress. During the reporting 
period, the OIG reviewed legislation, regulations, policy, 
and procedures that could affect Amtrak and provided 
comments both internally within, and to, the relevant 
Congressional committees and staff. 

During the semiannual period, the OIG performed 
reviews of several pieces of pending legislation and 
met with Congressional staff from House and Senate 
Appropriations and Authorization committees to discuss 
potential impacts that pending legislation would have on 
both Amtrak’s operations as well as impact on the OIG 
mission. The current six month period saw significant 
congressional activity relevant to Amtrak.  These activities 
included the consideration of the Omnibus Appropriations 
which funded both OIG and Amtrak for the reminder of 
the fiscal year, and the  passage of American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 which included $5 million 

for IG Oversight of $1.3 billion in Amtrak Recovery Act 
funding. 

The OIG recommended to Congress that Amtrak be granted 
greater access to the General Services Administration 
programs and services. This recommendation was enacted 
into law on October 14, 2008 as part of the Passenger 
Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008. 

The specific legislation reviewed is found in Appendix 5.

Legislative Update
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Significant Audit Activities

Procurement and Management 
Material Issues

Excessive Car Hire/Demurrage Expenses
Questioned Costs of $753,830
Report #216-2007 – Issued 11/14/2008

On August 8, 2007, while observing the annual inventory, 
OIG noticed switch material on 11 CSX Transportation 
flat cars at the Maintenance of Way Yard at Odenton, 
MD.  Further research revealed that the flatcars had 
been at Odenton since February 13, 2007 and Amtrak 
had incurred between $36,200 and $86,880 in car 
hire/demurrage expense for that one delivery.  The OIG 
determined that the issue was material enough for 
further review.

The OIG found that foreign freight railcars had excessive 
retention times that resulted in unnecessary car hire/
demurrage costs to Amtrak of $753,830 over a four year 
period between FY 2004 and FY 2007.  The audit found a 
lack of segregation of duties, which resulted in car hire/
demurrage expenses not being accounted for according 
to generally accepted accounting principles and recorded 
in the incorrect accounts and avoidable interest charges 
of $19,215 were incurred for late payment of material 
related delivery charges.

M/E Inventory Observations – Astoria & 
Sunnyside Yard, NY 
Report #219-2007 – Issued 2/23/09

A wall-to-wall inventory was observed for the Astoria 
warehouse and Sunnyside Yard, NY Maintenance of 
Equipment locations on September 17, 2008.  The 
OIG found that the inventories were generally taken 
in accordance with instructions.  Corrective actions 
suggested by OIG were accepted and addressed by 
the Astoria, NY, Supervisor; Material Control.  The OIG 
observed that Sunnyside Yard, NY had issues with timely 
receipt of documentation from other mechanical areas 
with the Sunnyside Yard location and the variances were 
cleared subsequent to the OIG visit.  

Observation of FY2008 Annual Maintenance of 
Way Inventory
Report #217-2008 – Issued 12/23/08

The OIG observed the annual maintenance of way 
physical inventory conducted by Amtrak’s Materials 
Management and Engineering Departments. The 
audit found that the inventory was generally taken in 
accordance with instructions.  However, the OIG found 
that at the material stores withdrawals of large dollar 
value stock were not being reported in a timely manner.  
Therefore, the OIG again recommended that Engineering 

require its personnel to comply with policy and provide 
Material Management with properly authorized charge 
out documents at the time material is taken from the 
location with no exceptions to policy permitted.

The OIG noted that the trend of increasing maintenance 
of way valuation which was 9.79 percent in FY08 and 
decreasing inventory turnover from 1.33 percent in FY06 
to 0.95 percent in FY07 to 0.83 percent in FY08 continued.  
This trend is caused by stock levels remaining consistently 
too high from one year to the next.  Audit recommended 
that Materials Management take steps to reduce stock 
levels for items with an overstock condition.

CMI-Promex, Inc. 
Questioned Costs of $16,504, Projected Savings of 
$100,000
Report #201-2009 – Issued 03/31/2009

At the request of Amtrak’s Procurement and Materials 
Management Department, the OIG performed a post 
award audit of the costs associated with the installation 
of the Ridex ® miter rail system by CMI-Promex, Inc.  The 
purpose of the OIG review was to verify the accuracy and 
acceptability of the costs associated with the installation 
of the Ridex ® miter rail system on the Connecticut 
and Niantic River Bridges.  The total purposed cost was 
$656,000. 

Based on the results of the OIG review, the OIG 
established questioned costs of $16,504, a 2.52 percent 
error rate.  Most of the questioned costs pertained to 
direct labor, manufacturing overhead, and general and 
administrative expense.  Procurement agreed with the 
OIG questioned costs, along with the audited rates 
established for overhead and G&A.  

Procurement agreed to apply the audited rates against 
future projects with Promex, which, according to 
Procurement, will amount to approximately $4 million 
over the next four years. Therefore, Amtrak should save 
approximately $100,000 over the course of this project 
and future projects utilizing the audited rates.

Review of Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company (SP) Diesel Fuel and Fuel Handling 
Accounts
UP offers $305,000 as settlement for diesel fuel 
questioned costs
Audit Report Number 505-2009 – Issued 
03/18/2009

The OIG completed an audit of costs billed by the SP 
for diesel fuel and fuel handling for the period January 
1, 1997 through December 31, 1999.  The purpose of 
the audit was to determine whether monthly billings 
submitted by the SP for the subject accounts were 
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accurate, valid, reasonable, and in compliance with 
the operating agreement and contract amendments 
between Amtrak and the SP.   As information, after the 
merger of the SP into the Union Pacific Railroad (UP), 
the UP became the designated railroad for handling all 
SP-related findings.

The OIG analysis revealed that for San Antonio, there 
were unexplained increases in the gallons billed for the 
current audit period when compared to a comparable 
prior audit period.  Based on the exceptions noted, the 
OIG identified and presented a total of $455,314 in 
questioned costs to the UP.  After various discussions, the 
UP offered $305,000 as settlement for the questioned 
costs identified.  

The OIG is currently working with the UP to finalize 
the settlement letter language. The OIG recommended 
that management use the finalized settlement letter 
language to be sent to the UP to initiate the recovery of 
the proposed settlement amount of $305,000 from the 
railroad.

Accounting and Reporting Procedure 
Issues

Food and Beverage Incentive Payment Review
Possible Lost Revenue of $3,193,307
Report #208-2007 – Issued 1/15/09

The objectives of the OIG audit were to determine 
whether the quarterly incentive payments to Amtrak’s 
Food Service Provider were correct and to ascertain if 
Amtrak was receiving its share of credits due.  The OIG 
reviewed the period January 1, 2007 through June 30, 
2008.  OIG auditors visited five commissaries in Boston, 
New York, Washington, Chicago, and Los Angeles on April 
30, 2008 to observe their physical inventory counting 
process. The OIG visits determined that each commissary 
had high gross variances with the main count swings in 
linens, support non-reusable, and support reusable.

The OIG audit disclosed that Food and Beverage (F&B) 
suppliers were not processing stock rebate credit requests 
in a timely manner.  When discussed with Amtrak F&B  
Management, stock rebate credit requests were prepared 
and credit requests were submitted resulting in additional 
payments of $161,780 as of November 30, 2008.  

The OIG calculated Amtrak condemnage costs of 
$6,941,970 for the 24 month period January 1, 2006 
through December 31, 2007, and discussed with F&B 
Management the potential reported loss of revenue 
mark-up of 46 percent amounting to $3,193,307 if 
the items had been sold on Amtrak trains.  The lack of 
condemnage oversight was the primary cause of reduced 
savings to Amtrak.  

Internal Use Computer Software Costs
$1.66 million of $115 million or 2.9 percent  of costs 
improperly capitalized
Audit Report Number 101-2008 – Issued 12/3/08

The OIG performed an audit of the accounting for internal 
use computer software. The objectives of this audit were 
to determine if costs incurred from January 2005 through 
September 2007 for new or upgraded computer software 
developed or obtained for internal use were properly 
classified by project managers as capital expenditures 
or period expenses in accordance with Accounting 
Standards Executive Committee (AcSEC) of the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants Standard 
Operational Procedures (SOP) 98-1.  

To determine if actual software expenditures were 
being reviewed by management other than project 
managers for compliance with SOP 98-1 and if project 
managers were timely preparing and submitting project 
completion forms to Capital Accounting when the project 
was completed or the asset was ready for its intended 
purpose.  

The OIG found that project managers are miscoding 
software expenditures.  Software expenditures are being 
capitalized when they should be expensed.  The OIG 
audit revealed that Capital Accounting’s review process 
identified and corrected more than $1.66 million in 
miscoded software costs or 2.9 percent of the population 
for the 22 projects the OIG tested.  Miscoding occurred 
because project managers have not been diligent in 
correctly coding costs relating to computer software 
and the reviews by the project managers’ respective 
departments failed to catch coding errors.  

The OIG recommended that departmental management 
should monitor the financial activity of the respective 
departments’ project managers by reviewing the 
monthly detailed project cost transaction reports.  Capital 
Accounting should continue to communicate the results 
of their monthly reviews of the department’s capital 
project costs, so departmental managers can address 
areas where reclassifications are required.  

The closeout process as currently documented on the 
Amtrak Intranet, the Capital Project Manager Financial 
Management Requirements Manual and Amtrak Policy 
and Instruction Manual Policy Instruction 8.3.1, are not 
reflective of current practices and needs to be updated.  

Significant Audit Activities
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Significant Audit Activities

Amtrak Uniform Inventory
Improved vendor contract enforcement is needed
Audit Report 106-2008 – Issued 1/30/09

The OIG performed an audit of Amtrak’s Uniform 
Inventory.  The objectives of this audit were to  determine 
the existence and accuracy of Amtrak uniform inventory 
on hand at Fechheimer Brothers; review the process for 
managing the Amtrak uniforms inventory by Amtrak 
management and Fechheimer Brothers; and, determine 
that proper controls exist. Amtrak contracted Fechheimer 
Brothers to manufacture and supply uniforms to certain 
on-board and station employees.  

The OIG conducted a physical count and reconciliation of 
Amtrak uniforms with the perpetual inventory reports of 
Amtrak uniforms at the Fechheimer Bothers’ warehouse 
on August 26-27, 2008.  The inventory sampled for 
verification by the auditors was 10,635 or 83 percent  
of the 12,853 total number of items reported on the 
perpetual inventory records with a value of $468,974.  
The result of the inventory, comparing the physical count 
to the perpetual inventory records was a difference of 20 
units or approximately .19 percent  of the total inventory.  
OIG concluded that the inventory at Fechheimer Brothers 
was highly accurate.

In addition to the physical count, OIG reviewed the 
Amtrak Uniforms processes and related internal controls.  
OIG found that inventory management of uniforms for 
Amtrak employees needed to be improved.  The levels of 
the inventory items were not in line with the usage and 
resulted in overstock of items that were not in demand 
and stock outs of items in demand.  

The over and under-stock positions occurred because 
Operations Management did not enforce the provisions 
of the contract and receive the needed reports from the 
vendor in order to make accurate stock level decisions.   
As a result, Amtrak employees may not have the required 
uniforms.  Amtrak may incur avoidable costs when the 
contract is terminated and Amtrak has to take possession 
of the residual inventory.

The OIG recommended Operations Management establish 
procedures and controls for establishing and maintaining 
stock levels; monitoring stock levels, safety stock and 
reorder points; and enforcing contractual compliance by 
Amtrak and Fechheimer Brothers.  Management needs 
to identify the cost of the uniform inventory which would 
have to be reported as a contingent liability in the event 
the contract is terminated. 

Transportation Certificate Database
Customer Relations database was incomplete and 
contained discrepancies
Audit Report Number 502-2008 – Issued 2/26/09

The OIG performed a review of transportation certificates 
(TCs) to determine whether Customer Relations issued 
the TCs honored system-wide during the audit period 
April 23, 2007 through April 30, 2007.  TCs are a customer 
service recovery tool issued by Customer Relations to 
inconvenienced passengers on a case-by case basis as a 
result of customer service-related issues.  

The OIG review results indicated that Customer Relations 
database was incomplete and contained discrepancies.   
The OIG recommended that written policies, procedures 
and/or guidelines be established to adequately document 
changes to TC amounts, customer names, and reasons 
for extending TCs.  The OIG further recommended that 
Customer Relations supervisors sample and review 
TCs generated to ensure compliance with established 
policies, procedures, and/or guidelines.

Providence Station, Rhode Island Audit
Report #301-2009 –  Issued 12/ 22/08

In accordance with the Office of Inspector General-
Audits annual audit plan, the OIG performed a station 
audit of the Providence, Rhode Island ticket office.  The 
purpose of the OIG review was to:  test for compliance 
with station accounting and reporting procedures;  verify 
assigned working funds, ticket stock and other assets; 
evaluate the safeguarding these assets; and, appraise 
the efficiency of station operations. 

The OIG review indicated that the Providence Station 
ticket office and the baggage room were in general 
compliance with station accounting and reporting 
procedures.  However, the OIG observed the following:

H Manually issued tickets were not always issued in 
sequential order;

H Copies of manually issued tickets were not always 
maintained;

H Manually issued tickets were not being recorded in the 
Control Log, Form NRPC 277; and, 

H Invoices for the receipt of manually issued ticket stock 
were not available for the OIG review. 

Management agreed with the findings and has taken 
appropriate corrective action.

Office of
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Contract Issues 

New Jersey Transit - Maintenance of Equipment 
Services In ter im
$777,394 in Under Billed Expenses 
Report #204-2008 – Issued 11/5/08

A primary objective of the OIG audit was to determine 
whether Amtrak billed New Jersey Transit (NJT)  in 
accordance with the Maintenance of Equipment Services 
Agreement.  Billable charges include direct labor costs, 
labor additives, shop overhead, direct material costs and 
material additives. NJT assumes a percentage of the costs 
of the operation of the Sunnyside Yard car wash system.  

A secondary objective of this audit was to compare 
actual overhead costs that Amtrak incurs to support the 
maintenance services versus the fixed overhead rate 
contained in the Agreement.  Due to the significance of 
the under billing to NJT, the OIG is issuing this interim 
report.  The OIG will complete its secondary objective of 
reviewing actual overhead costs at a later date.

The OIG established that, as it related to the maintenance 
of equipment services, Amtrak under billed NJT $777,394 
during fiscal periods 2006, 2007 and through June 2008.  
The OIG attributed the discrepancy to clerical errors, as 
well as to a misunderstanding of the agreement terms. 

Review of Fuel Supply to Los Angeles by 
General Petroleum
Non compliance with fuel related procedures and a 
potential duplicate payment of $15,913 identified
Audit Report Number 503-2008 – Issued 2/06/09

The OIG completed a review of fuel supply to Los Angeles 
by General Petroleum (GP) and the associated control 
environment for the period September 1, 2007 through 
March 31, 2008.   The OIG primary objectives were to 
determine whether GP’s fuel deliveries were in accordance 
with the purchase order (PO) agreement; whether Amtrak’s 
payments to the vendor were accurate and in compliance 
with the PO provisions; and, whether management controls 
over fuel receipts, invoicing, payments and dispersal of fuel 
were adequate and effective.  

Overall, the OIG identified various areas of non compliance 
with fuel-related procedures. Such areas included the 
handling of a fuel sample result that did not meet all fuel 
specifications; the resolution of delivery variances; and the 
reconciliation of fuel receipts, issues, and inventory.  

Additionally, the OIG identified a potential duplicate 
payment in the amount of $15,913. The OIG recommended 
that management review and update the respective diesel 
fuel related procedures to ensure compliance with approved 
procedures. The OIG recommended that follow-up actions 
be taken to address the potential duplicate payment. 

Management Responses over 180 Days 
Old for Which Corrective Action Has 

Not Been Completed

Union Pacific Audit
$144,659 Excess Billings Identified
Audit Report 407-2004 – Issued 3/07/07

The OIG has held several meetings with the railroad 
to discuss resolution of outstanding unresolved audit 
issues.  The OIG hopes to conclude its work in the next 
reporting period.

Mass Transit Products, Inc. - Termination for 
Default for Superliner I Overhaul
Questioned Costs $63,184
Report 219-2005 – Response 1/25/06

The Procurement and Materials Management Department 
is still involved in ongoing settlement negotiations with 
the contractor and his suppliers and the OIG continue to 
monitor actions taken.

Reviews of Southern Pacific Central States Line
Questioned costs not yet resolved
Audit Report Number: 01-506 – Response 
9/04/01

Audit Report Number: 01-507 – Response 
9/04/01

Audit Report Number: 01-508 – Response 
10/12/01

Audit Report Number: 01-509 – Response 
10/12/01

There are no significant developments to report since 
the last semi-annual report.  The OIG will continue to 
monitor.

Significant Audit Activities
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Contract Issues Management Responses Over 
180 Days Old for Which Corrective 
Action Has Not Been Completed

AUDIT STATISTICS

Status of Audit Projects
Audits in progress at 10/01/08 47
Audit projects postponed or cancelled 1
Audit projects started  31
Audit reports issued 13
Audit projects in progress 3/31/09 64

Audit Findings
Questioned costs $1,477,025
Unsupported costs $0
Funds to be put to better use $4,049,848

Total $5,526,873



Significant Activities: Investigations

Case Handling and 
Sources of Allegations

The OIG receives allegations from various sources, 
including employees, confidential informants, 
Congressional sources, federal agencies and third 
parties.  Presently, we are handling 330 investigations; in 
the last six months, the OIG opened 78 cases and closed 
63 cases.

As set forth in the chart below, entitled “Sources of 
Allegations,” employees and anonymous source referrals 
accounted for about 67 percent of the allegations during 
this reporting period, with employees being the source of 
31 of the 78 allegations, or 40 percent.

The OIG received 21 telephone HOTLINE complaints 
during this reporting period.  The majority of HOTLINE 
complaints received during this reporting period were 
from anonymous sources.

OIG Hotline

The fraud OIG HOTLINE program has continued to 
provide employees or third parties an opportunity to 
report allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, and other 
wrongdoing. Employees can access the HOTLINE 24 hours 
a day by calling Amtrak Telephone System (ATS) number 
728-3065 in Philadelphia and the toll free number (800) 

468-5469 if outside Philadelphia. During working hours 
from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., the OIG answer callers on 
the HOTLINE system. During other hours or during those 
occasions when staff are away from the office, callers can 
leave a message on the HOTLINE answering machine.

People may write in confidentially to P.O. Box 76654, 
Washington, DC 20013. The OIG received nine telephonic 
HOTLINE complaints during this reporting period, which 
is an increase from the previous reporting period. The 
majority of HOTLINE complaints received during this 
reporting period were made by anonymous sources and 
private citizens.

