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June 12, 1986

The Honorable John D Dingell

Chairman, Subcommuittee on Oversight
and Investigations

Committee on Energy and Commerce

House of Representatives

Dear Mr Chairman

Your letter of July 12, 1985, requested that we investigate a reduction-
in-force (RIF) at the Department of Energy’s (Do) Office of Minority
Economic Impact (OMED) Your letter expressed the Subcommuittee's con-
cern about the legality of the proposed RIF and provided information on
serious allegations concerning the activities of the Director of OMEIL,
Rosslee G. Douglas As agreed with your office, we investigated the pro-
posed RIF and related matters concernung the activities of Mrs Douglas,
including allegations of travel abuse, misuse of federal telephone hnes
and government vehicles, use of DOE staff for personal business, and
improper contracting activities

We found support for some of the allegations made against Mrs Douglas
regarding the proposed RIF and use of travel, telephones, and govern-
ment vehicles We found no evidence of illegal contracting practices. Qur
findings are summarized below and discussed m more detail in

appendix I

Mrs Douglas told us that she did not propose the RIF to retaliate against
the two affected employees, and we found no direct evidence that retah-
ation was her motive. However, we found substantial circumstantial evi-
dence suggesting that retaliation may have been a significant factor in
her decision to propose a RIF,

Although DOE did not formally approve the proposed RIF in OMEI, two
employees were given specific notice of their removal by Mrs. Douglas
However, Mrs. Douglas was acting on advice from DOE personnel offi-
c1als, who told us that they followed DOE procedures

Mrs Douglas made numerous trips at government expense to her home
state of South Carclina and to other places such as Las Vegas, Puerto
Rico, Hawaii, and the Bahamas Except for one trip to receive an award,
Mrs. Douglas provided a business explanation for each trip. However,
our examination of her travel records indicates a number of discrepan-
cies between her 1tineraries and vouchers regarding the purpose of some
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of these trips, and the length of stay necessary to accomplish official
business.

We found that an OMEI grantee paid Mrs Douglas’ hotel bill while she
was on a 1984 business trip in Puerto Rico. Acceptance of such expenses
gives nise to the appearance of a conflict of interest, and appears to be
an improper augmentation of DOE's appropriation and Mrs Douglas’
salary

Our analysis of telephone company records indicates that Mrs Douglas
made extensive use of government long distance telephone lines for per-
sonal calls to relatives, friends, and organizations unrelated to DOE busi-
ness. We also found that she used the DOE motor pool for personal
transportation and for travel to and from her personal residence.

We found no pattern of DOE staff used for personal business by Mrs
Douglas

We found no evidence indicating that Mrs Douglas engaged in illegal
contracting activities

We are recommending that the Secretary of Energy request the DOE
Inspector General to determune the extent to which travel, telephone,
and motor pool services were personal, were a conflict of interest, or
were 1mproper appropriation and salary augmentations. Based on these
determinations, the Secretary of Energy should take cost recovery and
other action as appropriate.

To reach our conclusions, we interviewed officials and examined records
from DOE, contractors, and grantees We aiso contacted airlines, hotels,
and organizations visited by Mrs Douglas Our objectives, scope, and
methodology are more fully explained in appendix I11

As requested, we did not obtain official agency comments on a draft of
this report. We did, however, discuss aspects of our work with several
officials, including Mrs. Douglas. Their views are included where appro-
priate. Our work was performed 1n accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards

As arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce 1ts contents
earlier, we plan no further distribution of this report until 30 days from
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the date of this letter. At that time, we will send copies of the report to
the Department of Energy and to Mrs. Douglas. Copies will be provided
to other interested parties upon reguest.

Sincerely yours,

Lol

J. Dexter Peach
Director
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Appendix [

GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of Minority
Economic Impact, DOE

The Office of Minority Economic Impact (OMEI) was created in 1978 to
advise the Secretary of Energy on the impacts of energy policies, pro-
grams, regulations, and other DOE actions on minorities and to recom-
mend policies to assist minorities affected by DOE actions. OMEI also
provides advice on methods of increasing minority participation in DOE’s
programs and activities. OMEI conducts research, supports needy
minority students in several colleges, and provides loans and technical
assistance to minorty businesses OMEI uses contractors for assistance in
accomplishing its objectives.

Rosslee G. Douglas was nominated to be Director of OMEI by the Presi-
dent on March 21, 1981, and was confirmed by the Senate on May 14,
1981. She resigned effective February 15, 1986.

Mrs. Douglas requested a reorganization (proposed RIF) of her office on
May 7, 1986.! Shortly after she proposed the RIF, allegations were made
that the purpose of her proposal was to get rid of two employees whom
she did not trust. In addition, a wide variety of other allegations were
made against Mrs. Douglas, including allegations that she abused travel,
telephone, and DOE motor pool privileges, and that she engaged in 1llegal
contracting practices These allegations and our findings are discussed
below.

Allegation—The RIF
Was Retaliatory

The allegation was that Mrs. Douglas proposed a RIF in order to retaliate
against two employees whom she did not trust.

Federal regulations himit the use of RIF procedures to situations in which
employee separation 1s necessitated by lack of work, shortage of funds,
reorgamzations and reclassifications due to a change in duties, or the
exercise of reemployment rights. A RIF may not be used to dismiss
employees who question management efficiency.