Office of
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HOTLINE STATISTICS

10/01/08 – 3/31/09  TOTAL

Hotline Complaints Received: 21

Sources of Hotline Complaints:
Anonymous Source 10
Private Citizen 9
Amtrak Employee 1 
Confidential 1

Classification of Complaints:
Non-criminal/Other 6
Fraud 6
Abuse of Position 2
Criminal – Other 2
Waste 2 
False Claims 1
Theft 1 
Drug Violations 1

Complaints Referred To:
OI Field Offices 12
Management 7
APD  2

SOURCES Of ALLEGATIONS

10/01/08 – 3/31/09

Amtrak Employee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31
Former Amtrak Employee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
Anonymous Source . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
Confidential Informant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Private Citizen. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Referred by other Amtrak Department . . . . . . . . . . 2
Referred by other OIG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
Hotline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
Other. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  78

OIG Hotline

Case Handling and 
Sources of Allegations

PROSECUTIVE REfERRALS

10/01/08 – 3/31/09

Referrals U.S. Local/ TOTAL 
 Attorney State
Criminal Cases                                                              
Indictments 2 0 2
Convictions/Pleas 5 0 5
Pending* 25 0 25
Declinations  1 0 1 

TOTAL   33

Civil Cases                                                                    
Suits Filed 0 0 0
Settled 0 0 0
Pending 0 0 0 

TOTAL   0  

TOTAL CIVIL AND CRIMINAL  33  

*Some of these will be reflected under pending civil cases because 
these matters are being handled by the United States Attorney’s 
Office in parallel proceedings. In cases where there have been 
convictions or pleas, we may be awaiting sentencing, restitution 
or other resolutions.



Theft and fraud

Previously Reported Investigation Further 
Reviewed
Fraud of $175,486
During the last reporting period the OIG detailed an 
investigation of a former Amtrak Finance Manager 
responsible for the Manual Credit Card System (MCCS).  
The investigation found the Manager had refunded more 
than $74,000 to his personal credit card accounts for 
transactions for which he had not made any corresponding 
purchases.  After further review, the OIG determined that 
the employee had refunded $103,486 to his personal 
credit card accounts not identified earlier.  The former 
finance manager admitted that an IBM contractor was 
involved with the scheme.

The IBM contractor was indicted on 18 U. S. C. § 371 
(conspiracy), 18 U. S. C. § 1343 (wire fraud), 18 U. S. C. 
§ 666 (theft of federal programs funds), and 18 U. S. C. 
§ 2 (aiding and abetting).  A notice of forfeiture was 
held on March 17, 2009.  The OIG is seeking $72,486 in 
restitution from the former contractor.  

Theft Scheme involving Train Provisioning 
Management System Clerk and 42 Lead Service 
Attendants.
Loss $124,686; Restitution Sought
On January 12, 2009, a former Train Provisioning 
Management System (TPMS) Clerk pled guilty in the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of 
Illinois Eastern Division to the violation of Title 18 U. S. 
C., § 666 (a) (1) (A) Theft or Bribery Concerning Programs 
Receiving Federal Funds. The former employee, along with 
another former TPMS Clerk, currently under indictment, 
orchestrated a theft scheme involving 42 Lead Service 

Attendants. All of whom were terminated or resigned.  
The scheme resulted in a loss to Amtrak of $124,686.  
Sentencing is scheduled for April 17, 2009.

Wire Fraud Involving Voucher Refunds
Loss of $31,928, restitution ordered.
An OIG investigation found that a Providence, Rhode 
Island Travel Agency had an exceptionally large number 
of Amtrak refunds.  A review of the issued tickets revealed 
that many of the refunds involved ticket exchanges and 
issuance of vouchers.  An in depth review revealed 
the vouchers were not valid resulting in a total loss to 
Amtrak of $31,928.

As a result of the OIG investigation, the owner of the 
agency pled guilty to one count of wire fraud, 18 U. S. C. § 
1343.  He was sentenced to 27 months incarceration; 15 
of which will be served in a Federal Correctional Facility, 
followed by 12 months of community confinement.   He 
was ordered to make full restitution of $571,000 to eight 
airlines and Amtrak.  

Waste, Abuse, and Mismanagement

Over Billing for Superliner Remanufacture
$34,000 in questioned costs
The OIG identified $34,000 in over billings by a vendor 
contracted to provide modules for the Superliner 
Remanufacture project at Amtrak’s Beech Grove Facility.  
The over billings consisted of unauthorized charges for 
General and Administrative costs on a change order and 
erroneous charges related to scrap material.

Questionable Actions Leading to Purchase of 
Deluxe Dividing Door Partitions
$10,669 in questioned costs
The OIG identified questionable actions by the Senior 
Contracting Agent which allowed the purchase of two 
unused Deluxe Dividing Door Partitions totaling $10,669, 
as well as two possible underpayments of $12,210 to 
the contractor.  Currently, OI is awaiting management’s 
response to the administrative report.

Significant Activities: Investigations
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CASE STATUS Of INVESTIGATIONS

10/01/08 – 3/31/09 

Total Open Cases as of 10/01/08 315
Closed Cases -63
Opened Cases 78

Total Ongoing Cases as of 3/31/09 330

TYPES Of ALLEGATIONS

10/01/08 – 3/31/09

Fraud. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25
Theft/Embezzlement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4
Kickbacks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2
False Claims . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3
False T&A Records. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5
Other Criminal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1
Waste . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8
Abuse of Position . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6
Mismanagement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5
Conflict of Interest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3
Administrative Inquiry. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3
Other Non Criminal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8
Referral to Other Agency. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5
TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  78

Theft and fraud

Waste, Abuse, and Mismanagement



Significant Activities: Investigations

Uncollected Private Railroad Car Fees
$7,000 in fees to be recovered
During September 2008, OIG agents regularly observed 
two private railroad cars sided on Amtrak property in the 
Northeast Corridor.  A subsequent analysis of the Private 
Car Tariff account for the cars in question revealed that 
Amtrak was not collecting fees for the cars as outlined 
in company policy entitled Conditions for Movement – 
Private Railroad Cars on Amtrak.  Agents found systemic 
problems in the manner the billing functions of the 
process were administered.

An analysis of the account in question revealed that 
nearly $7,000 in fees went uncollected.  All deficiencies 
uncovered by OI Agents regarding private cars were 
referred to management.  Management reported that the 
nearly $7,000 in fees not collected would be collected 
immediately, as well as taking other steps to remedy the 
deficiencies outlines in the OIG referral.

Former Employee Overpaid 
Loss of $3,964.40
The Bakersfield California Station Manager allowed a 
Station Agent, who was attending a Corrections Academy 
after accepting employment with the California State 
Department of Corrections, to be placed on a Leave of 
Absence in order to use his sick leave, accrued overtime, 
and accrued vacation time.  Ultimately, the Station Agent 
was overpaid $3,964.40 for sick time which should have 
been cashed out at a 50 percent rate and collected a 
uniform allowance that he was not entitled to receive.

The Station Manager was placed on suspension for 30 
days without pay and OIG sent a copy of the investigative 
report to the Department of Corrections, Internal 
Affairs Division to address the fraud perpetrated by its 
employee.  The discipline of a California Peace Officer 
is considered privileged and confidential under Section 
1043 of the California Evidence Code and the result of 
that investigation is not available.

Amtrak’s Arrive Magazine Distribution
Approximately 180,000 magazines never distributed
In February 2008, the OIG received an allegation that 
there was an on-going pattern of significant waste 
involving the distribution of Amtrak’s Arrive Magazine.  
The OIG learned through investigation that approximately 
200,000 copies of Arrive are distributed bi-monthly by 
the magazine’s publisher to various Amtrak facilities 
throughout the Northeast Corridor.  Of the 200,000 
copies distributed, agents found that nearly 90 percent 
of the magazines were never distributed, but actually 
discarded and not recycled.  The investigation identified 
flaws in the magazine distribution system.  

The OIG reported the situation to management. 
Management has taken steps to lower the number 
of magazines distributed by the publisher, as well as 
exploring recycling options for the magazines that are 
discarded, and improving the flaws in the distribution 
system.

Misuse of fuel Credit Cards

Theft of Fuel
$5,760.39 in restitution sought
The OIG worked jointly with the Mercer County 
Prosecutor’s office on an investigation regarding the 
theft of fuel while utilizing an Amtrak fleet credit card.  It 
was discovered that an employee, had used a fleet credit 
card without authorization to purchase $5,760.39 worth 
of fuel, while not on Amtrak property.  The employee was 
terminated and charged with a felony.  Amtrak is seeking 
the total amount in restitution. 

Theft of  Fleet Credit Cards
Loss of $83,711.16
In the last Semiannual Report, the OIG reported on 
a joint investigation with the Government Services 
Administration (GSA) Office of Inspector General 
regarding the theft of fleet credit cards used to 
purchase $83,711.16 in diesel fuel and gasoline. OIG’s 
investigation revealed that Amtrak vehicles were being 
left unsecured with vehicle fleet credit cards inside.  As 
a result, Engineering implemented steps to address this 
failure including disciplinary action steps.

Conflict of Interest and Abuse

Falsification of Training Rosters
The OIG received an allegation that senior members of 
Amtrak’s Engineering Department were being placed on 
attendance rosters for training classes that they did not 
attend.  The subsequent OIG investigation proved that 
senior members of Amtrak’s Engineering Department 
were in fact placed on rosters for classes that they did 
not attend.  

The OIG found that the class instructors were not 
involved in the false entries but a senior member of the 
Amtrak Employee Development Department did place 
two senior members of Amtrak’s Engineering Department 
on training rosters in an attempt to give the appearance 
that their training qualifications were up to date.  

As a result of OIG’s investigation, the former Development 
employee received a letter of reprimand and both senior 
members of the Engineering Department received verbal 
warnings about their behavior.  Amtrak’s Chief Operating 
Officer reaffirmed that Amtrak’s Employee Development Office of

Inspector General
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Department will act independent of outside influences 
from other Amtrak Departments.

Moynihan Station Project Manager 
Irregularities
The OIG conducted an investigation into the circumstances 
surrounding the Moynihan Station Redevelopment 
Project including the memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) between Amtrak and the Moynihan Station 
Project developer, the employment of a project manager 
for the Moynihan Station, expenses incurred by the 
project manager, an apartment lease in New York 
associated with the project manager employment, and 
the use of lobbying firms or consultants associated with 
the project.  

In the OIG referral to The Amtrak Board of Directors, 
OIG questioned the Executive Summary and Request 
submitted to the Board to hire the project manager 
exclusively for the Moynihan Project at a salary of 
$200,000, when the individual was already employed as 
a contractor, being paid a contracting fee equivalent to 
$200,000 per year.  

The OIG questioned the creation of the senior E-Band 
position solely for this project, which has a history of 
stalling, as it has at the time of the investigation.  Due 
to the project being located in New York, but the project 
manager being located in Washington, unnecessary 
expenses were incurred.   For the two months that the 
project manager was acting as a private contractor, 
Amtrak’s expense policy regarding hotel rates was 
continuously violated. 

The investigation revealed that an apartment was leased 
at Amtrak’s expense for the project manager’s use in lieu 
of hotel stays in New York.  The apartment owner is a 
family friend of the Amtrak vice president who supervised 
the project manager   Both the project manager and the 
vice president used the apartment for personal use on 
several occasions at no cost, a benefit not afforded to 
other employees.  

As a result of the investigation, the project position 
was eliminated and the individual was terminated from 
employment.  

Recommendations to Enhance 
Efficiency and Effectiveness

Lax Procedures Led to Probable Theft of 
Receipts
$13,337 recovered
An OIG investigation revealed numerous instances 
wherein deposits to the Salinas Station either had not 
been made or lesser amounts than indicated were 
deposited.  The OIG focused on two instances where 

deposits were recorded but were never received by the 
bank.  The result of the investigation was the termination 
of the Station Agent.  However, the OIG was unable to 
gain an indictment on the Station Agent due to the lax 
controls which were in place at the time.  The OIG met with 
management to advise management of the findings.  As 
a result, management changed and improved procedures 
on station deposits throughout the Bay area.  

In conjunction with the case outlined above, the OIG 
made inquiries into the overages/shortages reported 
to management spanning five years and totaling over 
$13,337 which went uncollected.  As a result of the OIG’s 
involvement and inquiry into these uncollected funds,   
management informed OIG that all outstanding funds 
had either been collected or the employee responsible 
was charged and disqualified. 

Unsecured Cartons Led to Secure Shipments of 
Conductor Ticket Stock
The OIG became involved in a case where a shipping carton 
of conductor tickets sent in June 2007 was discovered.  
The tickets were unsecured and left unnoticed in the 
baggage area of Union Station, Washington, D.C. and only 
discovered in August 2008.  Eventually all identified tickets 
were recovered and accounted for.  In conjunction with this 
issue, the OIG made recommendations to management 
to better secure and ship conductor ticket stock.  Those 
recommendations are currently being implemented.

Violation of Amtrak’s Standards 
of Excellence

False Statements  
During this reporting period, the OIG conducted an 
investigation into false statements and misrepresentations 
made to the OIG by a Beech Grove employee found to 
have provided false information to the OIG during an 
investigation into the unauthorized sale of scrap material.  
The employee waived formal investigation proceedings 
and was assessed ten days suspension without pay.

The OIG issued a referral to the Dispute Resolution Office 
and Amtrak Police Department regarding an Auto Train 
Food Specialist who made a false statement alleging 
that another employee had assaulted them.  Due to the 
unsubstantiated statement, the former Food Specialist 
was terminated.

Weapons Violation
The OIG received and investigated an allegation that train 
and engine employees assigned to Reno were bringing 
firearms onto Amtrak property as well as transporting 
the weapons concealed on the person, and/or in carry-
on bags.  The OIG and Amtrak Police detectives jointly 
investigated the allegation and substantiated that 

Significant Activities: Investigations

Office of
Inspector General

18

Recommendations to Enhance 
Efficiency and Effectiveness

Violation of Amtrak’s Standards 
of Excellence



Significant Activities: Investigations

several employees had carried firearms on the train and 
others had brought and stored firearms at the Reno 
Station with the knowledge of management.  The result 
of the investigation was the removal from management 
of an Assistant Superintendent, the termination of two 
employees, and a 30-day suspensions for two other 
employees.

Time and Attendance Reviews

Miscoding of Labor Hours
The OIG conducted an investigation into false 
statements and misrepresentations made to the OIG by 
five management employees regarding the intentional 
miscoding of labor hours at the Beech Grove maintenance 
facility.  The OIG found that the Superintendent, an 
Assistant Superintendent, the Budget Manager and two 
General Foremen made misrepresentations and/or false 
statement to OIG Investigators and Auditors.   As a result 
of OIG’s investigation, the Superintendent received a 
salary reduction, was demoted and transferred, the 
Assistant Superintendent retired, the Budget Manager 
resigned after opting not to accept a demotion and 
transfer, and two General Foremen were suspended 
without pay for ten days.

Recovery of Unearned Wages 
$170,200 recovered
An the OIG investigation resulting from an allegation 
pertaining to Amtrak Engineering employees, found that 
New Jersey Engineering work gangs were submitting for 
and receiving pay for hours not worked.  As a result of 
this allegation and the subsequent the OIG investigation, 
the Engineering Department recovered money paid 
to employees for time paid and not worked.  More 
importantly, the OIG investigation led to the significant 
findings detailed below.

Amtrak Engineering argued the employees were 
receiving duplicate wage payments because of an error 
in the MAXIMO Payroll System which authorizes wage 
payments for engineering employees.  As a result of this 
allegation and the subsequent the OIG investigation, 
$170,200 was recovered from Amtrak Engineering 
Department employees who were overpaid. 

Congressional Investigation Request

Congressman James L. Oberstar, Chairman of the 
United States House of Representatives Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, requested that the 
Amtrak Office of Inspector General investigate the use 
of Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 (TRA-97) funds by the 
six States that were not served by Amtrak at the time.  
The six states were Alaska, Hawaii, Maine, Oklahoma, 

South Dakota, and Wyoming.  Per TRA-97,   Amtrak paid 
each of the six states $23,230,000, which was 1 percent 
of Amtrak’s tax refund.  The TRA-97 and the subsequent 
Surface Transportation Revenue Act of 1998 (STRA-
98) placed restrictions on the use of the monies by the 
six states.  Generally, the monies were to be used for 
state transportation enhancements including aviation, 
highway, mass transit, rail, and waterway purposes.  

Congressman Oberstar also expressed concern that South 
Dakota used TRA-97 funds to replenish the SD State 
Aeronautic Fund after the purchase of a state airplane, 
and may have violated the express provision of the TRA-97 
and STRA-98 laws.  The OIG investigation, which included 
a review of SD TRA-97 purchases and the language of 
TRA-97 and STRA-98, revealed that no violations of 
Federal law existed.  The Audit of the remaining five states 
in receipt of TRA-97 funds revealed no violations.

2009 Presidential Inauguration 
Counter Surveillance Operation/Tactical 

Deployment

The OIG fielded teams of OIG law enforcement agents 
to work various assignments related to the 2009 United 
States Presidential Inauguration.  On January 17, 2009, 
OIG agents worked Amtrak stations in Philadelphia, 
Wilmington, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C., providing 
counter-surveillance to protect President-elect Barack 
Obama and Vice President-elect Joseph Biden during 
their historic train ride to the nation’s capital.  OIG agents 
were employed in a tactical response mission alongside 
the United States Secret Service, providing vehicles and 
rapid response along the train route.
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On January 19 and 20, 2009, OIG agents worked counter-
surveillance missions in New York, Trenton, Philadelphia, 
Wilmington, Baltimore, Baltimore-Washington 
International Airport Train Station, New Carrollton, and 
Washington, D.C.   OIG agents manned an OIG command 
post, maintained an event log, provided communications 
support, and assisted agents who were in the field.  

Agents provided further counter-surveillance and security 
at Washington Union Station during a pre-Inaugural 
dinner for the president-elect on January 19, 2009, and 
during the Presidential Ball on the evening of January 
20, 2009.  The OIG Agents worked very closely with the 
United States Secret Service, Amtrak Police Department, 
and Amtrak’s Office of Security Strategy and Special 
Operations (OSSSO) teams, and numerous state and 
local law enforcement entities with all missions being 
successfully completed without incident.

Revenue Protection

RPU-initiated Lead Service Attendant Reviews
During this reporting period, Revenue Protection Unit 
(RPU) analyzed the applicable support documents for on 
board food and beverage sales on 97 various Lead Service 
Attendants (LSA).  These LSA reviews coupled with the 
completion of reviews from the previous reporting period 

resulted in the distribution of 35 administrative referrals 
consisting of various findings covering theft and fraud to 
failure to follow procedures.  At the completion of this 
reporting period, discipline had been assessed, based 
on the RPU referrals, for 30 LSAs with discipline ranging 
from counseling to termination.   

RPU-initiated Conductor Reviews
RPU conducted preliminary reviews of conductor cash 
fares to identify, analyze and document, then refer for 
continued handling, conductor reviews that indicate 
possible theft or misappropriation situations.  During this 
review period, the RPU conducted a random sampling 
review based on 43 observations on trains in the 
Northeast Corridor using Ten-Trip tickets.

The review revealed failure or omission by Conductors 
and Assistant Conductors to follow policy and procedure 
in several areas that attribute to a negative impact to 
Amtrak’s cash position.  As a result of an Administrative 
Referral forwarded to the applicable Superintendents 
regarding these findings, all identified Conductors and 
Assistant Conductors were counseled on their failures 
and remedial training was provided to crew base 
personnel.
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Office of
Inspector General

20

Revenue Protection

Bob Johnston, Trains M
agazine



Significant Inspections and Evaluations

Amtrak Maintenance Operations

OIG continuing to help with implementation of 
previous recommendations
In September 2005, the OIG issued report E-05-04, 
which resulted from a year-long system-wide review of 
Amtrak’s Mechanical Maintenance Operations.  In this 
report, the OIG recommended that Amtrak adopt a more 
modern maintenance philosophy based on Reliability-
centered Maintenance (RCM).  An RCM-based program 
requires that all maintenance activities be supported by 
sound technical and economic justifications.  The OIG’s 
report recommended specific actions that Amtrak should 
take to transition to RCM and to make the operations 
more efficient.  For the past three and a half years the 
OIG has been working with the Mechanical Department 
to help them implement the OIG recommendations.

Implementation of Reliability-Centered 
Maintenance
Although day-to-day administration of this initiative is 
now under the Chief Operating Officer (COO), the OIG 
remains engaged in an oversight role to help facilitate 
progress.  The OIG continues to monitor implementation 
and provides advice and recommendations to help 
Amtrak overcome implementation challenges and help 
insure that benefits are achieved.

Equipment Reliability Improvements
The OIG continues to facilitate and support the 
establishment of teams dedicated to conducting Root 
Cause Analyses into recurring equipment failures.  The 
teams that have been established have made significant 
contributions to the improvements in reliability of 
both the Acela trainsets and the High Horsepower 
(HHP) Locomotives.  In calendar year 2008, the delays 
associated with Acela equipment failures were reduced 
by 7 percent from the previous year.  Efforts to improve 
on these initial successes and expand to other fleets of 
equipment are on-going.  

Mechanical Maintenance Facility 
Rationalization and Process Improvement
Potential savings of more than $5 million; and, overtime 
reduced by more than $500,000
Some of the recommendations in the OIG report 
on Mechanical Maintenance Operations addressed 
rationalizing Amtrak’s maintenance facilities and 
streamlining Amtrak’s maintenance processes.  These 
recommendations are in various stages of implementation.  
One of the improvement efforts that the OIG continues 
to support is the consolidation of P42 Diesel Locomotive 
maintenance to Chicago.  Through consolidation and 
the implementation of a new, streamlined maintenance 

philosophy, the OIG estimates maintenance costs can be 
reduced more than $5 million per year.

In addition to this specific effort, the OIG is providing 
advice and assistance with process improvement 
and manpower utilization for turnaround servicing at 
Amtrak’s major stations.  At Washington D.C. alone, 
overtime expenditures have been reduced by more 
than $500,000 during this six month period.  As Amtrak 
implement these improvements at other locations the 
OIG is hopeful that Amtrak will achieve similar results.

Mechanical Maintenance Servicing 
Contracts

Under-Billing Commuter Agencies for Parts
$1,068,044.85 to be recovered
While reviewing one of Amtrak’s contracts for 
maintenance services in preparation for renegotiation, the 
OIG discovered that Amtrak had been erroneously under-
billing one of the commuter agencies for maintenance 
parts.  Based on this discovery, Amtrak retroactively 
billed the commuter agency for $1,068,044.85 to cover a 
five year period of under billing. 

financial Impact of Equipment Delays

Report E-09-02 – issued 3/25/09
OIG-developed tool to assess the benefits of investing in 
equipment reliability improvement
As part of the OIG’s continuing effort to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of Amtrak’s rolling stock 
maintenance program, we noticed that Amtrak has 
had a difficult time quantifying the monetary benefits 
associated with investments in maintenance programs 
that improved equipment reliability.  This information is 
essential to measure the financial benefits of proposed 
maintenance initiatives and to prioritize programs vying 
for scarce resources.

The OIG study provides Amtrak a tool to assess 
the economic benefits of investing in rolling stock 
maintenance initiatives to improve equipment reliability.  
The OIG has analyzed the impact that equipment 
related train delays had on FY ’07 ticket revenue and 
have quantified the impact in terms of revenue loss 
per delay minute and total annual revenue loss by type 
of equipment.  This information should be helpful in 
determining which equipment maintenance programs to 
focus on and in estimating the revenue gains that should 
be anticipated from any maintenance initiatives that 
positively impact equipment reliability.
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Locomotive Camera Installations

Locomotive Camera Installation 
OIG-initiated project expected to show significant 
reduction in settlement costs
The OIG is continuing to advise and assist on a project 
to install cab-mounted video cameras on all of Amtrak’s 
locomotives.  Freight railroads have shown that these types 
of cameras have made a huge difference in their ability 
to defend themselves in claims involving grade-crossing 
accidents, thereby significantly reducing settlement costs 
and court awards from these types of lawsuits.  

This effort began as an OIG-initiated, limited-scope 
project to demonstrate and learn about the technology.  
Since then, cameras have been installed on more than 
100 locomotives with another 100 to be completed by 
the end of the fiscal year.   So far, five collisions have 
been captured by the cameras, clearly showing the cause 
of the incidents.  The installation on the rest of Amtrak’s 
locomotives is planned to follow in FY 2010.   

Procurement and Material Supply Chain 
Management

Alstom Parts Contract
$200,000 refunded
Amtrak entered into a contract with Alstom TLS in 
2006 to supply and manage the parts inventory for the 
Acela trainsets.  This contract has an estimated value 
of close to $200 million over the five-year term.  As 
reported previously, the OIG questioned whether Amtrak 
was getting proper credit for components returned 
to inventory after bench testing.  Based on the OIG’s 
inquiry, Amtrak received a credit of $2,495,137.20 for 
overcharges during the period of September 2007 to 
February 2008.  Since the last semiannual, Alstom and 
Amtrak have agreed on a new pricing methodology for 
bench test services, which has resulted in a further refund 
by Alstom of $200,000 for payments made from March 
2008 to August 2008.

Mechanical Supply Chain Effectiveness
At the request of the previous Vice President of 
Procurement, the OIG sponsored and helped to 
facilitate a major initiative to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the material supply chain in providing 
parts and materials for Rolling Stock maintenance.  Cross 
functional teams were established to evaluate existing 
practices in demand planning, supplier management, 
order fulfillment and warranty management.  Facilitated 
by industry experts from the Thomas Group, the teams 
reviewed existing processes and revised them to more 
align with industry best practices.  

After the arrival of the new Vice President of Procurement, 
this initiative was transitioned into an overall continuous 
improvement effort solely managed within the current 
Procurement and Materials Management Department.  
The OIG agreed to provide limited additional support 
through May of 2009.  At the conclusion of OIG 
involvement, the OIG will produce a report that will 
document the results achieved through this initiative 
and make recommendations on areas where additional 
opportunities for improvement are available. 

Amtrak’s Right-of-Way Maintenance

Amtrak’s Right-of-Way Maintenance 
Performance and costs benchmarked against European 
Railroads
As reported in the last semiannual, the OIG has been 
involved in a multi-year evaluation of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of Amtrak’s right-of-way (ROW) 
maintenance programs.  We recently completed an 
extensive comparison of Amtrak’s performance and costs 
to that of several European rail passenger systems, which 
included site visits to discuss best practices with ROW 
maintenance companies in Sweden, Germany, Austria, 
Switzerland, Great Britain, and the Netherlands.   The 
OIG is in the process of completing our report and will 
report in detail on our findings and recommendations in 
the next semiannual report.

Locomotive Camera Installations
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Comparison of Amtrak’s Infrastructure 
Labor Cost to European Railroad 

Averages

Report E-09-01 – Issued 3/24/09 
Reasons for Amtrak’s higher labor costs identified
As reported above, Amtrak’s OIG is in the process of 
preparing a report that compares Amtrak’s infrastructure 
maintenance expenses to that of a sample of European 
Rail Passenger Systems.  During the cost comparison phase 
of this evaluation, it was determined that the annual cost 
of an Amtrak infrastructure worker is more than twice 
as much as the average European infrastructure worker.  
When the OIG briefed these preliminary results to the 
Amtrak President and CEO, he questioned why this was so.  

The report explains the primary reasons Amtrak labor 
costs are so much higher than that of the average 
European worker.  These reasons are that the Amtrak 
worker earns significantly more in extraordinary wages 
(overtime); and that, Amtrak pays more than four times 
more for employee benefits each year.  As a percentage 
of the total difference between Amtrak and European 
labor costs, 51 percent of the variance in labor cost is 
due to Amtrak’s higher benefit expenses, 30 percent due 
to higher extraordinary wages, and 19 percent due to 
higher base wages.  A major contributing factor to the 
higher base wages and extraordinary wages is that, on 
average, Amtrak infrastructure workers work 32 percent 
more hours per year, including six times more overtime 
hours, than Amtrak’s European counterparts.  

Human Capital Management

Human Capital Management 
Is Amtrak prepared for the Human Capital challenges 
facing it in the next five years?
This evaluation was initiated to evaluate how effectively 
and efficiently Amtrak manages its Human Capital 
throughout the company and how well it is prepared 
for the numerous Human Capital challenges facing it 
over the next five years.  As part of this, the evaluation 
examined how Amtrak identifies its manpower needs 
and then how the company recruits, hires, develops and 
retains the required employees with the necessary skills 
to accomplish Amtrak’s mission, goals, and objectives.

The field work and benchmarking have been completed 
and the team is currently drafting their final report, which 
will be detailed in the next Semiannual Report.   

fleet Utilization of Rolling Stock

Increasing Revenue for Acela
Opportunities for up to $9 million of additional revenue 
identified
In August 2008, the OIG started a multi-year evaluation 
of how well Amtrak plans for and utilizes its fleet of 
rolling stock.  Phase one of this evaluation reviewed how 
Amtrak projects its market demand, how it performs yield 
management, and how these two functions relate to the 
assignment of equipment to trains and routes.  Initially 
the OIG focused on the utilization of Amtrak’s Acela fleet.  

Based on the OIG initial work, the OIG discovered 
opportunities where Amtrak could increase revenue on 
the Acela service with only a marginal increase in costs.  
The OIG presented these findings to the Acela Executive 
Oversight Committee.  In both cases the committee 
approved the recommendations and actions are 
progressing to increase the number of trains operating 
on the weekends and to take actions to optimize 
ridership levels during peak demand periods.  Based 
on FY08 revenues, OIG estimates these actions, when 
fully implemented, could result in up to $9 million in 
additional revenue annually.

The OIG is in the process of documenting its initial 
findings and then will start to focus the OIG analysis on 
the Northeast Corridor Regional fleet of equipment.

Revenue Protection Initiatives – 
OIG continuing involvement

Onboard Service Oversight
Amtrak employees handle approximately $110 million 
annually in on-board ticket and food and beverage sales.  
A number of these dollars are continually at risk with 
respect to fraudulent employee behavior.  Thus, the OIG 
continues to work closely with the Transportation, Service 
Operations and the Marketing and Product Management 
departments to advise on conductor and onboard service 
(OBS) remittance policies, OBS accounting policies and 
procedures, pro-active strategies for safeguarding 
Food and Beverage (F&B) inventory, and commissary 
operations.  

The OIG participates directly on a number of steering 
teams – the Point of Sales Change Management Working 
Group, the F&B Loss Prevention Working Group, the City 
of New Orleans (CONO) Pilot Team and the Amtrak 
Revenue Procedures Oversight and Protection Committee 
(ARPOPC).         

Comparison of Amtrak’s Infrastructure 
Labor Cost to European Railroad 

Averages

Human Capital Management

fleet Utilization of Rolling Stock

Revenue Protection Initiatives – 
OIG continuing involvement
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Harassment and Intimidation Complaints

Harassment and Intimidation  
Three allegations reviewed with one substantiated
During this reporting period, the OIG concluded its 
review of three allegations received during the previous 
reporting period.  The OIG issued two letters of no 
findings, whereby the OIG concluded that the employee 
was not harassed or intimidated by management as 
defined by FRA 49 CFR 225.33.  

The OIG issued one letter of finding to senior management 
whereby the OIG concluded that even though an injured 
employee received the proper medical treatment, his 
manager engaged in behavior that could be construed 
as “harassing or intimidating conduct by an employee 
that is calculated to discourage or prevent any individual 
from receiving medical treatment.”  Management agreed 
with the OIG findings and immediately addressed these 
concerns administratively with the employee’s manager.   

Harassment and Intimidation Complaints



Performance Measures 

Office of
Inspector General

25

fY 2009 PERfORMANCE MEASURES

10/01/08 – 3/31/09

Audit Results Total
Congressional Testimony. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Costs Questioned/Funds to be Put to Better Use. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $5,526,873
Management Decisions to Seek Recoveries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $1,372,776

Investigative Results  Total
Indictments/Informations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
Convictions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Fines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Court Ordered Restitutions/Civil Judgments/Administrative Restitution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $582.437
Recoveries. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Years Sentenced . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.25
Years Probation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Years Supervised Release . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Hours of Community Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Personnel Actions – Termination from Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 1 
Personnel Actions – Other Discipline. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Debarments and Other Administrative Action. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  n/a
Hotline Complaints Received . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
Hotline Complaints Investigated by OIG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
Hotline Complaints Referred to Operating Administrations or Other Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

fY 2009 ADVISORY fUNCTIONS

10/01/08 – 3/31/09

Advisory Functions Total
FOIA Requests Received . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
FOIA Requests Processed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Legislation Reviewed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
Regulations Reviewed. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
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OffICE Of INSPECTOR GENERAL 
AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH QUESTIONED COSTS

10/1/08 – 3/31/09

 Number Questioned Costs Unsupported Costs
A. For which no management decision 

has been made by the commencement 
of the reporting period. 6 $1,086,633 $0

B. Reports issued during the
 reporting period. 6 $1,477,025 $0

Subtotals (A + B) 12 $2,563,658 $0

LESS

C. For which a management decision
 was made during the reporting period. 7
 (i) dollar value of recommendations
  that were agreed to by management.  $1,372,776 $0
 (ii) dollar value of recommendations
  that were not agreed to by management.  $126,566 $0

D. For which no management decision
 has been made by the end of the
 reporting period. 5 $1,064,316 $0
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OffICE Of INSPECTOR GENERAL 
AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED WITH fUNDS TO BE PUT TO BETTER USE

10/1/08 – 3/31/09

 Number Dollar Value 
A. For which no management decision 

has been made by the commencement 
of the reporting period. 1 $1,300,000 

B. Reports issued during the
 reporting period. 13 $4,049,848 

Subtotals (A + B) 14 $5,349,848 

LESS

C. For which a management decision
 was made during the reporting period. 2
 (i) dollar value of recommendations
  that were agreed to by management.  $3,966,352 
 (ii) dollar value of recommendations
  that were not agreed to by management.   

D. For which no management decision
 has been made by the end of the
 reporting period. 2 $1,383,496 
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OffICE Of INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DETAILED LISTING Of ALL ISSUED AUDIT REPORTS

10/1/08 – 3/31/09

Date Report Report Title Questioned Unsupported Funds to be Put
Issued Number  Costs Costs to Better Use

12/3/2008 101-2008 Internal Use Computer Software Costs  $-     $-     $-  

10/1/2008 102-2007 Accident/Incident Reporting to FRA  $-     $-     $-

1/30/2009 106-2008 Amtrak Uniform Inventory  $-     $-     $-

3/31/2009 201-2009 CMI Promex, Inc. B 073 14595 $16,504.00   $-     $83,496.00

11/5/2008 204-2008 New Jersey Transit - Maintenance $777,394.00 $- $- 
  of Equipment Services

1/15/2009 208-2007 Food & Beverage Incentive $161,780.00 $- $3,193,307.00 
  Payment Review

11/14/2008 216-2007 Car Hire/Demurrage Expenses  $13,849.00   $-     $773,045.00

12/23/2008 217-2008 FY 2008 MW Inventory Observation  $-     $-     $-

2/23/2009 219-2008 Cycle Inventory Observation -  $-     $-     $- 
  Astoria, NY

12/22/2008 301-2009 Providence Station Audit  $-     $-     $-

2/26/2009 502-2008 Stations - Transportation Certificates  $-     $-     $-

2/6/2009 503-2008 Fuel Supply to LAX - $52,184.00   $-     $- 
  General Petroleum

3/18/2009 505-2009 Southern Pacific Transportation $455,314.00   $-     $-  
  Company (SP)-Diesel Fuel and 
  Fuel Handling, Jan 1997-Dec 1999

TOTALS    $1,477,025   $-     $4,049,848 
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OffICE Of INSPECTOR GENERAL 
SUMMARY Of REPORTS TO THE PRESIDENT Of AMTRAK CONCERNING INfORMATION OR 
ASSISTANCE UNREASONABLY REfUSED OR NOT PROVIDED

10/1/08 – 3/31/09

Nothing to report this period.
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OffICE Of INSPECTOR GENERAL 
REVIEW Of LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS

10/1/08 – 3/31/09

Section (4)a of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, provides that the Inspector General shall “review 
existing and proposed legislation and regulations relating to programs and operations of such establishment and 
to make recommendations in the semiannual reports …concerning the impact of such legislation or regulations 
on the economy and efficiency in the administration of programs and operations administered or financed by such 
establishment or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in such programs and operations.”

Furthermore, Section 4(a) states that it is “the duty and responsibility of the Inspector General “to recommend policies 
for, and to conduct, supervise, or coordinate relationships between such establishment and other Federal agencies, 
State and local governmental agencies, and nongovernmental entities with respect to (A) all matters relating to the 
promotion of economy and efficiency in the administration of, or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in, 
programs and operations administered or financed by such establishment, or (B) the identification and prosecution 
of participants in such fraud or abuse.”

In order to enhance the OIG’s ability to meet these Section (4)a, responsibilities, the OIG created during the last 
reporting period a new group, Management and Policy, to ensure compliance with current and emerging legislation, 
and government regulations, directives, and mandates. Management and Policy is the primary liaison with the 
Government Accountability Office, and other government departments and agencies. 

In addition, the OIG has an agreement with Amtrak’s Government and Public Affairs Department that allows the OIG 
to review and comment on the company’s annual grant and legislative request, and other legislative and regulatory 
concerns of the company. Existing legislation and regulations are reviewed, as necessary, as a part of every audit, 
inspection and evaluation, and investigation.

During the period covered by this report the OIG continued to cooperate with and monitor Congressional efforts to 
draft and enact High Speed Rail legislation, as well as other legislation intended to provide additional funding for 
Amtrak.  The specific legislation reviewed was:

Public Law 111-8 
The “Omnibus Appropriations Act, 2009” passed by Congress and signed by the President in March of 2009, providing 
appropriations for all agencies and activities that would be covered by the regular fiscal year 2009 appropriations 
bills. The Omnibus Appropriations Act funds the OIG at our fiscal year 2008 level of $18,50,000 for 2009 or $1,500,000 
below the newly authorized level for FY 2009. The OIG continues to work with the Appropriations Committees to 
ensure that we are fully funded at our authorized level in order to fulfill our mandate responsibilities.    

Public Law 111-5
“American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009” commonly referred to as the stimulus bill passed both chambers 
of Congress and was signed by the President in February of 2009. H.R.1 provided $1.3 Billion for Amtrak, $845 million 
for Capital Grants, $450 million for Security Grants and $5 million for the Office of Inspector General.   