Sequence of Events

Mrs. Douglas proposed a RIF eliminating two positions on May 7, 1985.
She cited lack of work, lack of funds, and the need to better accomplish
program objectives as reasons for this RiF. DOE’s Headquarters Personnel
Operations determined that her request permitted the use of RIF proce-
dures for the elimination of two positions she had 1dentified. Personnel
then processed her RIF proposal by preparing a retention register, draft

!Because her request necessitated the use of RIF procedures, we refer to her reorganization request
as “'the proposed RIF"” throughout this report
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Minority Economic Impact, DOE

RIF notices, and other documents associated with implementing a RIF On
May 28, 1985, Personnel officially notified DOE’s chapter of the National
Treasury Employees Union that a RIF was scheduled for implementation
effective on or after June 11, 1985 Acting on advice from Personnel,
Mrs. Douglas informed one of the employees on May 28th that she was
being riffed, effective in 30 days, and informed the other on May 30,
1985

On or about June 27, 1985, the Under Secretary stopped the RIF after
being informed by the Director of Admimistration that a RIF was about to
be approved (The Director of Administration had been delegated
authority to approve RIFs.) The Under Secretary told us he first became
aware of the planned riF at this point He also told us he admorushed
Mrs Douglas for not seeking his pnor approval (Mrs. Douglas had the
authonty as an office director to propose a RIF without obtainung higher
approval.) On July 25, the Secretary of Energy informed the Subcom-
mittee that the RIF was on hold pending the outcome of a management
review of OMEL This management review was ordered by the Under Sec-
retary on July 10 Appendix II summarizes the events relating to the RIF

Mrs. Douglas’ Reasons for
the RIF

Mrs. Douglas told us that she needed to reorganize to meet changing
office priorities. She said she believed the office needed a different skill
mix than existed at the time. For this reason, she 1dentified two posi-
tions for abolishment One of these positions was a Minority Information
Specialist and the other was a Staff Assistant She told us that the need
for different skills was based on her own personal judgment of what
was best for the office, and that the skills of the two people being riffed
were no longer consistent with her own perception of office needs She
also cited lack of work and lack of funds as reasons for her proposed RIF

Analysis of Mrs. Douglas’
Reasons for the RIF

Mrs. Douglas denied to us that she proposed the RIF to retaliate against
the two affected employees She had the authority to propose a RIF,
according to DOE regulations, and the reasons she stated for requesting
the RIF would permit the use of RIF procedures under federal regulations

Courts have recognized that retaliation may be inferred from circum-
stantial evidence and 1s infrequently demonstrated from direct evidence
Direct evidence would be Mrs Douglas’ written or coral expressions of
mtent to retahate. Although we found no direct evidence of retaliation,
we found substantial circumstantial evidence supporting the view that
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Minority Economic Impact, DOE

retaliation was a significant factor in Mrs Douglas’ decision to propose a
RIF. For example

Mrs. Douglas’ decision to propose a RIF of the two employees came about
abruptly, and OMEI managers who supervised the positions being elimi-
nated had not been consulted. One of the managers was not informed by
Mrs. Douglas until after Mrs Douglas formally made her request to Per-
sonnel The other manager learned of the proposed RIF at about the same
fime the request was made to Personnel Mrs Douglas told us she did not
think that she needed to consult with her managers She also did not
consult with her supervisor, the Under Secretary. (However, she was
not required to do so )

DOE’s 1nternal management review of OME! did not support the need for a
reorganization or RIF (The Under Secretary requested the review
shortly after he stopped the RiF ) Among the report findings was a
staffing imbalance in OMEI, and a recommendation that staff be redis-
tributed within OMEI's major program areas Although the review did not
specifically address the proposed RIF, the authors of the review told us
that, in their opinion, they found no need for the changes sought by Mrs.
Douglas’ RIF request. In her September 12, 1985, response to the Under
Secretary, Mrs. Douglas responded to the management review findings
but restated her belief that these two positions should be eliminated
Mrs. Douglas proposed her RIF shortly after she suspected the employees
to be riffed were disloyal. Two weeks before Mrs Douglas requested a
RIF (April 15, 1985), the Office of the Secretary assigned a Schedule C
employee to OMEL2 Within a few days of his arrival, the new employee
confronted Mrs. Douglas with information crnitical of her handling of cer-
tain contracts, and also suggested better ways to manage the program
area to which he was assigned.? Mrs. Douglas told us she was upset and
suspicious over the Schedule C employee’s behavior ¢ She said that his
normal duties would not have taken him into the files from which he
developed the information he presented to her. She also said that the

2A Schedule C employee 15 an employee 1n a position that involves settng policy or involves a close
and confidential working relationshup wath the head of an agency or other key appointed official
These positions are excepted from the competitive service

IThis mformation 1s based on interviews with several OMEI staff, including Mrs Douglas secretary,
ndividuals who worked directly with the Schedule C employee, and sources outside of DOE who
were given pledges of confidentiality by GAO Specific times and dates ot meetings between the
Schedule C employee and Mrs Douglas were confirmed by Mrs Douglas’ calendar

4As a result of her conflict with the Schedule C employee Mrs Douglas requested that the Director ot
Admurustration place a tap on the Schedule C empiloyee's phone The Director did not act on this
request, but he did agree to post guards i OMEI to prevent after-hours access to office files, presum-
ably to prevent the Schedule C employee and others from obtaiung further intormation
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Minonty Economic Impact, DOE

Schedule C employee could not have developed his information without
assistance. After Mrs Douglas repeatedly complained to the Secretary’s
office about the Schedule C employee ‘‘not working out,” he was reas-
signed on April 26 (two weeks after his arrival in OMEI ) After the
Schedule C employee’s reassignment, Mrs Douglas immediately went to
Porsonnel to seek a RIF (This occurred the first working day after the
Schedule C employee left ) Although she denied to us that she suspected
anyone of assisting the Schedule C employee 1n developing information
critical of her, other OMEI staff told us that Mrs Douglas indicated that
she was suspicious of the two employees she subsequently wanted to
RIF

The above circumstances preceding Mrs. Douglas’ RIF request lend
credence to the allegation that her intent was to retaliate. In addition,
during interviews with us, two top DOE officials expressed concern about
her motives for the RIF The Under Secretary told us that his impression
of Mrs. Douglas’ intentions was that she wanted to remove the two
people from her office because they were disloyal and disruptive He
also said she cited as reasons the need for different skills in oMEI He told
us he stopped the RIF because she requested the RIF without his knowl-
edge. He also told us that Mrs Douglas should have more carefully con-
sidered the impact a RIF would have on the Department.