Public Law 110-432
The “Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008” was signed by the President on October 16, 2008. 
PRIIA was the first Amtrak reauthorization in 12 years and the first to include a separate five year authorization for 
the Amtrak Office of Inspector General. The reauthorization also included language that clearly restated Amtrak’s 
authority to use the General Service Administration for all services provided by GSA to other Federal Departments 
under sections 502(a) and 602 of title 40, United States Code.
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GLOSSARY Of AUDIT TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

The terms the OIG use in reporting audit statistics are defined below:

Questioned Cost -- Cost or expenditure of funds for an intended purpose that is unnecessary, unreasonable, or an 
alleged violation of Amtrak’s corporate policy or procedure.

Unsupported Cost -- Cost that is not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit.

Funds to Be Put to Better Use -- Funds identified in an audit that could be used more effectively by taking greater 
efficiency measures.

Management Decision -- Management’s evaluation of the OIG audit finding and its final decision concerning 
agreement or non agreement with the OIG recommendation.

Abbreviations/acronyms used in the text are defined below:

AcSEC Accounting Standards Executive Committee of the 
 American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
Amtrak National Railroad Passenger Corporation
APD Amtrak Police Department
APP Appendix
ARPOPC Amtrak Revenue Procedures Oversight and 
 Protection Committee
ARRA American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
CEO Chief Operating Officer
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
COO Chief Operating Officer
CONO City of New Orleans 
DIG Deputy Inspector General
F&B Food and Beverage 
FRA Federal Railroad Administration
FY Fiscal Year
GAAP Generally accepted accounting principles 
G&A General and Administrative
GP General Petroleum Corporation
GSA Government Services Administration
HHP High Horse Power
HR Human Resources
LSA Lead Service Attendant 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding
NRPC  National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak)
NJT  New Jersey Transit
OBS Onboard Service
OIG Office of Inspector General
OSSSO Office of Security, Strategy and Special Operations
OTP  On Time Performance 
PO Purchase Order 
P.L. Public Law
PRIA Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
 of 2008
RCM Reliability-centered Maintenance
ROW Right-of-way
RPU Revenue Protection Unit
SNS Salinas Amtrak Station
SOP Standard Operating Procedures
SP Southern Pacific
STRA-98 Surface Transportation Revenue Act of 1998 
TC Transportation Certificates
TPMS  Train Provisioning Management System
TRA-97 Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997
UP  Union Pacific
U.S.C. United States Code
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INDEX Of REPORTING REQUIREMENTS PURSUANT TO THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT 
AMENDMENTS Of 1988 (P.L. 100-504)

Topic Reporting Requirements Page 

Section 4(a)(2) Review of Legislation and Regulations  10, 32

Section 5(a)(1) Significant Problems, Abuses, and Deficiencies  11-24

Section 5(a)(2)  Recommendations for Corrective Action to Significant Problems  11-14

Section 5(a)(3)  Previous Reports’ Recommendations for Which Corrective Action 
 Has Not Been Completed 14

Section 5(a)(4)  Matters Referred to Prosecutive Authorities  15

Section 5(a)(5)  Information or Assistance Refused or Not Provided  31

Section 5(a)(6)  Audit Reports Issued in This Reporting Period  30

Section 5(a)(7) Summary of Significant Reports  11-24

Section 5(a)(8) Audit Reports with Questioned Costs  11-14

Section 5(a)(9)  Audit Reports with Recommendations That Funds Be Put to Better Use  12-14

Section 5(a)(10)  Previous Audit Reports Issued with No Management Decision Made by 
 End of This Reporting Period 11-14

Section 5(a)(11)  Significant Revised Management Decisions  11-14, 18, 21-23

Section 5(a)(12)  Significant Management Decisions with Which the OIG is in Disagreement n/a



Tell Us About It

Stop fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, and Abuse

Who pays? You pay. Act like it’s your money…it is!

Tell Us About It
Maybe you are aware of fraud, waste, mismanagement, or some other type of abuse at Amtrak. Amtrak’s Office of 
Inspector General has a toll free hotline number for you to call. You can write to the OIG.

The OIG will keep your identity confidential. If you prefer, you can remain anonymous. You are protected by law from 
reprisal by your employer.

Call the hotline:

Nationwide (800) 468-5469

Philadelphia (215) 349-3065 or ATS 728-3065

Write to us:

Inspector General

P.O. Box 76654

Washington, DC 20013-6654



National Railroad Passenger Corporation

Office of Inspector General
10 G Street, NE, Suite 3W-300, Washington, DC 20002-4285

Amtrak is a registered service mark of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation.
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the OIG Vision

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) strives to provide 

Amtrak’s employees, its customers, the public, and 

the Congress with the highest quality service and 

programs through vigilance, timely action, accuracy, 

and an overall commitment to excellence across the 

broad range of OIG responsibilities. 

the OIG Mission

The OIG will conduct and supervise independent 

and objective audits, inspections, evaluations, and 

investigations relating to agency programs and 

operations; promote economy, effectiveness and 

efficiency within the agency; prevent and detect fraud, 

waste, and abuse in agency programs and operations; 

review security and safety policies and programs, 

and, review and make recommendations regarding 

existing and proposed legislation and regulations 

relating to Amtrak’s programs and operations. 

the Inspector General’s Guiding principles

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) will:

h	Work with Amtrak’s chairman, the board of directors, and the Congress to improve program management. 

h Maximize the positive impact and ensure the independence and objectivity of the OIG audits, investigations, 
inspections, and evaluations, and other reviews. 

h	Use OIG audits, investigations, inspections, and evaluation, and other reviews to improve integrity and recommend 
changes to prevent fraud, waste and abuse. 

h	Be innovative and question existing procedures and suggest improvements. 

h	Build relationships with program managers based on a shared commitment to improving program operations 
and effectiveness. 

h	Strive to improve the quality and efficacy of reports and recommendations.
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Septermber 30, 2009
Honorable Thomas Carper 
Chairman 
Amtrak Board of Directors

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the Amtrak Office of Inspector General (OIG), I am pleased to present this Semiannual Report to 
Congress. The OIG Report highlights significant audits, evaluations, and investigations for the six-month period 
ending March 31, 2009.  

It is the OIG’s responsibility to assist the Board and management in making improvements in Amtrak’s core business 
operations which will improve the safety, reliability, and effectiveness of Amtrak services to the traveling public.  
The current semiannual report identifies some of the recent recommendations that the OIG has made which have 
resulted in cost savings, improved management policies and procedures, improved revenues, less cost, and more 
efficient and effective business processes.   

In executing its FY 2009 audit plans, the OIG continued its reviews of Amtrak’s procurement operations, payments 
and billings to vendors providing services to Amtrak, and the associated internal controls for physical inventory.  I 
would like to call your to your attention two of the areas from the Audit group.  Audits documented:

• $102,602,866 in billable retroactive labor costs that were incurred for Amtrak labor performing reimbursable 
services for commuter services, state supported trains (403b) and various other individual and corporation force 
account projects.  

• Substantial savings or questions costs concerning the Thames River Project of $193,306.

OIG investigators and special agents opened 85 new cases and closed 84 cases during the reporting period; 331 
investigations remain active as of September 30.  

The OIG obtained four criminal indictments, and five criminal convictions/pleas; 20 other cases are pending 
prosecutorial review.  As you will see in the detailed reports, the casework continues to reflect the need for Amtrak 
to protect better its passenger revenues, and the OIG is working with management to improve controls over the 
$1.4 billion revenue stream.  

The OIG Inspections and Evaluations group is continuing to facilitate numerous initiatives to improve the reliability 
and availability of Amtrak’s rolling stock (passenger cars and locomotives).  I would especially call your attention 
to the OIG initiated company-wide evaluation of how Amtrak manages its human capital.  The team evaluated 
how well Amtrak identifies its manpower needs and then recruits, hires, develops and retains the individuals with 
the skills needed to accomplish Amtrak’s mission and strategic goals.   The resulting report suggests that if the OIG 
recommendations are implemented a potential savings of between $23 million and $50 million could be realized.

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
Office of Inspector General, 10 G Street, NE, 3W-300, Washington, DC 20002-4285
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While continuing to conduct its normal oversight of Amtrak’s programs and operations for this Fiscal Year, the OIG, 
like Amtrak, has had to rapidly make new plans to accommodate Amtrak’s inclusion in the American Recovery and 
Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA).  Under ARRA, Amtrak will be receiving almost $1.3 billion over the next two years 
to initiate and accelerate work on the railroad, which will create jobs and further the statutory goals and objectives 
of intercity passenger rail services.  The OIG has been provided $5 million to oversee the stimulus spending and to 
report independently on compliance with the goals of ARRA.

As the OIG has previously written, ARRA represents a significant opportunity for Amtrak to accelerate capital 
work in a number of key areas, including badly needed investments in track, bridges, facilities, and passenger 
cars and locomotives.  Amtrak’s current plans are to spend about 66 percent of stimulus dollars on infrastructure 
and engineering projects, 15 percent on security and life-safety projects, 11 percent on Amtrak’s fleet, and the 
balance on information technology, finance, and other support functions.  The OIG will work to ensure that Amtrak 
uses stimulus funds in a way which complies fully with the transparency and accountability requirements of the 
Recovery Act and which furthers the Board’s policy directives to improve Amtrak’s programs and operations.

Since the announcement Amtrak was to receive $1.3 billion in stimulus funds and an additional $5 million for the 
Office of Inspector General, the OIG has hired a new Assistant Inspector General in charge of ARRA oversight and 
reporting.  Additional auditors have been hired in some cities and a few more positions are anticipated as Amtrak’s 
projects are completed. The office has until September 30, 2013 to finish its work under the ARRA act.

Amtrak has embarked upon more than 250 projects all designed to speed Amtrak in to the future by implementing 
new computer systems, upgrading infrastructure, such as bridges, tunnels, stations and tracks and modernizing 
its equipment by overhauling and refurbishing existing locomotive and passenger cars. The OIG has completed 
a review of the criteria used by Amtrak for justification of these projects.  The OIG will continue to monitor the 
projects through completion to ensure they comply with the grant provisions.

Given the considerable challenges and opportunities that have been presented to Amtrak over the past several 
months, it is important that the OIG have a productive and effective working relationship with the Board of 
Directors.  We will work closely with you and the Board to ensure that the Office can accomplish its statutory 
mission consistent with the best practices prevalent in the OIG community and in a way which contributes to safer, 
more reliable, and more cost effective services for the traveling public.  

Respectfully,

Lorraine Green
Interim Inspector General

Honorable Thomas Carper
September 30, 2009
Page 2



the National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 
“Amtrak,” is incorporated under the District of 
Columbia Business Corporation Act (D.C. Code § 

29-301 et seq.) in accordance with the provisions of the 
Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-518). 
Under the provisions of the Passenger Rail Investment 
and Improvement Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-432; 49 
U.S.C. § 24302), Amtrak’s Board of Directors reorganized 
and expanded to nine members. 

The company is operated and managed as a for-
profit corporation providing intercity rail passenger 
transportation as its principal business. Congress created 
Amtrak in 1970 to take over, and independently operate, 
the nation’s intercity rail passenger services. Prior to this 
America’s private freight companies ran passenger rail as 
required by Federal law. Those companies reported they 
had operated their passenger rail services without profit 
for a decade or more. With this in mind, when Amtrak 
began service on May 1, 1971, more than half of the rail 
passenger routes then operated by the freight railroad 
companies were eliminated.

During fiscal year (FY) 2009 Amtrak carried approximately 
27.2 million passengers on up to 315 daily intercity 
trains on more than 21,100 route miles serving 513 
communities in 46 states, the District of Columbia, and 
three Canadian provinces. 

In terms of market-share, Amtrak serves 63 percent 
of the combined airline-intercity rail market between 
Washington, D.C., and New York City. More than 800,000 
people commute every weekday on Amtrak infrastructure 
or on Amtrak-operated commuter trains around 
the country under contracts with state and regional 
commuter authorities. Amtrak employs about 18,400 
persons, of whom about 16,000 are agreement covered 
employees. These employees work in on-board services, 
maintenance of way, police, station and reservations 
services, and other support areas.

While ridership in the Northeast Corridor on Acela 
Express and Northeast Regional services did not keep 
pace with last year, several short-distance routes did 
achieve new highs, including the Chicago-St. Louis 
corridor (up 6 percent), the Harrisburg-Philadelphia-New 
York Keystone Service (up 2.7 percent), the Raleigh-
Charlotte Piedmont (up 3.8 percent) and the Washington-
St. Albans Vermonter (up 1.9 percent). Elsewhere on the 
Amtrak national network, the Los Angeles-Seattle Coast 
Starlight ridership was up 22.3 percent from the previous 
fiscal year, recovering from a 15-week service disruption 
in 2008 that closed a portion of the route in northern 
California. 

Other long distance trains that posted gains in FY 2009 
versus FY 2008 include the Los Angeles-New Orleans 
Sunset Limited route (up 9.8 percent), the San Antonio-
Chicago Texas Eagle (up 3.6 percent) and the New York-
Miami Silver Meteor (up 3.4 percent) and Silver Star (up 
1.1 percent).  While other segments posted declines, 
the 15 long distance trains as a group experienced an 
increase (up 0.7 percent), highlighting their role in many 
cases as essential public transportation and reflecting 
improved on-time performance in most instances. 

Amtrak owns the right-of-way of more than 363 
route miles in the Northeast Corridor (NEC; including 
Washington, DC-New York City-Boston, Philadelphia-
Harrisburg, and New Haven, CT-Springfield, MA) and 97 
miles in Michigan. Amtrak owns 105 station facilities, 
and is responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of 
an additional 181 station facilities and 411 platforms. 
Amtrak owns 17 tunnels and 1,186 bridges.  

Amtrak owns most of the maintenance and repair 
facilities for its fleet of about 2,600 cars and locomotives. 
Outside the NEC, Amtrak contracts with freight railroads 
for the right to operate over their tracks. The host freight 
railroads are responsible for the condition of their tracks 
and for the coordination of all railroad traffic.

amtrak profile
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Office of Inspector General profile

amtrak’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) was 
established as a statutory entity on April 1, 
1989, in accordance with the 1988 amendments 

(P.L. 100-504) to the Inspector General Act of 1978 (P.L. 
95-452; 5 U.S.C. Appendix 3). The OIG is an independent 
and objective entity within Amtrak whose mission is to 
detect fraud, waste, and misconduct involving Amtrak’s 
programs and personnel; to promote economy and 
efficiency in Amtrak operations; and, to keep Congress 
and the Amtrak Board of Directors fully informed about 
problems and deficiencies, and the necessity for, and 
progress of, corrective action. 

The OIG investigates allegations of violations of criminal 
and civil law, regulations, and ethical standards arising 
from the conduct of Amtrak employees in performing 
their work. The OIG audits, investigates, inspects, and 
evaluates Amtrak operations, policies, and procedures, 
and assists management in promoting integrity, economy, 
efficiency, and effectiveness.

Amtrak’s Office of Inspector General is led by the interim 
inspector general, Lorraine Green.  The OIG consists 
of four groups: Audits; Investigations; Inspections and 
Evaluations; and, Management and Policy.   Audits is 
headed by Gary E. Glowacki; Inspections and Evaluations is 
headed by Calvin Evans; Investigations, and legal counsel, 
is headed by Colin Carriere; and, Management and Policy 
is headed by Bret Coulson.  The OIG has field offices in 
Washington, DC, Baltimore, Wilmington, Philadelphia, 
New York, Boston, Chicago, and Los Angeles.

audits:

Audits is responsible for conducting independent 
reviews of Amtrak’s internal controls and recommending 
improvements to better safeguard its assets; testing the 
reliability of financial reporting and providing accounting 
counsel over company operations; reviewing information 
technology programs and information security; 
reviewing procurements and material acquisitions for 
appropriateness of cost, pricing, and compliance with 
applicable grant and/or contract terms and conditions; 
and, monitoring compliance with laws and regulations.   

Investigations and legal counsel: 

Investigations is responsible for investigating various 
types of fraud and abuse particularly allegations 
of financial wrongdoings, kickbacks, construction 
irregularities, bribery, and false claims; performing 
reviews of Amtrak’s safety and security programs; 
recommending to the company better internal controls 
to prevent fraud and abuse; and, reporting violations of 
law to the Attorney General and prosecutors. The group 
is charged with reviewing and safeguarding Amtrak’s 

cash and credit card  purchases for transportation and 
food services on board Amtrak trains. 

Legal Counsel is responsible for providing legal assistance 
and advice to the Inspector General, Audits, Inspections 
and Evaluations, and Investigations.  Counsel provides 
legal and investigatory directions to Investigations, 
coordinates with outside attorneys including local and 
federal agencies and law enforcement attorneys, and 
appears in court on behalf of the OIG and its employees.

Inspections and evaluations:

Inspections and Evaluations is a hybrid unit whose 
staff have specialized skills in engineering, safety, 
labor/employee relations, mechanical maintenance 
operations, strategic planning, and finance. This group 
conducts targeted inspections and evaluations of Amtrak 
programs, providing assistance to managers in their 
efforts to determine the feasibility of new initiatives and 
the effectiveness of existing operating methodologies. 

The inspection and evaluations process they utilize, 
whether requested or mandated, consists of independent 
studies and analytical reviews that often serve as the 
cornerstone for strategies to improve cost efficiency and 
effectiveness, and the overall quality of service delivery 
throughout Amtrak.

Management and policy: 

Management and Policy provides mission and 
administrative support services to the OIG by 
managing: budget formulation and execution; policy 
development; training, personnel security; dissemination 
of OIG information; human resources; and OIG facilities. 
Management and Policy ensures performance quality 
and compliance with current and emerging government 
regulations, directives, and mandates. The office is the 
primary liaison with the Government Accountability 
Office, and other government departments and agencies. 
Management and Policy has primary responsibility for 
Amtrak’s security oversight; and, works closely with, 
and provides oversight on, the policy, programs, and 
procedures for Amtrak’s Office of Security Strategy and 
Special Operations, and the Amtrak Police Department. 

Office of
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Section 4(a) of the Inspector General Act requires the 
Inspector General to review existing and proposed 
legislation and regulations relating to Amtrak’s 
programs and operations and to make recommendations 
concerning their impact. The OIG uses results from its 
audits, inspections and evaluations, investigations, 
and legislative experiences as the basis for its 
recommendations to Congress. During the reporting 
period, the OIG reviewed legislation, regulations, policy, 
and procedures that could affect Amtrak and provided 
comments both internally within, and to, the relevant 
Congressional committees and staff.

During the semiannual reporting period, the OIG 
conducted oversight of Amtrak’s American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) activities and 
expenditures. As required by ARRA, the OIG has filed 
monthly reports of the OIG’s ARRA financial expenditures 
and oversight activity with www.Recovery.gov, the website 
of the Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board.

The Inspector General Reform Act of 2008 established an 
independent budget submittal process for the OIG.  The 
Chairman of the Amtrak Board of Directors submitted 
the OIG’s Fiscal Year 2011 budget estimate and request 
to the Office of Management and Budget on September 
14, 2009. The OIG’s annual budget estimate and request 
are submitted to Congress as part of Amtrak’s annual 
grant and legislative request.

The specific legislation reviewed is found in Appendix 5.

congressional Issues
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procurement and Material 
Management Issues

Consulting Services for the NEC/ACELA 
Improvement Program 
Audit Report 201-2008 – Issued 5/13/2009

Amtrak issued Purchase Order  S-046-72239 to Celerant 
Consulting Inc (Celerant) to perform consulting services 
for the NEC/ACELA Improvement Program totaling 
$1,437,550.  The purpose of the audit was to determine 
the accuracy and acceptability of the cost and pricing 
data shown on Celerant’s cost proposal or other data 
submitted for use in verifying the weekly billing labor 
rate ($11,000 per consultant week) for a sole source 
contract and their applicable travel expenses. The audit 
disclosed that the documentation provided by Celerant 
adequately supported the accuracy of the weekly billing 
labor rate and the travel expenses. 

AmPlan Eligibility Review
Audit Report  103-2009 – Issued 9/30/2009

The OIG audited the health and welfare benefits 
enrollment process for its agreement-covered employees.    
The audit objective was to determine whether eligible 
dependents of Amtrak employees are receiving health 
and welfare benefits and if adequate internal controls 
are in place to ensure accuracy and to detect and prevent 
unnecessary expenditures by Amtrak for ineligible 
dependents.

The OIG found that Amtrak’s employees’ dependents are 
not verified to ensure eligibility for the health and welfare 
benefits. The OIG discovered that United Healthcare, 
Amtrak’s third party administrator (TPA), does not 
require proof of student status for dependent children, 
identified as, full-time college students, between the ages 
of 10 and 25.  United Healthcare only requires verbal 
acknowledgement from the employee rather than the 
submission of actual proof of student’s status.  Amtrak’s 
policy states: “A dependent child that is a full-time 
student needs proof of student status and this must be 
provided to the TPA each semester to continue healthcare 
coverage.”  Due to the severity of the deficiencies found 
in Amtrak’s Human Resources verification and dependent 
eligibility process, the OIG issued a quick reaction report 
to correct the internal control deficiencies.  

Management Response:
Management agreed the verification of dependent 
eligibility process will be developed and implemented. 

Food and Beverage Transition Review
Inventory controls need to be improved
Audit Report 202-2009 – Issued 6/17/2009

The OIG performed a review of Amtrak Food and Beverage 
inventory transition from Gate Gourmet, Inc. (GGI) to 
Aramark, Inc. The OIG primary objective was to observe 
the physical inventory transition from GGI to Aramark, 
which took place between November 30, 2008 through 
December 21, 2008. The OIG observed the transition 
of inventories from GGI to Aramark for Amtrak’s main 
commissaries which are located in Boston, New York, 
Washington, Sanford, Miami, New Orleans, Chicago, 
Oakland, Los Angeles, and Seattle.  

The audit disclosed that the inventories were conducted 
in accordance with management instructions.  Based on 
the results of the reconcilement of the EATEC Physical 
Inventory Quantity on Hand (QOH) Before and After 
reports, the OIG determined that all 10 commissaries 
visited had high gross variances, with Chicago having 
the highest gross variance - 216.24 percent.   

The OIG noted that some of the items on the QOH 
Before report had negative counts and negative total 
dollar values, and after GGI adjustments, the inventory 
values were positive. The high gross variances are largely 
attributable to the lack of accurate inventory accounting 
from trains stripped rather than an actual loss of goods.    

Additionally, the Managed Services Provider was still 
was taking an inordinate amount of time to finish 
the inventory reconcilement.  This practice allows the 
Managed Services Provider too much time to arbitrarily 
adjust shrinkage differences.  Amtrak Managers of 
Contract Food and Beverage should be required to have 
more of a presence when the inventory process begins 
and ends.  

Management Response:
Management agreed and has begun implementation of 
the OIG recommendation. 

accounting and reporting procedure 
Issues 

Amtrak Safety Audit Program Review 
Reporting controls need improvement
Audit Report 218-2008 – Issued 9/29/2009

The OIG review disclosed that Amtrak Management lacks 
an adequate reporting system to effectively identify the 
date each safety finding is actually corrected.  Responsible 
Amtrak Officials (RAO) self-correct and report the 
remediation of safety audit findings to Safety Audit, and 
the Safety Audit Program does not require objective or 
follow-up verifications of the corrective actions reported.  
Instead, the Safety Audit Group relies on RAOs to notify 

procurement and Material 
Management Issues

accounting and reporting procedure 
Issues



Safety Audit when and whether findings are corrected 
and available for closure.  Potentially, corrective actions 
could be reported to Safety Audit and not actually 
implemented, or the actions taken could be insufficient 
to correct the findings.

Management Response:
Management response was still pending at the end of 
this reporting period. 

contract audits

Unbilled Reimbursable Retroactive Wages 
$102,602,866 not invoiced for reimbursable retroactive 
wage increases.
Audit Report 207-2008 – Issued 5/13/2009

In January 2008, Amtrak signed labor agreements with 
13 unions (23 agreements) which awarded pay increases 
retroactive from July 2002 through June 2008. The OIG 
formally notified Management that significant portions of 
the retroactive labor wages were incurred in performing 
reimbursable contracts. A number of these contracts 
contain specific provisions that allow Amtrak to invoice its 
customers for retroactive pay adjustments. Other contracts 
are based in whole or in part on reimbursable costs.  

The audit documented $102,602,866 in billable 
retroactive labor costs that were incurred for Amtrak 
labor performing reimbursable services for commuter 
services, state supported trains (403b) and various other 
individual and corporation force account projects.  Of the 
total reimbursable labor costs, $49,362,032 was incurred 
for force account projects, $36,407,325 was incurred for 
commuter services, and $16,833,509 was incurred for 
state supported trains.  Amtrak has contractual rights 
concerning labor expenses which should be enforced.  
Moreover, Amtrak is prohibited by law from subsidizing 
“operating losses of commuter rail passenger or rail 
freight transportation” under 49 USC Section 24104(f) 
and Authorization of Appropriations statutes.

The OIG recommended that Management invoice the 
entire $102.6 million retroactive wage amounts for labor 
costs incurred by Amtrak on behalf of its customers.  OIG 
further recommended that the entire accounts receivable 
should be properly recorded, and any reductions in 
customer liability should be properly written off.

Management Response:
Management response was still pending at the end of 
this reporting period. 

Chicago Lease Audit
Cost recovery of $122,081; future savings for FY 2008 to 
FY 2011 is estimated to be $247,955
Audit Report 105-2009 – Issued 3/30/2009

The OIG  performed an audit of the Amtrak lease for the 
property located at 525 W. Van Buren St., Chicago, Illinois 
(Chicago Property) and contracted with Lease Audit 
and Advisory Services, Inc. (LAAS) to perform specific 
services in connection with the audit.  The objective of 
this audit was to determine whether Operating Expense 
Statements submitted to Amtrak are in compliance 
with the provisions of the Lease Agreement with the 
Landlord. 

The audit required LAAS to perform the following services: 
an analysis to determine whether rental escalation 
statements are calculated correctly in accordance with 
provisions of lease agreement(s) between Amtrak and the 
landlord; identifying any rental overcharges billed by the 
landlord ; assisting OIG in recovering any overcharges;  
negotiating any future rental payments; examining 
annual escalation billings to ensure that all expenses 
are being billed in accordance with the initial settlement; 
and, performing follow-up audits as necessary.

In its audit LAAS found that the Landlord for the Chicago 
Property was charging a management fee that was in 
excess of prevailing market conditions.  The Landlord 
agreed to reduce the management fee to 3 percent for 
the period 2005 through 2007 resulting in a credit due 
Amtrak of $179,531.  Amtrak’s share of the savings was 
$122,081.  The future savings for FY 2008 to FY 2011 is 
estimated to be $247,955.

The OIG recommend that the overpayments should be 
recovered from the Landlord.  And, the OIG recommend 
Amtrak Real Estate Development revisit its review 
procedures for monitoring Amtrak property leases 
and ensure they address compliance with the lease 
requirements and consistency with industry standards.

Attleboro Pawtucket Amendments Review 
$42,128,287 of Amtrak funds was used to cross-subsidize 
the MBTA
Amtrak failed to identify $2,392,291 of increased MBTA 
service costs 
Amtrak failed to bill $278,927 to the MBTA for its share 
of maintenance and equipment costs
Audit Report 205-2009 – Issued 9/30/2009 

The objectives of the OIG audit were to assess Amtrak’s 
compliance with the cost recovery terms of the Attleboro 
Agreement and associated amendments.   OIG reviewed 
maintenance, capital, reimbursable and dispatching costs 
related to the Attleboro Line that was incurred by Amtrak 
during the period July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2009.  
OIG noted the following cost recovery related issues:

h OIG found that Amtrak subsidized the Massachusetts 
Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) an estimated 
$42,128,287 in Amtrak funds for the maintenance and 
operation of the Attleboro Line Commuter Operations.  

significant activities: audits
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significant activities: audits

Amtrak is prohibited from subsidizing losses of 
commuter rail passenger or freight transportation 
under 49 USC Section 24104(f) and prohibited from 
cross-subsidizing commuter rail passenger or freight 
transportation under 49 USC Section 24904.  

h OIG found that Amtrak failed to identify, calculate 
and bill an estimated $2,392,291 in increased 
maintenance costs incurred as a result of a MBTA 
service increase.  The Attleboro Agreement allows 
Amtrak to be reimbursed for all increased operating 
and maintenance costs resulting from MBTA service 
increases.  

h OIG found that Amtrak failed to bill MBTA an estimated 
$222,059 for its share of expenses at the Boston South 
Station Centralized Electric and Traffic Control (CETC) 
Facility. OIG found that Amtrak failed to bill $56,868 
to the MBTA for Pawtucket, RI Layover Facility Usage 
Fees.  

The OIG reported that since an apparent cross-
subsidization violates federal statutes, Amtrak needs to 
consider substantially amending this agreement and/
or enforcing terms in such a way as to avoid unbilled 
or uncollected activities which benefit the MBTA.  Due 
to the long history of late and non-payment by MBTA, 
Amtrak should consider not performing reimbursable 
work for this customer that has little or no joint benefit 
to Amtrak.

Management Response:
Management response was still pending at the end of 
this reporting period. 

Thames River Bridge Project 
Contract Modification C-0012PS Pier 
Modifications
Cost recovery of $7,638
Audit Report 302-2009 – Issued 6/3/2009

The Office of Audits completed an audit of modification 
C-0012-PS to contract number C-069-24978 between 
Amtrak and Cianbro Construction Corporation (Cianbro).  
Cianbro’s contract was entered into to rehabilitate 
the Thames River Bridge in New London, Connecticut.  
Amtrak executed the modification to install additional 
reinforcing steel and strengthen concrete on two bridge 
piers.  The modification was executed for a not-to-exceed 
amount of $2,080,198.33.

The  audit objective was to determine if the cost or pricing 
data submitted by Cianbro in support of the modification 
cost was accurate, complete, and current.  The results 
of the review indicated that Cianbro’s submitted cost 
or pricing data was not entirely accurate, complete, or 
current.  The OIG identified adjustments that increased 
and decreased Cianbro’s submitted costs resulting in a 

conclusion that Amtrak is due a net decrease in the cost 
of the modification in the amount of $7,638.  

Management Response:  
Amtrak management agreed with the findings and 
Cianbro credited the project for the questioned  $7,638.

Thames River Bridge Project 
Audit of Counterweight Extra Work Claim
Question Cost of $99,634
Audit Report 303-2009 – Issued 6/22/2009

The OIG completed an audit of Cianbro Construction 
Incorporated’s $1,810,950 claim for extra work 
performed in removing the counterweight on the Thames 
River Bridge in New London, Connecticut.  The claim 
was submitted under contract number C-069-24978 
between Amtrak and Cianbro for the rehabilitation of the 
Thames River Bridge.  Cianbro submitted the $1,810,950 
claim, dated July 23, 2008, for extra costs incurred to 
remove the old counterweight from the bridge.   Cianbro 
stated that the extra costs incurred were the result of a 
“change condition,” from that which was disclosed in 
the contract.  

The OIG audit objective was to determine if the cost 
or pricing data submitted by Cianbro in support of the 
counterweight claim was accurate, complete, and current 
as of the date of certification.  

The results of the audit indicated that Cianbro’s submitted 
cost or pricing data was not entirely accurate, complete, 
or current.  The OIG identified adjustments in the amount 
of $99,634 that should reduce the amount of the claim.

Mueser Rutledge Consulting Engineers 
Subcontract under Contract C-076-00870 
Thames River Bridge Span Replacement
Audit Report 307-2007 – Issued 8/26/2009

The Office of Inspector General audited Mueser 
Rutledge’s (MR) invoices for work on the Thames River 
project. The Thames River project is the replacement of 
the moveable span on the Thames River Bridge in New 
London, Connecticut.  MR was a subcontractor on this 
project hired to develop a stabilization plan for two of 
the existing bridge piers that moved during construction.  
MR submitted invoices totaling $1,446,712, as of  My 29, 
2009, for engineering consulting services.  

The audit objective was to determine that costs 
submitted by MR were in accordance with contractual 
terms and supported by detailed books and records.  The 
OIG reviewed the qualifications of engineers assigned 
to the project to determine that their educational levels 
and experience were in accordance with contractual 
requirements.
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The OIG found that the costs presented in MR’s invoices 
were fully supported by detailed payroll records, time 
sheets, and travel vouchers and were in accordance with 
contractual terms.

Thames River Bridge Project 
Grouting Program Contract Modifications
Question Cost of $86,034 
Audit Report 308-2007 – Issued 6/4/2009

The Office of Audits completed an audit of contract 
modification costs submitted by Cianbro Construction 
Incorporated for pier grouting activities on the Thames 
River Bridge, Span Replacement Project in New London, 
Connecticut.  Cianbro is the prime construction contractor 
on this project.  Construction contract C-069-24978, 
between Amtrak and Cianbro, was modified in order to 
stabilize two bridge piers that began to move during 
construction.  Cianbro’s certified grouting program costs, 
for the cost plus modifications totaled $10,996,068.  The 
objective of this audit was to determine whether the cost 
or pricing data submitted by Cianbro in support of the 
grouting program was accurate, complete, and current.  

The OIG started the audit in the spring of 2008 by 
reviewing Cianbro’s first submission of grouting 
program costs totaling $10,938,565.  The OIG then 
questioned $376,209 of the original submission due 
to overstated subcontractor material costs, incorrect 
subcontractor equipment rates, and incorrectly allocated 
direct and indirect labor charges.  Cianbro agreed to an 
initial reduction of $290,175 which was removed from 
Cianbro’s final certification of grouting program costs.  

The OIG completed the audit in February 2009 after 
Cianbro submitted its final certified costs for the 
grouting program in the amount of $10,996,068.  The 
results of the audit of Cianbro’s final certified costs 
indicated that the $10,996,068 included $86,034, 
which the OIG had previously questioned. The $86,034 
represents the amount of subcontractor overbilling 
caused by for incorrect equipment rates.  As a result, 
the OIG recommended that Amtrak seek an additional 
price reduction for the grouting program in the amount 
of $86,034.   

Management response:
Management disagreed with the recommended $86,034 
reduction stating that contract clauses in the prime 
contract between Cianbro and Amtrak would not flow 
down to Cianbro’s subcontractor since the subcontractor 
was not involved when the contract was signed by 
Amtrak and Cianbro.  

OIG Response:
The OIG disagrees with management’s position and 
believe that the finding should stand.

station audits

Baltimore Station Audit 
Audit Report 211-2009 – Issued 7/9/2009

The OIG review disclosed that internal controls needed to 
be made in the Baggage Room and processing controls 
needed improvement for station expenses, expenses 
for the inconvenience of passengers, documentation 
supporting Over and Short Ledgers, and the performance 
of Mini-Audits.  

Management Response:
Station management addressed all of the concerns noted 
in the report prior to the issuance date.

Baltimore Station Audit – Facility
Audit Report 213-2009 – Issued 8/6/2009

The OIG conducted an audit of the Baltimore Station 
Ticket Office and Baggage Room, the OIG observed that 
exterior improvements needed to be made to the station 
and some general maintenance issues needed to be 
addressed.  

Management Response:
Amtrak’s Engineering Department corrected the issues 
that were cited in the report.  

Denver Station Audit 
Audit Report 402-2009 – Issued 9/29/2009

The OIG audited the Denver, CO ticket office. The purpose 
of the review was to: verify assigned working funds, 
ticket stock and other assets; verify station sales and 
other activities; and determine compliance with daily 
station accounting procedures and evaluate safeguards 
over assets.

The OIG could not verify all assigned working funds at 
the ticket office. Of 13 Seller’s Banks; one was missing, 
another was inaccessible, and nine others did not contain 
the dollar amount issued. Ticket stock, station sales and 
other activities were verified. 

Overall, the OIG found ticket agents were not always 
in compliance with Amtrak’s policies and procedures.  
Specifically:

h Ticket agents have not fulfilled their responsibility to 
protect and secure Amtrak funds.

h One ticket agent was using the common working fund 
on a daily basis, which is not permitted.

h Duplicate keys to cash drawers were not sealed and 
maintained in the safe as required.

significant activities: audits
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h Ticket agents were not aware of their responsibility to 
report late conductor remittances, thus did not report 
them in accordance with procedures. 

h Refund and exchange tickets were not die-stamped, 
some were not properly marked for cancellation, and 
most of the exchange tickets did not contain the new 
ticket number and value.

The OIG identified control weaknesses with regards to 
general monitoring of the station activities by the District 
Manager. Specifically we found:

h The District Manager failed to ensure the working fund 
at the station was maintained at the authorized level 
by counting the entire working fund during the mini-
audits.

h Station management has not taken action to coordinate 
employees’ schedules to avoid paying unnecessary 
overtime due to flex time.

h The District Manager failed to monitor and review all 
elements of the station operations during the mini-
audit; i.e., did not count the entire working fund in 
the safe or review all required documents necessary to 
answer the mini-audit questions.

h The District Manager(s) did not monitor shortages 
closely enough to identify a suspicious pattern of 
shortages occurring over a two year period.

The OIG made detailed recommendations to address 
each finding.  

Management Response:
Management has agreed with the findings but 
has not provided its action plan to address each 
recommendation.  

Route 128 Station Audit
Audit Report 305-2009 – Issued 8/21/2009

The Office of Inspector General performed a station 
audit of the Route 128 Station Ticket Office located in 
Westwood, Massachusetts.  The purpose of the  review 
was to: test for compliance with station accounting and 
reporting procedures; verify assigned working funds, 
ticket stock and other assets; evaluate safeguards over 
assets; and, appraise the efficiency of station operations. 
The audit indicated that the Route 128 Station ticket 
office is in compliance with station accounting and 
reporting procedures.  Therefore, the report did not 
contain any formal audit findings.  However, the OIG 
made the following observations which were reported 
for management’s information:

h Die stamp imprints were not clearly displayed on 
tickets (ink or cleaning issue).

h Exchange ticket transactions do not always show 

the amount of an upgrade on the original cancelled 
ticket.

h The Control Logs for manually issued tickets needs to be 
completed properly and the Station’s copy of the ticket 
should be maintained with the Lead Ticket Agent.

h Training is needed for Ticket Agents regarding the 
proper reporting of manually issued tickets for 
Group Travel transactions, and the accounting of the 
transaction in the Automated Station Accounting 
Program (ASAP) and in the functional usage of ASAP.

h Passenger addresses should be recorded on refund 
documents.   

h Maintenance is needed to correct excessive rust to the 
sides of escalators that service the tracks.