Mrs Douglas also discussed her proposed RIF with the Director of
Administration, who told us that Mrs. Douglas came to him to discuss a
reorganization in late April, at the same time she complained about the
Schedule C employee When we asked the Director whether he thought
that Mrs Douglas’ RIF request was retaliatory, he told us that he did not
know what her motivation was He derued that she told him that the
purpose of her RIF was to retaliate against the two employees However,
he told us that he warned her that her actions could be perceived as
retahiatory (An employee of OMEI also told us she heard the Director
warn Mrs. Douglas ) He also told us that 1f Mrs Douglas were not a pres-
1dential appointee, he would not have hesitated to stop the RIF, based on
what she was doing Mrs Douglas told us she remembered being warned
that her proposed RIF could be perceived as retahatory, but she said she
did not recall who told her or when the warning was given.

Conclusions

Substantial circumstantial evidence exists which suggests that retalia-
fi1on may have been a significant factor in Mrs Douglas’ decision to pro-
pose a RIF ehminating the two positions 1n question
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Munority Economuc Impact, DOE

DOE Employees
Notified Prematurely

The Subcommittee expressed concern in a July 12, 1985, letter to DOE
that 1t was not given advance notification of the planned rir, pursuant
to a longstanding agreement with bOE The Subcommuttee had also
learned that two employees were informed of their being riffed. but that
DOE had not approved such a RIF. The Secretary of Energy subsequently
acknowledged 1n his July 25, 1985, response to the Subcommittee that
no such RIF had been approved, and that any advice to employees to the
contrary was “‘at best premature, at worst, incorrect ”’ DOE’s RIF regula-
tions state that employees should not be given RIF notices prior to
approval by the Director of Personnel The regulations also state thatif
a RIF becomes ‘“‘necessary,” employees should be informed as far in
advance as possible

We found that Mrs. Douglas informed the two employees in late May,
1985, that they were being nffed, giving them 30 days notice Thus
notice was at least two weeks before personnel officials prepared letters
approving the RIF A memorandum from the DOE’'s Director of Personnel
approving the RIF was drafted in mid-June but never signed The draft
memorandum stated that notices of RIF to employees can be given two
weeks from the date of the memorandum A letter informing the Sub-
committee of the planned RIF was also drafted in mud-June Mrs Douglas
told us she was acting on advice from DOE Personnel officials to notify
the employees. Mrs Douglas also told us she assumed that the RIF was
approved and showed us & memorandum, dated May 28, 1985, from Per-
sonnel to the Unuon, which gave specific dates the RIF would be
implemented.

DOE Personnel officials acknowledged to us that they advised Mrs.
Douglas to inform the two employees that a reorganization was planned
and that 1t might have an impact on them They said such notification
was consistent with DOE poiicy to inform affected employees as far in
advance as possible They also said that because OME] 15 a small office,
the likelthood of the RIF plans becoming public was high and therefore
they believed it prudent to inform potentially affected employees of a
reorganization as early as possible They also told us that the May 28
letter to the Union was one step in the process of umplementing a RIF,
was standard procedure in DOE, and merely reflected completion of one
step of the RIF process
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Allegation—Personal
Travel at Government
Expense

Appendix I

GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rossiee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Minority Economic Impact, DOE

The allegations were that Mrs Douglas made personal trips at govern-
ment expense to her home state of South Carolina, and to other locations
such as the Bahamas, L.as Vegas, Puerto Rico, and Hawan

Appropriated funds may be used only for travel on official business
Official business travel 18 authorized, and related expenses allowed, for
only those official purposes that are clearly related to the purpose of the
appropriation Travel by federal employees on official business 1s
required to be accomplished in accordance with the provisions of perti-
nent statutes, regulations, orders, and Comptroller General Decisions. As
a DOE office director, Mrs Douglas authorized her own travel and thus
did not need further approval DOE relies on the personal integrity of its
top management travelers to assure that travel 1s for official business
and meets pertinent federal regulations All vouchers are subject to
review by DOE’s Travel Audit Branch.

We examuned travel records covering each of Mrs Douglas’ 67 trips
between April 1981 and December 1985, concentrating on those men-
tioned 1n the allegations We used her travel itineraries to imitially deter-
mine the nature of her official business while on travel. We then
compared them with her travel authonzations and vouchers, in order to
identify any discrepancies. We asked Mrs Douglas about each of the
trips discussed 1n this report. She provided us supplemental written
information for 29 of her trips Many of her explanations of official bus-
1ness were that she met informally with officials whose names she did
not provide For this reason we were unable to venify the accuracy of
her explanations

Mrs. Douglas’ South
Carolina Travel

We found that Mrs. Douglas took 15 trips to her home state of South
Carolina at government expense 5 According to her itineraries and other
information she provided, four of these trips pertained directly to
ongoing OMEI program activities The remaining trips were to speak at
and/or to attend various meetings and activities, and to meet with
public and private officials Of these, we 1dentified the following trips in
which the trip’s purpose, as cited in her itineraries, did not appear
directly relevant to her official duties:

50n two of these trips, Mrs Douglas stopped over in South Carolina upon returmang from official
business in Atlanta, at no additional cost to the government
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Minonty Economic Impact, DOE

She traveled to Charleston, South Carolina, on November 15, 1981, to
receive a public service award from a nursing organization. Mrs. Douglas
18 a nurse The nursing group has no official business with DOE.

She attended a convention on ‘“Workman’s Compensation 1n South Caro-
lina” in Columbia, South Carolina on September 4, 1985 Mrs Douglas 1s
a former member of the South Carolina Industrial Commission The
Commission has no official business with DOE

She spoke to medical students at the Medical University of South Caro-
lina in Charleston on August 18, 1985, and to the “Nurses Alumn Asso-
ciation” in Charleston on September 14, 1983 Neither of these
organizations conducts business with DOE

With the exception of the trip to receive an award for her career as a
nurse, Mrs. Douglas provided us a business explanation for each of thest
trips and cited official business as the reason. For example, she told us
that when she attended the workman’s compensation convention, she
also spoke with members of the South Carolina Governor’s staff and
other officials present at the convention about future Dog-South Caro-
lina business We were unable to verify the vahdity of this information,
because she said she could not remember the names of the people with
whom she spoke. Regarding the speeches to non-DOE-related organiza-
tions, she told us she spoke on DOE business and discussed her office’s
programs with officials. Regarding the trip to receive an award, her
written explanation stated no other reason for taking this trip

In examining Mrs. Douglas’ South Carolina travel records, we 1dentified
a number of travel patterns related to the allegations For example

On 12 of her 15 trips, she remained in South Carolina through the
weekend at government expense

She departed earlier and returned later than apparently necessary on
over half of her trips, according to comparisons between her itineraries
and vouchers.

She took personal leave while 1n South Carolina on eight occasions

When we questioned Mrs. Douglas about these patterns, she generally
responded that her arrival and departure times were dictated by airline
schedules and the demands of her official business

We asked DOE’s Travel Auditing Branch Chief to examine several of Mrs

Douglas’ travel vouchers for South Carolina and other places described
1n this report, to determine whether they were accurate and complete
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G Douglas, Director, Office of
Minorty Economic Impact, DOE

We also showed the Branch Chief Mrs Douglas’ itineraries, which con-
tained additional detail on her travel activities. The Branch Chief noted
several instances in which Mrs Douglas apparently arrived earlier and/
or departed later than necessary She said that unless Mrs Douglas can
support the need for such arrival and departure times (for example, 1f
Justified by airline schedules or additional information provided by Mrs,
Douglas), her subsistence claims would be adjusted The Branch Chief
told us that her office will reexamine Mrs. Douglas’ travel vouchers
after the completion of our report.

Mrs. Douglas’ Non-South
Carolina Travel

San Juan, Puerto Rico Travel

Bahamas Travel

Mrs Douglas also made numerous government-paid trips to San Juan,
Puerto Rico; Nassau, Bahamas, Las Vegas, Nevada; and Hawaii Mrs
Douglas provided us an explanation for each of these trips. Qur exami-
nation of her travel records for these trips indicates a number of dis-
crepancies between her 1itineraries and vouchers regarding the length of
stay necessary to accomplish official business. Our findings are dis-
cussed below

Mrs Douglas made three trips to San Juan, Puerto Rico. For each trip,
her itineraries indicate official business was conducted However, on
two of her three trips, her itinerary shows she arrived earher and/or
departed later at government expense than was necessary to complete
her official business According to her voucher and itineraries, her offi-
cial business on these trips consisted of 1-hour ceremonies (a signing of
a memorandum of understanding among DOE, Ana G Mendez Educa-
tional Foundation, and Jackson State University, and a ceremony to
open the Ana G. Mendez Education Foundation television station) When
asked about these trips, Mrs. Douglas told us she stayed longer to dis-
cuss DOE programs with various officials. We were unable to verify with
whom she spoke or whether the conversations were relevant to her offi-
c1al duties.

Mrs Douglas traveled to Nassau, Bahamas on August 24-29, 1985, to
attend a conference sponsored by the World Conference of Mayors Her
itinerary indicates that the purpose of her trip was to participate in a 1-
hour workshop held on a Tuesday. However, she stayed 5 days She told
us she stayed longer to discuss DOE programs with city mayors, who
were attending the conference The Office of the Secretary denied Mrs.
Douglas permussion to attend a similar conference i Africa in December
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GAOQ Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G Douglas, Dhrector, Office of
Minonty Economic Impact, DOE

Hawaii Travel

Las Vegas Travel

1984, which was sponsored by the same organization She was denied
permission because of 1ts lack of energy involvement *

Mrs Douglas traveled to Hawaii on May 1-6, 1984 According to her
travel authorization, her purpose was to visit two schools located on the
1siands of Hawau and Maw These schools have vocational programs
related to DOE (The trips to these 1slands were from Honolulu on the
1sland of Oahu.) Upon completion of her school visits, travel records
show Mrs. Douglas spent an additional 3 days in Honolulu before
departing for home She claimed government subsistence for 2 of these 3
days in Honolulu When asked why she stayed in Honolulu, she said she
was there to visit her brother and to conduct official business. She told
us she toured a Federal Aviation Administration radar facility to learn
about technical skilis required to operate radar equipment. She
explained that her office supports colleges which have students inter-
ested 1n technucal careers In her subsequent written statement to us, she
said she discussed with top Federal Aviation Adminstration officials
the feasibility of an interagency agreement to develop opportunities for
minority electronics engineers. We did not attempt to verify the accu-
racy of her written explanation

Two OMEI staff members provided us with a signed statement which said
that they arranged the Hawail school visits after Mrs Douglas told them
that she was going to Hawail to visit her brother

Mrs. Douglas made four trips to Las Vegas, Nevada. On May 25-28,
1983, she attended a government conference on procurement Her itin-
erary indicates that her official business was to participate in a 5 30
p.m workshop on 1 day. She stayed in Las Vegas 3 days. She told us she
stayed for the entire conference to speak with minority businessmen
about DOE 1ssues Most of the conference topics concerned 1ssues such as
cash flow management, making short and long range projections, and
marketing 1ssues She did not provide us names of people with whom
she met

Her second trip, on March 11-14, 1984, was to attend a field seminar on
energy for black colleges and universities, a topic closely related to her
duties She arrived 2 days before the conference started However, her

"Because this requested trip was tor international travel 1t required manageronent appros al
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G Douglas, Director, Office of
Manority Economic Impact, DOE

itinerary indicated she met with DOE officials and attended a contractor-
funded reception the day before the conference started.