Management Response:
Station management agreed with the observations and 
provided the OIG with a corrective action plan that 
addressed all of the observations.

Glenwood Springs Station Audit 
Audit Report 403-2009 – Issued 9/29/0909

The OIG conducted an audit of the Glenwood Springs, 
CO ticket office.  The purpose of the review was to: verify 
assigned working funds, ticket stock and other assets; 
verify station sales and other activities; and, to determine 
compliance with daily station accounting procedures and 
evaluate safeguards over assets.

The review found that assigned working funds, ticket 
stock, station sales and other activities were verified 
and the station was in compliance with Amtrak’s policies 
and daily station accounting procedures.  However, the 
OIG found that management over the station operations 
can improve in the following areas:  safeguarding of 
assets, performance of mini-audits, and approval of 
miscellaneous expenses.

While evaluating safeguards over assets, auditors 
observed that ticket agents count station cash in a room 
that is within public view, which provides inadequate 
security over counting cash and unnecessarily exposes 
Amtrak funds and employees to a safety/security risk.

In addition, mini-audits, which are a management control 
to detect deviations from policy, were not conducted in 
accordance with procedures.  The mini-audits for this 
station, as currently performed by the District Manager, 
are not functioning as intended; i.e., as a reliable 
monitoring tool to ensure the station is in compliance 
with policies and procedures.  

Lastly, there was no evidence that the miscellaneous 
expenses had been approved by the District Manager 
since he did not sign the Form NRPC-2382, Miscellaneous Office of
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Station Expense Report, as required. Furthermore, 
miscellaneous expenses were not reported in the month 
in which the expenses were incurred.

The OIG recommended that the District Manager or 
Superintendent immediately install a curtain or window 
covering in the room containing the safe to provide the 
ticket agents with a place to count the cash that has 
a reasonable level of security, out of public view and 
that the District Manager conduct sufficient reviews at 
the stations by taking the time necessary to accurately 
complete each question on the mini-audit. 

Information technology

New OIG Website Successfully Launched to 
Comply with Inspector General Reform Act and 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.
Cost savings of approximately $250,000
Under the Inspector General Reform Act of 2008 (IG 
Reform Act) enacted on October 14, 2008, Amtrak’s 
Office of Inspector General  was required to implement 
a new website within six months that would meet a 
number of key technical and publishing requirements.

The OIG successfully launched its new OIG website that 
meets the following key technical requirements of the IG 
Reform Act:

h Direct link from Amtrak.com homepage to the OIG 
website Amtrakoig.com.

h Reading Room to make OIG reports easily accessible 
to public.

h Keyword search functionality.

h Secure and anonymous Tip Hotline Form for submission 
of allegations.

h Compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation 
Act that makes the website accessible to people with 
disabilities.

It is important to note that the new website was 
implemented one month ahead of the legislative deadline 
and at an estimated savings of $250,000 by utilizing the 
internal resources instead of contracting out to design, 
build and operate the website.   To provide additional 
safeguards, OIG website is hosted externally at a web 
hosting service provider.  And, the OIG finalized internal 
process for publishing OIG reports and job openings to 
the website.

Subsequently, the OIG made the following upgrades to 
the public website to comply with the OMB guidelines 
regarding American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (ARRA):

h Recovery Act section that includes a full text of the 
law, role of OIG in oversight of the ARRA funds, 
whistleblower protection under the act, and a separate 
Tip Hotline Form.

h A separate section in the Reading Room for Recovery 
Act Financials and Reports.

h Technical enhancements such as virtual directory 
redirection for “Recovery” keyword and RSS feed to 
electronically transmit ARRA related documents to 
Recovery.gov site.

The OIG is currently working to convert its public website 
Amtrakoig.com into Amtrakoig.gov site, and migrate to 
a new web hosting service.  This along with a planned 
implementation to an externally hosted .gov email 
service, should be completed during the next semiannual 
reporting cycle.  

Significant Progress Made in the 
Implementation of ACL CCM for Purchase to 
Payment Process
In recent past, the OIG purchased ACL continuous 
controls monitoring (CCM) solution for Purchase-to-
Payment (P2P) and Payroll processes.  While the OIG 
has used the ACL software for more than ten years for 
targeted data mining and analysis on an ad hoc basis, the 
CCM capability will allow us to perform data analytics 
on critical business information such as procurement and 
payroll on a continuous basis.  

ACL CCM provides a mechanism to continuously audit 
and monitor internal control effectiveness of critical 
business processes by automatically applying pre-
defined analytic tests against control parameters and 
business rules.  These tests are effective in detecting 
and preventing suspicious activity and non-compliant 
business transactions in a timely manner prior to the 
financial loss and damage to the business becomes 
widespread.  It allows auditors to use the automated 
means to provide independent assurance to Amtrak 
management and Board in the effectiveness of internal 
controls and the integrity of the transactions underlying 
business operations.  

In 2009, the OIG initiated an audit project to implement 
the P2P module and assess key controls in Amtrak’s 
Purchase to Payment process.  The OIG successfully 
completed the Requirements Definition Phase by working 
effectively with Amtrak management from Procurement, 
Materials Management, Finance and IT areas.  

The OIG configured the in-scope standard tests and 
are now working on implementing custom tests.  After 
testing is completed, the OIG will implement the P2P 
module in the production environment.

significant activities: audits
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The OIG plans to implement the Payroll module next in 
2010.  Based on the experience and lessons learned from 
these deployments, we will decide whether to implement 
other modules such as Order-to-Cash, General Ledger, 
Travel and Entertainment Expense, and Purchasing Cards 
in the future.

Provided Management Advice in Developing 
Amtrak Enterprise Architecture 
The OIG actively participated in the Enterprise 
Architecture Steering Committee by reviewing and 
providing timely feedback on IT Enterprise Architecture 
(EA) deliverables.  Amtrak senior executive leadership has 
identified the creation of an IT Strategic Plan as a critical 
goal to coordinate business vision and strategy with IT 
investment and planning. The first phase of this effort is 
the creation of an Amtrak Enterprise Architecture (EA) 
that provides a cohesive future state vision for business 
processes, applications, services, information and 
infrastructure.  Business Drivers and Enterprise Business 
Strategies  were first identified to influence the following 
Target Architectures:

h Business Architecture: Describes the future capabilities 
that the business needs to support a future vision.

h Information Architecture: Describes how information 
is managed to support future business needs.

h Technology Architecture: Describes what technology 
investments need to be made to support the future 
business needs.

Amtrak IT Department and Gartner jointly delivered 
EA artifacts that describe Amtrak’s Current and Target 
Architecture.  The EA artifacts included a Transformation 
Plan or Roadmap consisting of 14 key “gap closing” 
EA initiatives requiring over $600 million in capital 
investment.  These EA initiatives have been grouped in to 
five broad IT programs, i.e. Strategic Asset Management, 
Next Generation Reservation System, IT Infrastructure 
Initiative, Amtrak Information Modernization, and 
Enterprise Customer Management.

Management responses over 180 days 
Old for Which corrective action Has 
Not Been completed

Mass Transit Products, Inc. - Termination for 
Default for Superliner I Overhaul
Questioned costs of $63,184
Audit Report 219-2005 – Response 1/25/2006

The Procurement and Materials Management Department 
is still involved in ongoing settlement negotiations with 
the contractor and its suppliers and the OIG will continue 
to monitor the actions taken.

Rocla Concrete Ties
Questioned costs of $1.3 million
Audit Report 218-2005 – Response 4/14/2008

Based on the terms contained within the Supplies 
contract dated June 2, 2003, Rocla over billed Amtrak 
approximately $1.3 million.  Subsequent to our report, 
Procurement improperly granted Rocla extraordinary 
contract relief for the questioned costs.  Procurement than 
issued Purchase Order Number S-073-06014 totaling 
$6,324,800 to replace 80,000 of defective concrete 
ties.  OIG is currently performing an audit of the new 
contract and will continue to monitor Management’s 
actions associated with the latest incidents of concrete 
tie failures.  

In the future the OIG plans to review the warranty terms 
of the previous contract.

DMJM+Harris Inc. – East River Tunnel 
Ventilation Project
Questioned Costs of $102,112
Audit Report 208-2008 – Response 3/9/2009

The Procurement and Materials Management Department 
is involved in negotiations with the contractor for 
settlement of the final cost.  OIG was requested to 
review 100 percent of the labor hours and costs used 
during the Modification No. 2 of the original contract for 
Construction Management Services for the rehabilitation 
of the East River Tunnel Ventilation Facility at Long Island 
City, New York; OIG has started this review.  

UP Audit
$144,659 Excess Billings Identified
Report 407-2004 – Issued 3/7/2007

Effective January 1, 2000, The National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) entered into an 
Agreement with the Union Pacific Railroad Company 
(UP), which consolidated the four previous contracts for 
the Southern Pacific (SP), the Union Pacific, the Southern 
Pacific Central States Line, and the Denver and Rio 
Grande Western Railroads for intercity rail passenger 
operations on tracks and properties owned by UP.  Under 
the agreement provisions, the UP bills Amtrak each 
month for specific services and facilities for intercity rail 
passenger operations.  The purpose of our audit was to 
determine the accuracy, reasonableness, and validity of 
the charges the UP billed Amtrak for selected items and 
to develop an audit adjustment claim if appropriate.

The scope of the audit encompassed the period from 
January 1, 2002 through December 31, 2003, and 
consisted of analyzing the UP’s monthly billing costs, 
records, payments, technical opinions, vendor invoices, 
Amtrak delay reports, internal/external letters and 
memoranda, historical documentation of similar railroad Office of

Inspector General
17

Management responses over 180 days 
Old for Which corrective action Has 
Not Been completed



billings, where available, and other information, as 
deemed necessary.  

The OIG did not audit 100 percent of the billing costs 
due to resource limitations, dollar materiality, and other 
constraints.  The OIG selected 14 of 23 items billed for 
audit accounting for more than 98 percent of the total 
billing.  The OIG found erroneous billings in 10 of the 14 
items selected for audit, $230,282 overbilled and $85,623 
underbilled for a net total of $144,659 due Amtrak.  UP 
representatives agreed with the OIG findings.  

The OIG recommended that management initiate a 
final settlement letter and that monies due Amtrak be 
collected.  

Management Response:
The OIG received management’s response on April 14, 
2008 agreeing with the findings and indicating that 
$121,808 will be collected from the UP and $22,851 
from the Burlington Northern/Santa Fe (BNSF) for fueling 
rented locomotives. 

Host RRCA & Operations Management Controls
Report 401-2008 – Issued 8/21/2008

The OIG completed a review of the Host Railroad Contract 
Administration (HRG) and Operations Management (CA) 
departments’ internal controls.  The objectives of this audit 
were to identify management controls for the railroad 
contract administration and negotiation as it relates to 
the administration, and to evaluate the adequacy and 
effectiveness of these controls.  The audit covered the 
period from January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2007 
and prior years for some areas. 

The OIG found that management’s controls are inadequate 
and ineffective.  The current billing review process before 
approving payment to host railroads is not adequate 
to detect material errors.  The OIG found that: railroad 
monthly billings are not thoroughly and completely 
reviewed before payment; the current OTP billing 
process consistently allows and results in significant 
over billing; the adoption of DAI could result in a cost 
saving of $341,000 per year; the current organizational 
structure does not maximize operational efficiencies 
and effectiveness; responsibilities and functions are not 
clearly defined and separated; HRG and CA Departments 
do not have formal written procedures; CSX, Norfolk 
Southern (NS) and UP amendment agreement changes 
are not current; HRG does not actively monitor 
operational changes that affect host railroad agreements 
and billings; and generally, the bases for flat rated costs 
are not documented.

The OIG recommended fundamental changes in the way 
Amtrak handles its host railroad contracts including: an 
internal reorganization for the groups dealing with host 
railroads; a change in the billing review process from 
untimely back-end audits to a timely front-end thorough 
and complete review; and, a contractual change in OTP 
incentives to adopt Delay Avoidance Incentive or similar 
process. 

Management Response
Management agreed to take responsibility for the 
billing reviews and has begun to take steps necessary to 
implement recommendation. 

significant activities: audits
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aUdIt statIstIcs

Status of Audit Projects
Audits in progress at 4/01/09 64
Audit projects postponed or cancelled 6
Audit projects started  19
Audit reports issued 19
Audit projects in progress 9/30/08 59

Audit Findings
Questioned costs $103,679,156
Unsupported costs $0
Funds to be put to better use $44,706,930

Total $148,386,086



significant activities: Investigations

Theft and Fraud

Theft Scheme involving Train Provisioning 
Management System Clerks and 42 Lead 
Service Attendants
Restitution order expected, amount not yet determined
On July 7, 2009, a former Train Provisioning Management 
System (TPMS) Clerk entered a plea of guilty in the 
United States District Court for the Northern District 
of Illinois Eastern Division to violation of Title 18 USC, 
Section 666 (a) (1) (A) Theft or Bribery Concerning 
Programs Receiving Federal Funds.  The former TPMS 
Clerk, in conjunction with another former TPMS Clerk, 
orchestrated a theft scheme involving 42 Lead Service 
Attendants – all of whom were terminated or resigned – 
and a loss to Amtrak of $124,686.02.  Sentencing is set 
for October 5, 2009.

On September 10, 2009, another former TPMS Clerk 
was sentenced in the United States District Court for the 
Northern District of Illinois Eastern Division to 12 months 
and one day of incarceration and held responsible for 
$94,000 of the loss to Amtrak.  The sentencing followed 
a guilty plea on January 12, 2009 to violation of Title 18 
USC, Section 666 (a) (1) (A) Theft or Bribery Concerning 
Programs Receiving Federal Funds.  The former employee, 
co-conspired for the with the aforementioned former 
TPMS Clerk on the theft scheme above.

Recovery of Restitution
$145,105.71 recovered
The OIG has been conducting investigations related to 
potential fuel fraud and shortages.  During this reporting 

period, based on a previously reported OIG investigation, 
a joint effort between the OIG’s Investigation and Audit 
units, the company was able to recover an additional 
$145,105.71 from a vendor in disputed funds.  The joint 
effort identified that in at least two  Amtrak locations a 
major fuel vendor had supplied Amtrak with a lesser grade 
of fuel than that for which Amtrak had contracted.

Theft of Fleet Credit Cards
OIG’s continuing joint investigation with the Government 
Services Administration (GSA) Office of Inspector 
General regarding the theft of fleet credit cards led to 
the indictment of a former Amtrak employee involved 
in the case.  The former employee was indicted by a 
Federal Grand Jury on one count of Theft of Government 
Property (18 USC 641) and one count of Unauthorized 
Access Device Fraud (18 USC 1029) and Aiding and 
Abetting (18 USC 2).  The indictment charged the former 
employee with selling stolen fleet credit cards to a co-
conspirator, who had already pled guilty as reported in 
the last Semi Annual period.  On August 25, 2009, the 
former employee subsequently pled guilty to one count 
of aiding and abetting the theft of government property 
(18 USC 641 and 2).  The former employee is awaiting 
sentencing.

Theft of Unclaimed Payroll Checks
$18,471 to be recovered
Amtrak payroll checks that were in the unclaimed or 
abandoned property file were diverted by an Amtrak 
employee in the Payroll Department to an Amtrak 
Conductor.  The Conductor negotiated the diverted 
checks in the total amount of $18,471.  These unclaimed 
property checks had been returned to Amtrak due to the 
death or relocation of the recipient.  Payroll Department 
employees were charged with locating the recipient or 
family members of the recipient.  When the recipient was 
found, a manually generated check was to be issued to 
them.  Both employees were administratively terminated 
as a result of OIG’s investigation.   Subsequently, this 
matter was referred for prosecution to the United States 
Attorney’s Office. 
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sOUrces Of alleGatIONs

4/01/09 – 9/30/09

Amtrak Employee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
Anonymous Source . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
Confidential Informant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Private Citizen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
Referred by Other Amtrak Department . . . . . . . . . . 4
Referred by Fed/State/Local Law Government. . . . . 5
Other. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

tOtal  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 85

types Of alleGatIONs

4/1/09 – 9/30/09 

Fraud. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Theft/Embezzlement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Bribery . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Kickbacks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
False Claims . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
False Statements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
False T&A Records. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
False Expense Reports. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Drug Violations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
Other Criminal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Waste . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
Abuse of Position . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Mismanagement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5
Conflict of Interest . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Administrative Inquiry. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
Other Non Criminal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17
Referral to Other Agency. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

tOtal  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 85
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On July 1, 2009, both former employees pled guilty to 
one count of 18 USC 371, conspiracy to commit Interstate 
Transportation of Stolen Property.  On September 18, 
2009, the former Payroll employee was sentenced to six  
months home confinement, three years probation and 
200 hours of community service.  The former conductor 
was sentenced to two years probation and 150 hours of 
community service.  Both former employees were ordered 
to jointly and severally make restitution to Amtrak.

Counterfeit Maryland Area Rail Commuter 
Monthly Tickets
$5,600 to be recovered  
The OIG investigated a report of counterfeit Maryland 
Area Rail Commuter (MARC) Monthly Tickets being 
used on-board various MARC trains.  As a result, OIG 
determined that 32 counterfeit monthly tickets were 
passed for $5,600 in lost revenue.  OIG interviewed 
the suspect, who confessed to making the counterfeit 
monthly tickets and selling them for extra money.  OIG is 
pursuing $5,600 in restitution from the suspect.

Kickbacks

Kickback Resulting from Contract Award
OI received information from an anonymous source 
alleging that a New York Structures Supervisor had 
received a motorcycle from an asbestos abatement 
contractor in consideration for his assistance and 
support in connection with the award of a contract.  
The subsequent OI investigation substantiated the 
allegation.

As a result of the OIG investigation it was revealed that an 
asbestos abatement contractor had been recommended 
by an Amtrak Structures Supervisor for a significant 
project in New Jersey.  The contractor was awarded the 
contract in May 2002.  The contractor rewarded the 
Structures Supervisor for his support with the gift of a 
motorcycle at the request of the Structures Supervisor.

The Structures Supervisor initially told OIG Agents that 
he had purchased the motorcycle from a private owner 
and had paid cash for the motorcycle.  He obtained an 
altered bill of sale to conceal the purchase.   Prior to an 
administrative hearing, the Structures Supervisor was 
terminated in April 2009.

Waste, abuse, and Mismanagement

Mismanagement Related to Amtrak Defeased 
Leases
In 1999 and 2000, Amtrak entered into 12 separate 
financed sale and lease-back transactions known as 
“defeased leases” involving 624 in-service passenger 
coach cars.  The defeased lease transactions were 

between Amtrak and various lessors and were secured 
through Guaranteed Investment Contracts with insurance 
companies.  The potential debt associated with these 12 
defeased leases was about $900 million.  At the time of the 
defeased lease negotiations, Babcock & Brown (Babcock) 
represented two  of the lessor banks.  In late 2007, Amtrak 
became aware that two of its guarantors were in financial 
trouble putting Amtrak in jeopardy of default under the 
terms of its defeased lease agreements.

In early 2008, Amtrak decided to engage Babcock to 
provide financial advice to Amtrak on replacement of 
the two  troubled guarantors for the defeased lease 
agreements, along with providing strategic advice and 
participating in potential transaction restructuring 
negotiations with Amtrak’s lessors.  Amtrak management 
determined that Babcock’s previous representation 
of two lessors would not adversely affect the advice 
Babcock provided to Amtrak.