Mrs. Douglas’ third trip to Las Vegas was a 3-day stopover on October
27-30, 1984. She was returning from Seattle en route to Albuquerque on
business According to her itinerary, her reason for the stopover was to
attend a 5-minute viewing of a crater at DOE's Nevada Test Site and a 45-
minute briefing by tour officials.

Her fourth trip to Las Vegas was October 29 to November 2, 1985, to
speak at a seminar on minority businesswomen's opportunities. Evi-
dence 1s confusing concerning the purpose of this particular trip and the
activities 1t included. Her travel authorization states the semmnar at
which she intended to speak was sponsored by DOE and the Department
of Commerce. The conference she attended, however, was spensored by
the American League of Financial Institutions, and its agenda shows
Mrs Douglas as an attendee, not a speaker. She told us that 2 days after
she arrived, she participated on a panel, the subject of which was dif-
ferent from that listed on her travel authorization and itinerary Offi-
cials of the sponsoring organization told us they were unaware of Mrs
Douglas’ intentions to speak until just prior to the conference. On the
same trip, she also met with officials at DOE's Nevada Operations Office,
but this meeting was not arranged until after her trip had been planned
and reservations made.

Mrs. Douglas told us the reason for the confusion regarding this last trip
was due to misunderstandings between her and a grantee that made the
trip arrangements

Political Trips

We identified two of Mrs Douglas’ trips which appear to have involved
political activities, but were paid for by the government. White House
guidelines covering travel of senior government officials state that “in
those instances where the same travel costs are incurred in conjunction
with official and political activity, there should be a proration of
expenses.”

Mrs, Douglas traveled to New Orleans on June 19, 1985, to attend a sem-
inar connected with DOE business. On the same trip, she drove to Lafay-
ette, Louisiana, to speak at a Louisiana Republican Party event. Her
travel voucher for this additional trip, in which all the airfare was
charged to the government, includes government-paid subsistence for
one day of her Republican Party side trip She acknowledged to us that
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G, Dounglas, Director, Office of
Minority Economic Impact, DOE

this was a political function, but said because the trip to New Orleans
was official business, costs associated with her side trip could be paid
for by the government.

The other trip 1n question was a stopover in Atlanta on June 23-24,
1984, to attend the annual conference of the National Black Republican
Council All expenses, including air fare, were charged to the govern-
ment Mrs Douglas told us that she attended this conference as a
“resource person’’ in furtherance of her official duties

Possible Conflict of Interest
and Augmentation of Salary
and Appropriation

Records obtained from the Caribe Hilton Hotel in Puerto Rico indicate
that on July 31, 1984, Mrs. Douglas’ hotel expenses were paid by the
Ana G. Mendez Educational Foundation, a private organization funded
by oMEI The bill was for $499 and covered a 3-day stay. (The hotel ball
reflects a charge for two people in the same room—Mrs Douglas denied
a second person was with her and neither the hotel nor the Foundation
can identify the second party.) Acceptance of such expenses by Mrs
Douglas could give rise to the appearance of a conflict of interest,
because the Foundation receives financial support from oMel The Foun-
dation 1s the governing board for three private colleges in Puerto Rico,
and seeks financial support from the federal government to improve its
energy research capabilities.

In addition, the Foundation’s payment of Mrs Douglas’ hotel bill may
constitute an improper augmentation of DOE’s appropriation and Mrs
Douglas’ salary Generally, neither an agency nor a government official
may accept contributions from private sources toward the cost of offi-
cial travel By paying her hotel bill, the Foundation has, in effect, aug-
mented DOE appropriations by the amount Mrs Douglas could have
claimed as reitmbursement Because her hotel bill exceeded what she
could have claimed, her salary may have been augmented as well

When asked about this trip, Mrs Douglas told us that while she couldn’t
recall who paid the bill, she acknowledged 1t could have been the Foun-
dation She also told us she made no attempt to seek approval from DOE
management to accept the Foundation’s offer to pay the bill

The Controlier of the Foundation acknowledged to us that they paid
Mrs. Douglas’ hotel expenses He told us he did not know why they paid
the bill, and said the person who authorized payment no longer works
for the Foundation
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GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G. Douglas, Director, Office of
Minority Ecenomuc Impact, DOE

Although she did not charge the government lodging on this trip, by
allowing the Foundation to pay her bill, Mrs Douglas avoided having to
use personal funds to pay her expenses not covered by government per
diem (The hotel rate plus her subsistence exceeded per diem.)

Conclusions and
Recommendation

Allegation—Personal
Use of Government
Resources

Mrs Douglas made numerous trips at government expense to her home
state of South Carolina and to other places such as Las Vegas, Puerto
Rico, Hawan, and the Bahamas Except for one trip to receive an award
from a nursing organization, Mrs Douglas provided a business explana-
tion for each of these trips However. our examination of her travel
records indicates a number of discrepancies between her itineraries and
vouchers regarding the purpose of these trips and the length of stay nec-
essary to accomplish official business Many of her explanations were
that she met informally with officials whose names she did not provide,
thus, we were unable to verify her explanations

We found that an OMEI grantee paid Mrs Douglas’ hotel bill while she
was on a 1984 business trip in Puerto Rico Acceptance of such expenses
gives rise to the appearance of a conflict of interest, and appears to be
an improper augmentation of DOE's appropriation and Mrs Douglas’
salary.