The OIG found that Babcock’s advising Amtrak in 
connection with the replacement of guarantors for 
defeased leases put Amtrak at a greater business risk.  
This should not have been treated cavalierly by Amtrak 
management and should have been fully vetted prior to 
continuing with the engagement of Babcock.  Babcock’s 
financial advice regarding the defeased lease transactions 
heavily favored one course of action: replacement of the 
two troubled guarantors.

In response to a direct question from an official of the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) concerning whether 
Amtrak was getting clean independent advice free from any 
potential conflict of interest in connection with Babcock’s 
advisory services to Amtrak, an Amtrak official assured 
the DOT official that all was well.  OIG’s investigation 
concluded that Amtrak’s representation at that time may 
have been less than fully candid, based on incomplete fact 
validation and insufficient expertise to determine whether 
a conflict or other risk to Amtrak existed.  

The OIG found that Amtrak managers appeared to have 
hastily predetermined a course of action that was not fully 
thought through.  Amtrak spent a significant amount of 
money on both legal and financial advice, in addition to 
the millions of dollars spent in connection with replacing 
the guarantors or unraveling of the original defeased 
lease transactions.

Amtrak failed to review invoices from Babcock for 
substantiation of expenses claimed, some of which 
far exceeded the norms that Amtrak pays to other 
contractors or advisors.

As a result of the OIG’s investigation, several 
recommendations were recently submitted for 
consideration to the Amtrak Board of Directors.

significant activities: Investigations
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Management Response:
Management response was still pending at the end of 
this reporting period. 

Vendor Over-Billing
$32,477 recovered
The OIG identified more than $34,000 in over billings by a 
vendor contracted to provide modules for the Superliner 
Remanufacture project at Amtrak’s Beech Grove facility.  
The over billings consisted of unauthorized charges for 
General and Administrative costs on a change order and 
erroneous charges related to scrap material.  

The OIG identified questionable actions by the Senior 
Contracting Agent which allowed the purchase of two 
unused Deluxe Dividing Door Partitions totaling $10,669, 
as well as two possible underpayments to the contractor.  
As a result of OIG’s investigation, the Senior Contracting 
Agent received a formal counseling for her actions, and 
Amtrak has recovered $32,477 from the vendor.

Mismanagement of Training Funds
The OIG received an allegation that a Group Information 
Officer assigned to Amtrak’s Information Technology 
(IT) Department  had circumvented Amtrak policies and 
procedures by using IT “training funds” to pay for his 
Ph.D. degree.

The OIG investigation confirmed that after the employee’s 
Educational Assistance Application was denied, he sought 
and obtained monies stated as “training funds” to pay in 
full for two  prerequisite doctoral courses in furtherance 
of his Doctorate of Management.  It should be noted 
that prior to the completion of the OIG investigation, the 
company undertook steps to clarify its policy related to 
the use of training funds.

Abuse of Position
h The OIG determined that a Chicago Trainmaster abused 

his position by requiring a Conductor to allow two 
personal friends to ride in business class even though 
the friends had only paid coach fares.  The Trainmaster 

received a verbal counseling and was required to repay 
Amtrak the cost of the two upgrades.

h An Auto Train On Board Services (OBS) Manager 
abused his position by allowing family members or 
friends of Amtrak employees working the Auto Train 
to ride complimentary as unticketed passengers on 
Auto Train as an incentive to encourage employees to 
work during the holidays.  The OBS Manager received 
a reprimand.

h The OIG received an allegation that a Human Resources 
Manager was directly involved with the hiring of a 
family member.  It was alleged the Manager took an 
active role in securing an additional week of vacation 
for the family member as a part of the hiring package.  
The OIG’s subsequent investigation supported the 
allegation.  As a result, the Manager received a one 
day suspension.

Misappropriation of amtrak assets

Unauthorized Vehicle Use
h An OIG investigation revealed that an Amtrak employee 

took an Amtrak vehicle home, without alternate 
garaging authority, several times.  Subsequently the 
employee was disciplined and suspended for 10 days.

h An OIG investigation revealed that an Amtrak employee 
took an Amtrak vehicle to his place of business, 
without alternate garaging authority, approximately 
a dozen times over a two year period.  As a result of 
OIG’s investigation, subsequently the employee was 
disciplined and suspended for 10 days.

h An Amtrak investigation revealed that an Amtrak 
employee was leaving work early and taking an Amtrak 
vehicle home without authorization.  The employee’s 
supervisor told OIG that he may have verbally approved 
that the employee could take the company vehicle 
home.  Subsequently the employee was disciplined 
and suspended for 30 days.  The supervisor received a 
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reprimand for giving him unauthorized permission to 
take the company vehicle home.

falsification of documentation

Falsification of Employment Application
As the result of an allegation and the subsequent OIG 
investigation, the OIG discovered that an employee had 
falsified his employment application alleging that he 
graduated from high school.  The OIG referred the findings 
to Human Resources.  The employee was terminated for 
providing false information on the job application.

assistance to Other agency

Assistance to United States Marshal Service
The OIG assisted the United States Marshal Service with 
travel information on a person they were investigating 
for failure to register as a sex offender.  The information 
which OIG provided was crucial to the investigation and 
led to the indictment of the person.  The prosecution in 
this matter is pending.

recommendations to enhance efficiency 
and effectiveness

Family Medical Leave of Absence (FMLA) and 
Leave of Absence (LOA) Systematic Problem 
Addressed
The OIG, in conjunction with the Department of Labor’s 
Office of Inspector General, opened a pro-active 
investigation into potential Family Medical Leave of 
Absence (FMLA) and leave of absence (LOA) abuse at 
Amtrak.  With the assistance of Amtrak’s Health Services 
Department, which conducted an exhaustive review of 
its files, the OI was able to identify a number of suspect 
employees who had the ability to continue to utilize 
Amtrak benefits, while failing to provide the necessary 
paperwork required to maintain a LOA status.  

The OIG notified various affected Amtrak departments 
requesting that they verify their employees’ LOA status 
and confirm that all Amtrak policies and procedures 
regarding LOA had been followed.  As a result of this 
cooperative initiative, the notified departments have 
taken or are in the process of taking the appropriate 
action to remedy this systemic problem.  To date, 
approximately 12 employees have been terminated with 
a cost prevention of approximately $465,000 in savings 
to Amtrak each year.  

In addition, the paperwork for approximately 17 
employees have been updated and accurately reflected in 
Amtrak systems.  Lastly, the status for approximately 25 
employees is still pending.  This investigation is on-going.

Improvement Program / Issuance of Managerial 
Oversight Guidelines 
Following the dismissal of a Buildings and Bridges (B&B) 
Supervisor assigned to the Maintenance of Way (MOW), 
OIG agents were advised of actions of harassment and 
retaliation being launched against an employee who had 
testified in the Administrative Hearing which precipitated 
the firing.  An OIG investigation was conducted and 
resulted in numerous allegations, including but not 
limited to a lack of managerial oversight, overtime fraud, 
time and attendance issues, and misuse as well as theft 
of company property.  

The subsequent investigation, interviews and OIG 
administrative referral resulted in the agreement of the 
Engineering Department to OIG’s recommendations 
to implement changes which will include required 
attendance of all employees, headquartered at the MOW, 
at a Communication/Training Improvement Program.  
In addition, “A Manager/Supervisor Expectation and 
Guideline Letter” will be sent to all applicable managers 
and supervisors.  Lastly, Engineering will be implementing 
a centralized time and attendance kiosk for all major 
headquarters over the next year to enhance the existing 
Maximo timekeeping system.

Reconciliation of Management Leave Records
During the course of an investigation on another matter, 
OIG Agents discovered that Washington Crew Base 
Managers were unable to record their leave in the System, 
Applications and Products (SAP) data processing system 
for calendar year 2008.  As a result of recommendations 
made by OI in a Management Referral, the affected leave 
records will be reconciled enabling Amtrak to recoup 
hundreds of leave hours that went unrecorded.

Theft Tracking Devices
The OIG received an allegation that a “Bobcat” Tractor/
Backhoe was stolen from the Penn Coach yard and could 
not be located.  The OIG conducted an investigation into 
the matter and found that the “Bobcat” had been rented 
without requiring a tracking device be placed on the 
machine in case of theft.  The loss of the machine cost 
Amtrak approximately $15,000.  The OIG recommended 
to rent only machines on which tracking devices had 
been installed.

Management Response 
Management agreed with the with OIG’s recommendation.

Change of Purchase Policy
$66,090 settlement for future credit on purchases or 
services 

recommendations to enhance efficiency 
and effectiveness

falsification of documentation

assistance to Other agency



significant activities: Investigations

Office of
Inspector General

23

Amtrak Engineering reported that Amtrak had ordered, 
paid for but never received switch board equipment 
from an equipment provider in 2001.  The equipment 
cost Amtrak $66,090.  The subsequent OIG investigation 
confirmed this information and based on the resulting OIG 
Management report, Amtrak changed its purchase policy.  

On August 21, 2009, a Confidential Settlement Agreement 
was made with the contractor to provide Amtrak $66,090 
by wire transfer or check, or extend credit to Amtrak in the 
amount of $66,090 towards future purchases or services.

Cancellation of Amtrak-Issued American 
Express Credit Cards
A review by the OIG of Amtrak accounting records 
revealed that some Amtrak employees had retained their 
Amtrak-issued American Express Credit Cards after they 
left Amtrak employment.  OI referred this information 
to Accounting Management for further handling.  
Accounting Management found that out of 738 active 
American Express Credit Cards assigned to Amtrak 
employees, 31 were found to be issued to employees who 
no longer work for Amtrak.  As a result, those American 
Express Credit Cards were cancelled.

Change of Policy Regarding Vendor 1099 Forms
Proactive research by the OIG of Amtrak’s Accounting 
system revealed that some vendors who had done 
business with Amtrak in 2008 did not receive a form 1099 
for income reporting purposes.  As a result of the OIG 
findings and subsequent referral, Accounting addressed 
the omissions and created additional steps to prevent 
similar problems in the future.

revenue protection Unit

RPU-Initiated Lead Service Attendant Reviews
During this reporting period, in conjunction with onboard 
train observations of LSAs, RPU analyzed the applicable 
support documentation for on board food and beverage 
sales for 128 trains on 56 different LSAs.  The completed 
reviews resulted in 21 administrative referrals consisting 
of various findings covering theft and fraud to failure to 
follow procedures.  At the completion of this reporting 
period, discipline had been assessed, based on these 
and previous reporting period RPU referrals, for 14 LSAs, 
with discipline ranging from termination, suspension or 
disqualification to formal reprimand, remedial training or 
counseling.

In an effort to identify any significant problems related 
to LSA compliance with on board policy and procedure 
on trains featuring Point of Sale (POS) machines, RPU 
conducted a sampling of 33 random observations on 24 
different Los Angeles and Oakland LSAs.  The observations 
and subsequent analysis of the corresponding documents, 

reports and systems revealed numerous and consistent 
failures. As a result of these findings, OIG issued 
findings and Administrative Referrals to the applicable 
Superintendents.  

Oakland Management has agreed with RPU findings 
and responded by addressing employee failures with 
discipline on the 11 LSAs identified as having violated 
policy.  Written changes to policy, refresher notices, job 
briefings, and Operation Standards Updates (OSU) will 
be utilized to identify exceptions to policy.

Management Response
Los Angeles Management has agreed with RPU findings 
and responded by addressing RPU findings with discipline 
on the 11 LSAs identified as having violated policy.  A 
review of the current policy and procedures for hours of 
service issues will be conducted and revised, if necessary.  
Management will incorporate a POS reconciliation report 
into the LSA review process and conducted job briefings 
with reinforcement of the correct policy and procedure 
on identified RPU findings. 

RPU-Initiated Conductor Reviews
During this review period, RPU conducted 33 random 
observations of Conductors and Assistant Conductors 
based out of Los Angeles and Oakland.  Ten  random 
reviews were conducted on 11 different Conductors and 
Assistant Conductors assigned to work the Downeaster 
trains in New England.  The review revealed widespread 

prOsecUtIVe referrals

4/01/09 – 9/30/09

Referrals U.S. Local/ TOTAL 
 Attorney State
 Criminal Cases                                                              
Indictments 4 0 4
Convictions/Pleas 5 0 5
Pending* 20 0 20
Declinations  0 0 0 

TOTAL   29

 Civil Cases                                                                    
Suits Filed 0 0 0
Settled 0 0 0
Pending 0 0 0 

TOTAL   0  

TOTAL CIVIL AND CRIMINAL  29  

*Some of these will be reflected under pending civil cases because 
these matters are being handled by the United States Attorney’s 
Office in parallel proceedings. In cases where there have been 
convictions or pleas, we may be awaiting sentencing, restitution 
or other resolutions.

revenue protection Unit
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patterns of apparent intentional disregard for or lack 
of knowledge of required policy and procedure. Several 
of these findings were in areas that attribute towards 
a negative impact to Amtrak’s cash position or pose a 
safety and/or security issue.  Administrative Referrals 
were forwarded to the applicable Superintendents for 
further handling.  

Management Response
Oakland Management has agreed with RPU findings 
resulting in eight individuals counseled, five  charge 
letters issued, with two employees accepting waivers 
for 20 day suspensions.  Managment will issue notices 
clearly stating and reminding conductors of policy and 
procedure, as well as establish meetings with each 
manager and Pacific Division staff member to reinforce 
careful monitoring ensuring future compliance.  

Management has agreed that they will ensure that any 
time a policy is changed it is clearly stated in writing and 
submitted to the proper department for inclusion into 
the Service Standards Manual (SSM), and replace verbal 
agreements with state agencies with clearly defined 
written policies.  

Los Angeles Management has agreed with RPU findings 
and responded by addressing RPU findings with a review 
and, if necessary, revisions to policies and procedures as 
needed.   Management will reinforce acceptable policies 
and procedures as job briefings. 

Boston management has responded to the RPU Referral 
pertaining to Downeaster Ten-trip Ticket Mishandling 
with appropriate discipline and/or refresher notification 
of policies and procedures.  

Boston management met with the Manager for Epicurean 
Feast, provider of food and beverage service on Downeaster 
trains, to discuss observations made by RPU indicating that, 
in general, the service provided by this private company 
does not portray Amtrak in the best light.

Formal Investigation Issues
OIG personnel spend energy and countless hours 
researching allegations that often represent findings of 
wrongdoing resulting in discipline.  For those discipline 
matters handled through the formal discipline process 
involving a trial, it is important that all parties be 

prepared, confident and knowledgeable of the process. 
Amtrak’s process for handling formal discipline cases 
equitably divides responsibility among three  participating 
parties; the Hearing Officer, the Charging Officer, and if 
guilt is proven, the senior department official. Having the 
best qualified, experienced and unbiased individuals for 
these positions is paramount to the success of Amtrak’s 
discipline program.  

The Hearing Officer must be able to be objective in his 
conduct.  He must be able to exercise a high degree of 
self-control and have the ability to analyze and evaluate 
facts without regard to personal opinions.  He should 
avoid any expression of his personal opinion regarding 
the case or with regard to the guilt or innocence of the 
employee. 

During this reporting period, RPU became concerned 
about opinions against investigations related to OIG/
RPU findings by a West Coast-based Hearing Officer.  
The Hearing Officer has exerted his authority to either 
dismiss cases or rule unfavorably without reasonably 
valid justification on several, consecutive occasions and 
in spite of significant evidence.  

In addition to the loss of a significant impact for the 
energy and time spent by OIG/RPU investigating and 
proving wrongdoing by employees, these oversights, 
weaknesses and biased opinions often result in the 
failure to hold wrongdoers responsible for their actions.  

The OIG intends to recommend to management that the 
system applicable to hearing officers who attend to OIG 
investigations be modified.

case Handling

The OIG receives allegations from various sources, 
including employees, confidential informants, 
Congressional sources, federal agencies and third parties.  
Presently, we are handling 331 investigations; in the last 
six months, we opened 85 cases and closed 84 cases.

As set forth in the chart below, entitled “Sources of 
Allegations,” employees and anonymous source referrals 
accounted for about 44 percent of the allegations during 
this reporting period, with employees being the source of 
18 of the 85 allegations, or 21percent.

The OIG received 76 HOTLINE complaints during this 
reporting period.  The majority of HOTLINE complaints 
received during this reporting period were from private 
citizens.

case Handling

case statUs Of INVestIGatIONs

4/1/09 – 9/30/09 

Total Open Cases as of 4/1/09 330
Closed Cases -84
Opened Cases 85

Total Ongoing Cases as of 9/30/09 331
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OIG Hotline

The fraud OIG HOTLINE program has continued to 
provide employees or third parties an opportunity to 
report allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, and other 
wrongdoing. Employees can access the HOTLINE 24 
hours a day by calling Amtrak Telephone

System (ATS) number 728-3065 in Philadelphia and the 
toll free number (800) 468-5469 if outside Philadelphia. 
During working hours from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., the 
OIG answer callers on the HOTLINE system. During other 
hours or during those occasions when staff are away from 
the office, callers can leave a message on the HOTLINE 
answering machine.

People may write in confidentially to P.O. Box 76654, 
Washington, DC 20013. The OIG received nine telephonic 
HOTLINE complaints during this reporting period, which 
is an increase from the previous reporting period. The 
majority of HOTLINE complaints received during this 
reporting period were made by anonymous sources and 
private citizens. 
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OIG Hotline

HOtlINe statIstIcs

4/01/09 – 9/30/09  TOTAL

Hotline Complaints Received: 76

Sources of Hotline Complaints:
Private Citizen 42
Anonymous Source 22
Amtrak Employee 10
Federal LEO 1
Other OIG 1

Classification of Complaints:
Criminal – Other 33 
Non-criminal/Other 13
Fraud 6
Theft 4
False T&A 5 
Mismanagement 3 
Abuse of Position 1
Conflict of Interest 1
Waste 2
Administrative Inquiry 8

Complaints Referred To:
OI Field Offices 35
Management 31
APD  2
RRB/OIG 1
No Action Required 6
OIG Audit/Inspections 1



Human Capital Management – Amtrak faces 
significant Human Capital Management 
challenges over the next 5 years
$23M to $50M in potential savings identified 
Report E-09-03 – Issued 5/15/2009

In November 2007, the Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) initiated a company-wide evaluation of how 
Amtrak manages its human capital (HC).  The team 
evaluated how well Amtrak identifies its manpower 
needs and then recruits, hires, develops and retains the 
individuals with the skills needed to accomplish Amtrak’s 
mission and strategic goals.  

The OIG found that, although the traditional role of 
human resources (HR) has evolved over the past 20 
years from being mainly transactional and reactionary 
to one that is more proactive and strategic, Amtrak has 
been slow in following this trend.  For various reasons, 
the Human Resources and Labor Relations Departments 
have not been viewed as strategic partners at Amtrak.  
This will need to change for Amtrak to address its human 
capital management challenges in the future.