We recommend that the Secretary of Energy request the Inspector Gen-
eral to determine the extent to which these trips were personal, and
whether regulations covering conflict of interest, salary and appropria-
tion augmentation were violated Based on these determinations, the
Secretary of Energy should take cost recovery and other actions as
approprate

The allegations were that Mrs. Douglas used the federal telephone lines
for personal long distance calls; used the DOE motor pool for personal
transportation, and used office staff, facilities, and supplhes for personal
needs

Improper Use of Telephones

We found that Mrs Douglas used the Federal Telecommunications
System (FTS) extensively for what appear to be personal calls The poe
telephone system 1s to be used for official business only Any other use
of the system 1s prohibited and could resuit in an employee being fined,
suspended, or dismissed, according to DOE regulations
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On the basis of our examination of telephone company records, we esti-
mate that Mrs. Douglas could have made over 1,280 calls to South Caro-
Iina since 1981 Further, we estimate that about 55 percent of these calls
were personal, on the basis of our analysis of whom she called over a
22-month pertod. Calls that appear personal include calls to Mrs
Douglas’ mother, daughter, son, and friends, private residences, and a
pest control company in her home town We also identified personal
calls outside South Carolina, including calls to friends, a brother in
Hawan, and to unidentified private residences

We developed our information on the basis of available DOE telephone
billing data for exchanges available to Mrs Douglas. The bhilling period
data covered 22 months, from Septermber, 1983, through June, 1985 To
determine whether calls were official business, we matched called
exchanges with telephone numbers of Mrs Douglas’ relatives and
friends. We also called the numbers for identification We assumed that
calls to relatives and other private residences were personal, made by
Mrs. Douglas, and that her pattern of personal calls was similar over her
entire tenure at DOE

Mrs Douglas acknowledged to us she had made calls to relatives in
South Carolina, but denied they were personal She said that often these
calls were made to provide previously requested information, and that
she had made calls to check on her personal property 1n South Carolina
She told us she would have to examine the billing records to determine
the purpose of the calls

Abuse of DOE Motor Pool

We found support for the allegation that Mrs Douglas often used the
DOE motor pool for personal transportation. The DOE motor pool 1s avail-
able to top DOE managers for local transportation, in connection with DOE
business only In addition, 31 US C 1344 prohibits employees frem
using government vehicles for home to work transportation * The
Director of Adminustration told us that DOE top managers were briefed
on the proper use of motor pool cars He also told us that, for security
reasons, procedures covering use of the DOE motor pool are not in
writing

We identified a total of 139 trips provided Mrs Douglas by the motor
pool over the period 1982-1985. These were 1dentified from Mrs

"The Jaw contains certain exceptions, such as excepting the President and heads of executive depart-
ments None of the exceptions woltild 4pply to any of the trnps descnbed in our report
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Douglas’ calendar DOE motor pool records also 1dentify passengers and
destinations, but these records are not retained for more than 30 days

While Mrs Douglas told us she did not use the motor pool for personal
business, she acknowledged that she was driven home from some
events. We 1dentified 11 separate trips in which DOE drivers took her to
and/or from her residence and which were not in connection with offi-
cial travel.

We also 1dentified 49 trips that appear to be for personal business. For
example, Mrs. Douglas’ records show that the motor pool provided her
transportation to and/or from Presidential Inaugural events, a Repub-
lican National Committee reception, and a ‘‘candlehight ball.”

Mrs Douglas’ calendar included 79 other trips that we could not deter-
mine as business related or not For example, she was driven to an
“Executive Forum,” a reception for Elizabeth Dole, a meeting at the
Mayflower Hotel, and a luncheon at the Capital Hill Club

According to her calendar records, Mrs Douglas’ use of the motor pool
was usually after official business hours (6 p m.) or on weekends, when
DOE driver overtime costs are incurred.

DOE officrals told us they have experienced difficulty controlling the use
of the motor pool vehicle drivers. The dispatcher told us he cannot
always determine whether a requested trip is clearly business or per-
sonal, and that drivers are reluctant to question a passenger’s itinerary
As a practical matter, for exarmple, trips to business addresses and
hotels are presumed official business and are not questioned by the dis-
patchers who arrange the trips. We were also told that passengers some-
times change their itinerary once 1n the car. Drivers are required to
radio the itinerary changes back to the dispatcher for approval, but do
not always do so

Use of DOE Staff for
Personal Business

We found only a few instances that might support the allegation that
DOE staff and supplies were used for Mrs. Douglas’ personal business.
Mrs. Douglas sometimes used office staff to help arrange her personal
travel accommodations For example, her staff assistant made rental car
and hotel accommodations for a trip in which she attended her family
reunton in South Carolina
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We examined office correspondence and interviewed all OME! staff mem-
bers to determune whether they were used by Mrs. Douglas for her per-
sonal busimess. On the basis of this analysis, we found no pattern of
improper use.

Conclusions and
Recommendation

Mrs Douglas used Frs lines and the DOE motor pool for personal busi-
ness. We recommend that the Secretary of Energy request the DOE
Inspector General to determine the extent to which Mrs. Douglas made
use of long distance phone lines and the motor pool for personal use at
government expense, and recover any such expenses as appropriate

Allegations—Improper
Contracting Practices

The allegations were that Mrs Douglas improperly mfluenced the selec-
tion of contractors and subcontractors on the basis of personal friend-
ships, fired staff members who disagreed with her management of
contracts, and recelved moneys on certain contracts

Government employees are generally prohibited from soliciting or
accepting anything of monetary value from anyone who has or 1s
seeking business from the employee’s agency

We found no evidence to indicate that Mrs Douglas engaged 1n any
llegal contracting activity

We interviewed and examined the files of contractors who were alleged
to have been involved in questionable contracting policies All of the
mmdividuals we mterviewed denied engaging in any illegal activities, and
we found no records indicating that Mrs Douglas benefited by her selec-
tion of contractors

We also talked with individuals outside of DOE whom we were told had
information substantiating improper contracting practices Each of
these individuals denied any knowledge of illegal contracting activities
Also, none of the individuals was able to provide us with any evidence
of 1llegal contracting practices by Mrs Douglas

OMEI Contract Management

Many of the allegations made were concerns about contract manage-
ment Although we did not perform a program evaluation of OMEL many

Page 20 GAO,RCED-86-95 DOE Allegations



Appendix I

GAO Analysis of Allegations Made Against
Rosslee G Douglas, Director, Office of
Minority Economuc [mpact, DOE

problems of OMEI contract management were raised by the recent man-
agement review which DOE conducted at the request of the Under Secre-
tary The review led to a report in September 1985, which stated that,
among other things, OMEI suffers from

a lack of comprehensive and detailed plans in the mimnority business
development area, conflicting and confusing contract statements of
work; the mmability to prepare specific requirements for a contractor,
and

general management problems, including a staffing imbalance between
the two OMEI divisions, and a lack of standard procedures, management
tools, and office-wide planning and tracking systems

The report gave examples of contract management problems including
confusion over funding and control of a particular project, confusion
about how to best contract for support services, unclear references in
statements of work, and the past failure of a large contract. There was

ignificant conflict between the contractor and subcontractor and
between the contractor and Mrs. Douglas on the contract that failed. The
reviewers also expressed concern that future contracts may repeat past
problems. To correct these and other probiems, the report recommended
that:

procurement be halted until an office plan 1s developed,

OMEI rethink the value of contractors performing program work,
contract statements of work be better prepared for clear understanding
by contractors;

OMEI redistribute staffing, and

OMEI establish management tools and planning and tracking systems

The reviewers also noted poor office communication, staff defensive-
ness, and minimal guidance from Mrs. Douglas.

Conclusions

We found no evidence to indicate Mrs. Douglas engaged in any illegal
contracting activity
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Sequence of Events Concerning the
Proposed Reduction-In-Force

Date Events _,uu_,, S

Aprit e

15 A new Schedule C employee 1s assigned to OME] by by the Office of the
Secgtary -

17 The Scheduie C empioyee meets with Mrs Douglas to discuss ways ta
improve program operations

18 The Schedule C employee confronts Mrs Douglas about contracts he
beheves are wasteful

18-24 Mrs Douglas repeatedly complams about the Schedule C empioyee to the
Director of Administration and to the Special Assistant to the Under
Secretary She requests the Schedule C employee's removal

24 AtMrs Douglas insistence, the Director of Administration posté_gundmg

guards to prevent after-hours access to OME! files

Mrs Douglas advises the Director of her intentions to reorganize and
abolish the positions of two office employees

26 At Mrs Douglas’ request, the Schedule C employee s : transferred to
another DOE office

25 Mrs Dougias contacts DOE Personnel to discuss her reorgamzanon

May

3 Mrs Douqlas meets with DOE and Personnel officials to ciscuss a
proposed RIF B

7 Mrs Douglas formally requests a reorgamzatron of OMEI from the Director
of Headquarters Personnei -

28 Personnel notifies DOE's chapter of the National Treasury Empioyees Union

that a RiF 1s scheduied for impiementation on cr after june 11, 1985
Based on advice from DOE personnel officials, Mrs Dougias tells the first

C”Iplbe‘S UI ner unpenunlg I"\II"

30 Mrs Douglas teils the second employee of her impending RIF

The Schedule C employee tells the Under becretary s Speaal Assistant

about the RIF proposed by Mrs Douglas The Special Assistant informs the
Under Q.pr-rpmru

A mailgram 1s sent to the Secretary of Energy from the Maryland Black
Republican Committee on behalf of one of the employees affected by the

proposed RIF

June B

4 Mrs Douglas meets with the Under Secretary on budget matters

5 Mrs Douglas meets with officials from Personnel

12 Personnel advnses Mrs Douglas that the RIF 1s "free for implementat[on '

14 Personnel prepares draft notification letter to the House Subcommuttee on
Oversight and Investigations, and memo to Mrs Douglas stating that the
RIF has been approved by the Director of Personnel

18 * Senator Sarbanes advises one of the employees to be nffed that he wrote
to DOE on her behaif

27 On or before this date, the Under Secretary stops the RiF upon recerp’[ of
Ihe nrr pacxage from the Director of Administration
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Sequence of Events Concerning the

Proposed Reduction-In-Force

Date Events

July

9 Mrs Douglas meets with the Under Secretary

10 The Under Secretary orders a management review of OME|

12 The Charrman, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, House

Committee on Energy and Commerce, writes to the Secretary of Energy
expressing concern about the progosed RIF

25 The Secretary responds to the Chairman's letter, denying that a RIF had
been approved, pending the completion of the management review of
OMEI

August

21 Mrs Douglas meets with various DOE officials to discuss their review of her
office

Note All events occurred 1n 1885
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

Our objectives were to investigate and report on the proposed RIF at the
Department of Energy’s Office of Minority Economic Impact (0MEI) and
related allegations concerning the activities of 1ts Director, Rosslee G
Douglas. A letter dated July 12, 1985, from the Chairman, Subcommuittee
on Oversight and Investigations, House Commuittee on Energy and Com-
merce, questioned the legality of the proposed RIF and provided us sup-
plemental information covering a wide variety of allegations against
Mrs. Douglas, which were believed to be related to the RIF These allega-
tions covered travel abuse, improper contracting activities, and misuse
of government facilities In the course of our investigation, we received
additional allegations of misuse of federal telephone lines and DOE veht-
cles. As agreed with the Chairman’s office, we also investigated these
additional allegations