Once the economy rebounds, there is a real danger that 
Amtrak will lose skilled craftsman and technical expertise 
faster than it can replace them.  In fact, over a quarter of 
Amtrak’s workforce will be eligible for retirement in less 
than five years.  Investments in recruiting, developing, 
motivating, and retaining, highly qualified employees 
with the skills that are critical to Amtrak’s current and 
future needs are required for the company to maintain 
its position as the leader in intercity passenger rail within 
the United States.  To ensure these investments are spent 
wisely and targeted in the correct areas, Amtrak needs 
a comprehensive, corporate-wide HC strategy that is 
tied to the company’s strategic plan and is supported by 
Amtrak’s senior leadership and its Board of Directors.

To help the company address this critical issue and to 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its HC, the 
report makes 24 specific recommendations – including 
the creation of a HC officer position for the company to 
provide a single point of accountability for leading the 
strategic transformation of HC management that must 
occur if Amtrak is to be successful in the future.  

In an attempt to quantify the potential benefits Amtrak 
could realize by improving its HC management practices, 
the OIG compared Amtrak’s expenditures in this area with 
other large companies.  Based on the OIG benchmarking, 
the OIG estimates that Amtrak could potentially save 
between $23 million and $50 million if it performed 
as efficiently as the benchmarked companies.  These 
estimates represent the potential savings in costs for 
typical HR administration and services.  

Although far from insignificant in themselves, these 
savings are only a part of the benefits to be gained.  

Lower turnover, greater productivity, improved morale, 
less overtime, and lower training costs are all benefits 
that could be gained through more efficient and effective 
management of Amtrak’s human capital.

During the course of the Human Capital Management 
Evaluation, the OIG decided to conduct a separate and 
more detailed review of employee development and 
training.  A separate report on that evaluation will be 
issued in the next reporting cycle.

Management Response
Management agreed with all of the recommendations 
except to combine the Labor Relations and Human 
Resources departments into one department under a 
single Human Capital Officer.

Lessons Learned: An Analysis of the Acela and 
Surfliner Programs – Lessons learned from past 
major equipment procurements documented to 
guide future procurements
Report E-09-04 – Issued 7/21/2009

Amtrak is currently planning a number of rolling stock 
equipment procurements.  To insure current Amtrak 
decision-makers are knowledgeable of “lessons learned” 
from past Amtrak procurements, the OIG decided 
to review the experience of two of Amtrak’s major 
equipment procurement programs during the last 15 
years (Acela and Surfliner) and document the “lessons 
learned” from these programs.  To accomplish this, the 
OIG interviewed over a dozen of the key individuals 
involved in these procurements.

The individuals interviewed had many recommendations 
from their experiences with these procurements.  The OIG 
report discusses both programs and documents 20 of these 
recommendations to help guide Amtrak management in 
any future major equipment procurement. 

Management Response
Management agreed with the recommendations and 
has already incorporated some of them into current 
procurement actions.

Amtrak’s Infrastructure Maintenance Program 
Potential cost savings of $50M to $150M identified
Report E-09-05 – Issued 9/28/0909

As reported in the last semiannual report, the OIG has 
been involved in a multi-year evaluation of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of Amtrak’s right-of-way (ROW) 
maintenance programs.  The OIG recently issued our final 
report of this evaluation, which utilized a combination 
of qualitative and quantitative techniques to assess the 
efficiency and effectiveness of Amtrak’s program and to 
identify opportunities for improvement.  

significant activities: Inspections and evaluations
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To measure the relative efficiency and effectiveness of 
Amtrak’s Infrastructure Maintenance program, the OIG 
benchmarked Amtrak’s performance metrics to those of 
comparable European railroads.  To identify the “best 
practices” in infrastructure maintenance, OIG staff 
visited six European countries/infrastructure operators 
that were included in the benchmarking study and 
had unique expertise in specific areas of infrastructure 
maintenance and renewal. 

The benchmarking process showed that Amtrak has an 
opportunity to reduce its long-term infrastructure capital 
and operating maintenance costs by $50 million to $150 
million per year by improving the overall efficiency and 
effectiveness of its infrastructure maintenance program 
to the level of comparable European railroads.  During 
the visits to the six European countries/infrastructure 
operators, the OIG staff discovered numerous maintenance 
practices and technologies that Amtrak may be able to 
adopt to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its 
infrastructure maintenance program.  

The OIG evaluation further revealed that there are 
numerous causal factors that determine why Amtrak 
spends more on its infrastructure maintenance and that 
some of these factors are outside of Amtrak’s direct 
control.  

This report documents the OIG staff findings and 
lists 16 recommendations to help Amtrak manage its 
Infrastructure Maintenance Program more effectively 
and efficiently and to take advantage of the opportunity 
to reduce its long-term infrastructure capital and 
operating maintenance costs.  The recommendations 
take into consideration that Amtrak is not totally in 
control of all of the factors impacting its infrastructure 
maintenance costs and that Amtrak must enlist the 
support of outside agencies to accomplish several of the 
recommended actions.      

Management Response
Management response was still pending at the end of 
this reporting period.

Procurement and Material Supply Chain 
Management 
Additional credit of $575,937.70 for overcharges
Amtrak entered into a contract with Alstom TLS in 
2006 to supply and manage the parts inventory for the 
Acela trainsets.  This contract has an estimated value 
of close to $200 million over the five-year term.  As 
reported previously, the OIG questioned whether Amtrak 
was getting proper credit for components returned 
to inventory after bench testing.  Based on the OIG’s 
inquiry, Amtrak received a credit of $3,271,074.95 for 
overcharges during the period of September 2007 to 
August 2008.  Of this total, $2,695,137.20 was reported 

in previous semiannual reports.  Additional credits are 
still pending based on further OIG analysis of settlement 
calculations.

Amtrak Mechanical Maintenance Operations 
$2.5 million in additional benefits realized
In September 2005, the OIG issued report E-05-04, 
which resulted from a year-long system-wide review of 
Amtrak’s Mechanical Maintenance Operations.  In this 
report, the OIG recommended that Amtrak adopt a more 
modern maintenance philosophy based on Reliability-
Centered Maintenance (RCM).  An RCM-based program 
requires that all maintenance activities be supported by 
sound technical and economic justifications.  

The OIG’s report recommended specific actions that 
Amtrak should take to transition to RCM and to make 
the operations more efficient.  For the past four years the 
OIG has been working with the Mechanical Department 
to help them implement the OIG recommendations.

Some of the recommendations in the report on 
Mechanical Maintenance Operations addressed 
streamlining Amtrak’s maintenance processes.  One 
of the improvement efforts that the OIG continues to 
support is providing advice and assistance with process 
improvement and manpower utilization for turnaround 
servicing at our major stations.  

During FY09, working with management at three 
of Amtrak’s maintenance locations, productivity 
improvements have generated more than $3 million in 
benefits from reduced overtime, vacant positions not 
filled, or labor made available for other work.  $500,000 of 
these benefits were reported in the previous semiannual 
report.  As we assist management in implementing 
these improvements at other locations The OIG hopes to 
achieve similar results.

Locomotive Camera Installations 
The OIG is continuing to oversee and advise on a project 
to install cab-mounted video cameras on all of Amtrak’s 
locomotives.  Freight railroads have shown that these 
types of cameras have made a huge difference in 
their ability to defend themselves in claims involving 
grade-crossing accidents, thereby significantly reducing 
settlement costs and court awards from these types of 
lawsuits.  

This effort began as an OIG-initiated, limited-scope 
project to demonstrate and learn about the technology.  
Since then, cameras have been installed on more than 
230 locomotives.  The cameras are now recording a 
collision or some other incident somewhere in Amtrak’s 
system almost every day, greatly helping to pinpoint the 
causes of the incidents.  The installation on the rest of 
Amtrak’s locomotives is planned to follow in FY 2010.   Office of
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Harassment and Intimidation Complaints
Amtrak’s Statement of Policy Against Harassment 
and Intimidation states, in part, “Amtrak will, under 
no circumstances, tolerate harassing or intimidating 
conduct by any employee that is calculated to discourage 
or prevent any individual from receiving proper medical 
treatment or from reporting an accident, incident, injury 
or illness.”  This Statement of Policy conforms to Federal 
Railroad Administration Regulations 49 CFR Part 225.33.  
The Amtrak OIG investigates allegations of violation of 
this policy.  

During this reporting period, the OIG concluded its review 
of two allegations received during the previous reporting 
period.  The OIG issued one letter of no finding, whereby 
the OIG concluded that the employee was not harassed 
or intimidated by management as defined by FRA 49 CFR 
225.33.  However, the OIG substantiated the allegation 
in the other case and found that the employee’s manager 
harassed and intimidated the employee with the intent 
to discourage the employee from reporting an injury.  
Amtrak Management was briefed on the findings. 

Management Response
Management response was still pending at the end of 
this reporting period.

significant activities: Inspections and evaluations
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INVestIGatIONs aNd eValUatIONs

4/01/09 – 9/30/09

Findings 
Cost Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $575,937.70
Potential Future Savings . . . . . . . . $73-$200 million
Productivity Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2.5 million
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fy 2009 perfOrMaNce MeasUres

4/01/09 – 9/30/09

Audit Results Total
Congressional Testimony. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Costs Questioned . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $104,743,472 
Funds to be Put to Better Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $44,706,930
Management Decisions to Seek Recoveries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $103,679,156

Investigative Results  Total
Indictments/Informations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Convictions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Fines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Court Ordered Restitutions/Civil Judgments/Administrative Restitution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $112,471
Recoveries*. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $145,105
Years Sentenced . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Years Probation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Years Supervised Release . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Hours of Community Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 350
Debarments and Other Administrative Action. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Hotline Complaints Received . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76
Hotline Complaints Investigated by OIG . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36
Hotline Complaints Referred to Operating Administrations or Other Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 
* Recovery totals do not include recoveries made as a result of joint activities with OIG

fy 2009 adVIsOry fUNctIONs

4/01/09 – 9/30/09

Advisory Functions Total
FOIA Requests Received . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
FOIA Requests Processed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Legislation Reviewed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
Regulations Reviewed. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0
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OffIce Of INspectOr GeNeral 
aUdIt repOrts IssUed WItH QUestIONed cOsts

4/1/09 – 9/30/09

 Number Questioned Costs Unsupported Costs
A. For which no management decision 

has been made by the commencement 
of the reporting period. 5 $1,064,316 $0

B. Reports issued during the
 reporting period. 8 $103,679,156 $0

Subtotals (A + B) 13 $104,743,472 $0

LESS

C. For which a management decision
 was made during the reporting period. 10
 (i) dollar value of recommendations
  that were agreed to by management.  $78,277,292 $0
 (ii) dollar value of recommendations
  that were not agreed to by management.  $25,939,248 $0

D. For which no management decision
 has been made by the end of the
 reporting period. 3 $526,932 $0
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OffIce Of INspectOr GeNeral 
aUdIt repOrts IssUed WItH fUNds tO Be pUt tO Better Use

4/1/09 – 9/30/09

 Number Dollar Value 
A. For which no management decision 

has been made by the commencement 
of the reporting period. 2 $1,383,496 

B. Reports issued during the
 reporting period. 1 $44,706,930 

Subtotals (A + B) 3 $46,090,426 

LESS

C. For which a management decision
 was made during the reporting period. 2 $83,496
 (i) dollar value of recommendations
  that were agreed to by management.  $1,300,000 
 (ii) dollar value of recommendations
  that were not agreed to by management.   

D. For which no management decision
 has been made by the end of the
 reporting period. 1 $44,706,930 
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OffIce Of INspectOr GeNeral 
detaIled lIstING Of all IssUed aUdIt repOrts

4/1/09 – 9/30/0

Date Report Report Title Questioned Unsupported Funds to be Put
Issued Number  Costs Costs to Better Use

9/29/2009 103-2009 AmPlan Eligibility Process Review $0 $0 $0

5/6/2008 105-2008 Mechanical Facility Support Equipment $0 $0 $0

4/14/2009 105-2009 Chicago Leases Expense Audit $247,955 $0 $0

5/13/2009 201-2008 Celerant Consulting Inc.  $0 $0 $0

6/17/2009 202-2009 Food & Beverage Inventory Transition $0 $0 $0

9/30/2009 205-2009 Attleboro Pawtucket Amendment $278,927 $0 $44,706,930

  Transition

5/13/2009 207-2008 Reimbursable Retroactive  $102,602,866 $0 $0 
  Wages Review

7/9/2009 211-2009 Baltimore Station Review  $0 $0 $0

8/6/2009 213-2009 Baltimore Station Real Estate Review $0 $0 $0

9/29/2009 218-2008 Amtrak Safety Audit Program Review $0 $0 $0

6/3/2009 302-2009 Thames River Pier Contract Modification $7,638 $0 $0

4/21/2009 303-2009 Thames River Counterweight Claim $99,633 $0 $0

8/31/2009 305-2009 Route 128 Station Audit  $0 $0 $0

8/26/2009 307-2009 Mueser Rutledge Change Order $0 $0 $0

4/14/2009 308-2007 Cianbro Construction Grouting $376,209 $0 $0 
  Change Order

5/14/2009 401-2009 Station Audit – Naperville, IL $0 $0 $0

9/29/2009 402-2009 Station Audit – Denver, CO  $50 $0 $0

9/29/2009 403-2009 Station Audit – Glenwood Springs, Co $0 $0 $0

8/24/2009 506-2009 Union Pacific Railroad – Diesel Fuel $65,878 $0 $0 
  and Fuel Handling

TOTAL:     $103,679,156 $0 $44,706,930
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OffIce Of INspectOr GeNeral 
sUMMary Of repOrts tO tHe presIdeNt Of aMtraK cONcerNING INfOrMatION Or 
assIstaNce UNreasONaBly refUsed Or NOt prOVIded

4/1/09-9/30/09

Nothing to report this period.
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OffIce Of INspectOr GeNeral 
reVIeW Of leGIslatION aNd reGUlatIONs

4/1/09-9/30/09

Section (4)a of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, provides that the Inspector General shall “review 
existing and proposed legislation and regulations relating to programs and operations of such establishment and 
to make recommendations in the semiannual reports …concerning the impact of such legislation or regulations 
on the economy and efficiency in the administration of programs and operations administered or financed by such 
establishment or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in such programs and operations.”

Furthermore, Section 4(a) states that it is “the duty and responsibility of the Inspector General “to recommend policies 
for, and to conduct, supervise, or coordinate relationships between such establishment and other Federal agencies, 
State and local governmental agencies, and nongovernmental entities with respect to (A) all matters relating to the 
promotion of economy and efficiency in the administration of, or the prevention and detection of fraud and abuse in, 
programs and operations administered or financed by such establishment, or (B) the identification and prosecution 
of participants in such fraud or abuse.”

During the semiannual reporting period, the OIG conducted oversight of Amtrak’s American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) activities and expenditures. As required by ARRA, the OIG has filed monthly reports 
of the OIG’s ARRA financial expenditures and oversight activity with www.Recovery.gov, the website of the Recovery 
Accountability and Transparency Board.

The Inspector General Reform Act of 2008 established an independent budget submittal process for the OIG.  The 
Chairman of the Amtrak Board of Directors submitted the OIG’s Fiscal Year 2011 budget estimate and request to 
the Office of Management and Budget on September 14, 2009. The OIG’s annual budget estimate and request are 
submitted to Congress as part of Amtrak’s annual grant and legislative request.
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GlOssary Of aUdIt terMs aNd aBBreVIatIONs

The terms the OIG use in reporting audit statistics are defined below:

Questioned Cost -- Cost or expenditure of funds for an intended purpose that is unnecessary, unreasonable, or an 
alleged violation of Amtrak’s corporate policy or procedure.

Unsupported Cost -- Cost that is not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit.

Funds to Be Put to Better Use -- Funds identified in an audit that could be used more effectively by taking greater 
efficiency measures.

Management Decision -- Management’s evaluation of the OIG audit finding and its final decision concerning 
agreement or non agreement with the OIG recommendation.

Abbreviations/acronyms used in the text are defined below:

ACL CCM Continuous Controls Monitoring

Amtrak National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
ARRA American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
 of 2009 
B&B Buildings and Bridges
BNSF Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad
CA Operations Management 
CCM continuous controls monitoring 
CEO Chief Operating Officer 
CETC Centralized Electric and Traffic Control 
EA Enterprise Architecture 
FMLA Family Medical Leave of Absence
FY Fiscal Year 
GSA Government Services Administration 
HC Human Capital 
HR Human Resources 
HRG Host Railroad Contract Administration 
IT Information Technology
LAAS Lease Audit and Advisory Services, Inc.
LOA Leave of Absence
LSA Lead Service Attendant 
MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

MOW Maintenance of Way
NRPC National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
 (Amtrak) 
NS Norfolk Southern Railroad
OBS Onboard Service 
OIG Office of Inspector General 
OSU Operation Standards Updates
OTP On Time Performance 
P2P Purchase-to-Payment 
POS Point of Sale 
P.L. Public Law 
QOH Quantity on Hand 
RCM Reliability-centered Maintenance 
RAO Responsible Amtrak Officials
ROW Right-of-way 
RPU Revenue Protection Unit 
SAP System, Applications and Products 
SP Southern Pacific Railroad
SSM Service Standards Manual
TPA Third Party Administrator 
TPMS Train Provisioning Management System 
UP Union Pacific Railroad
U.S.C. United States Code
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INdeX Of repOrtING reQUIreMeNts pUrsUaNt tO tHe INspectOr GeNeral act 
aMeNdMeNts Of 1988 (p .l . 100-504)

Topic Reporting Requirements Page 

Section 4(a)(2) Review of Legislation and Regulations  10, 35

Section 5(a)(1) Significant Problems, Abuses, and Deficiencies  11-28

Section 5(a)(2)  Recommendations for Corrective Action to Significant Problems  11-28

Section 5(a)(3)  Previous Reports’ Recommendations for Which Corrective Action 
 Has Not Been Completed 17-18

Section 5(a)(4)  Matters Referred to Prosecutive Authorities  19-24

Section 5(a)(5)  Information or Assistance Refused or Not Provided  34

Section 5(a)(6)  Audit Reports Issued in This Reporting Period  33

Section 5(a)(7) Summary of Significant Reports  11-28

Section 5(a)(8) Audit Reports with Questioned Costs  12-14, 17

Section 5(a)(9)  Audit Reports with Recommendations That Funds Be Put to Better Use  12, 16-17, 31, 26-27

Section 5(a)(10)  Previous Audit Reports Issued with No Management Decision Made by 
 End of This Reporting Period 11-18

Section 5(a)(11)  Significant Revised Management Decisions  11-15, 16-18, 26-28

Section 5(a)(12)  Significant Management Decisions with Which the OIG is in Disagreement 14





tell Us about It

stop fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, and abuse

Who pays? You pay. Act like it’s your money…it is!

tell Us about It
Maybe you are aware of fraud, waste, mismanagement, or some other type of abuse at Amtrak. Amtrak’s Office of 
Inspector General has a toll free hotline number for you to call. You can write to the OIG.

The OIG will keep your identity confidential. If you prefer, you can remain anonymous. You are protected by law from 
reprisal by your employer.

call the hotline:

Nationwide (800) 468-5469

Philadelphia (215) 349-3065 or ATS 728-3065

Write to us:

Inspector General

P.O. Box 76654

Washington, DC 20013-6654



National railroad passenger corporation

Office of Inspector General
10 G street, Ne, suite 3W-300, Washington, dc 20002-4285

Amtrak is a registered service mark of the 

National Railroad Passenger Corporation.