To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed officials in a number of
DOE headquarters offices, including Office of Personnel, Office of
Inspector General, Procurement and Assistance Management Direc-
torate, Office of Project and Facilities Management, Office of Adminis-
trative Services, Office of Computer Services and Telecommunications
Management, Office of Headquarters Accounting Operations, Office of
Smali and Disadvantaged Business Utilization, Office of Procurement
Operations, OMEI, Office of the Secretary, and the Director of Adminis-
tration We also interviewed officials from the National Treasury
Employees Union, OMEI-funded contractors and grantees, the Depart-
ment of Commerce, hotels, airlines, and private organizations

In addition, we examined contract files, travel records, OMEI office corre-
spondence; phone company billing records, and DOE regulations on RIF
procedures, conflict of interest, and travel,

Our specific methodology for each allegation was as follows

RIF Allegation

To determine whether the RIF was retaliatory, we interviewed the fol-
lowing officials about their knowledge and awareness of the proposed
RIF

all current employees of OMEL, including Mrs Douglas on several
oceasions,

many officials in DOE’s Office of Personnel, including the Director of Per-
sonnel, and the Director of Headquarters Personnel;

the former Director of Administration;
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the Under Secretary and two Special Assistants who have responsibility
for placing non-career political appointees,

members of DOE's chapter of the National Treasury Employees Union,
and

former OMEI employees whom we were told had information important
to the investigation.

We also examined DOE’s RIF regulations to determine why employees
were given specific notice of a RIF before such action was approved and
other RIF documents connected with the RIF process. We compared Mrs.
Douglas’ reasons for the proposed RIF with the views of other staff and
with other materal such as the management review We also inter-
viewed the authors of the management review.

We also examined current pertinent federal regulations covering RIFs,
particularly the provisions which describe the basis for retaliation.

Travel Abuse

To determine whether Mrs. Douglas abused travel privileges, we
examined the travel authorizations, vouchers, and itineraries for all 67
trips made by Mrs Douglas since she assumed her present position in
March, 1981. We examined Mrs. Douglas’ stated purpose for each of her
trips, and compared those with her travel itineraries. Her 1tineraries
generally provided a detailed accounting of Mrs. Douglas’ activities on
her trips. For those trips which appeared to involve personal business,
and those for which a specific allegation of abuse was made, we
examined her vouchers and itineraries in more detail. For these trips, we
attempted to substantiate her voucher information by selectively veri-
fying her itinerary. We contacted hotels, airlines, and organizations, and
individuals she claimed to have met or visited. At our request, Mrs.
Douglas, provided written justifications for 29 of her trips. In addition,
we discussed many other specific trips with her, We were unable to
verify the accuracy of her supplemental information. In many instances,
she said she met with unidentified officials or did not remember specific
dates and times. Her attendance at conventions was difficult to verify
on a day-to-day basis because she traveled alone and the office records
we examined were not always complete.

We also asked DOE’s Travel Audit Branch Chief to examine several of
Mrs. Douglas’ vouchers to see whether claims for subsistence were com-
plete, accurate, and met pertinent DOE regulations. We also discussed DOE
travel policies with an official from DOE’s Controller’s office, and
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examined DOE and federal travel regulations and White House Travel
Guidelines for Senior Government Officials

Telephone Abuse

To determine whether Mrs. Douglas used FTS lines for personal long dis-
tance calls, we examined DOE’s telephone records covering the telephone
exchanges available to her. These records were only available for the
period September 1983 to June 1985 (22 months). A computer records
every fifth call made on the exchanges DOE officials told us that multi-
plying the recorded calls by 5 yields an estimate which 1s accurate to
plus or minus 2 percent These are the records and procedures used by
the telephone company to bill DOE. We then compared calls made on Mrs
Douglas’ exchanges to a list of telephone numbers of Mrs Douglas’
friends and relatives. For numbers we could not identify, we called to
identify the destination. For non-South Carolina calls, we made a similar
comparison. We assumed all calls to friends, relatives, and private resi-
dences were personal We also assumed that all calls made on these
exchanges were made by Mrs. Douglas.

From the 22 months of computer records, which picked up every fifth
call, we 1dentified 97 telephone calls to South Carolina. Of these 97, we
found that 53 were personal From these figures, we projected that Mrs
Douglas made over 1,280 telephone calls during her 58-month tenure,
and that about 55 percent of these were personal

Motor Pool Abuse

To determine whether Mrs. Douglas used the DOE motor pool for per-
sonal transportation, we examined Mrs. Douglas’ office calendars for the
years 1981 through 1985. Her calendars noted use of the DOE motor pool,
which was further verified by oMEI office staff who arranged use of the
DOE motor pool. DOE motor pool use records are destroyed every month
We also interviewed three DOE drivers, their supervisor and the dis-
patcher who schedules use of the DOE motor pool.

The Director of Administration told us that DOE does not have written
regulations on the use of the motor pool for transportation However, he
also said that the motor pool 1s available for senior managers for official
business only and that this policy has been communicated to motor pool
and semior managers in DOE.

Page 26 GAO/RCED-86-95 DOE Allegation



Appendix IIT

Nk laatieroae Qranman an
UG JECULVES, STOPT, all

&

4
i
&

Improper Contracting
Practices Allegations

(308913)

To investigate contracting practices, we interviewed the following
officials.

the Director of Procurement and Assistance Management Directorate,
and several procurement officials who approve and work with OME1 pro-
curement requests,

Department of Commerce officials who cooperatively fund grants with
OMEI,

officials from several contractors and grantees alleged to have been
involved 1n illegal contracting activities,

officials in DOE’s Oak Ridge and Chicago offices;

private individuals whom we were told had information pertinent to our
investigation; and

other private contractors who have bid on but did not receive OMEI
funding.

We interviewed over 35 individuals 1n support of our investigation of
contracting, and many were interviewed several times.

We also examuned contract files from OMEIL, DOE’s procurement office,
and private contractors.

We examined the recent management review of OMEI, which was ordered
by the Under Secretary shortly after the RIF was stopped, and talked
with the authors of the report We also examined notes made by the
author of a 1984 review of OMEI
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