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Pentagon’s Top Inspector General
Speaks to Program Manager

“Be Honest, Be Fair, Be Accurate, Be Thorough...
Then Let the Chips Fall Where They May”™

usiness is flourishing at the De-

partment of Defense Inspector

General (DODIG) located on

Army Navy Drive in Arlington.

But the new Inspector General,
Eleanor Hill, is relishing the challenge.
On February 21, speaking from her 10th
floor office on Army Navy Drive in Ar-
lington, she spoke to Program Manager’s
representatives at length on the subject
of acquisition and procurement reform.
Hill is absolutely confident that the
DODIG is not only moving out and co-
operating with the Pentagon’s acquisi-
tion reform initiatives, but actively seek-
ing ways to improve on those reform
initiatives and processes already estab-
lished by law or policy.

Don’t expect business as usual or status
quo from this poised, knowledgeable,
articulate former prosecutor and trial at-
torney. She has keen insight into how
she intends to integrate the DODIG’s
role into the arena of procurement and
acquisition reform throughout the De-
partment of Defense. As soon as we can
again book a spot on her busy schedule,
look for her as a distinguished guest lec-
turer or visitor to the College’s main Fort
Belvoir campus. Program Manager is in-
deed pleased to present our interview
with Eleanor Hill, the Department of De-
fense Inspector General.

Program Manager: Let me ask you a lit-
tle bit about yourself first. As the Depart-
ment of Defense Inspector General, would
you please describe your job for our readers.

Mr. Gibson LeBoeuf, Holder of the Navy Chair,
DSMC Executive Institute, conducted the interview
with Ms. Hill on behalf of the DSMC Press.
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ELEANOR HiLL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL, SPEAKS TO PROGRAM MAN-
AGER FROM HER 10TH FLOOR OFFICE ON ARMY
NAVY DRIVE IN ARLINGTON, VA

Hill: It's a very broad but fascinating job
—I'm never bored. There’s no danger of
that happening. It’s the largest of the 28
statutory inspector generals in the gov-
ernment. On the one hand, the statute
provides that the Inspector General re-
port to and advise the Secretary of De-
fense on matters relating to the preven-
tion and detection of waste, fraud, and
abuse in all the Department’s operations.
At the same time, the statute provides
that the Inspector General shall report
to the Congress, keeping the Congress
“fully and currently informed” on those
same areas. [ know from my years on
the Senate staff that the Congress has re-
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peatedly emphasized its concern that the
Inspector General, while working closely
and constructively with Department
management, maintain the ability to fully
and independently report to the Con-
gress when appropriate.

As far as the scope of our work, our statu-
tory mission is an extremely broad one,
giving us audit and investigative authority
in any areas of Department operations
that the Inspector General considers “ap-
propriate.” Generally, we exercise that
authority by focusing our attention on
allegations of fraud, waste, abuse, mis-
conduct, or other areas of potential im-
propriety or inefficiency. We do all of
that, hopefully with the idea that we can
in some way help the Department im-
prove its ability to effectively and effi-
ciently carry out its mission.

Program Manager: Quite an extensive re-
sponsibility indeed. We’ve read in your bi-
ography that you have quite an extensive
background in the Executive as well as Leg-
islative Branches of government. Would you
elaborate on that experience, and tell our
readers how those credentials resulted in
your appointment as the Pentagon’s top In-
spector General?

Hill: I have been very fortunate through-
out my career. ['ve loved my career. I've
always had great jobs. A lawyer by trade,
I started out as a federal prosecutor in
Florida. I was an Assistant U.S. Attorney
for three and a half years or so; then be-
came what was called a Special Attorney
with the Justice Department’s Organized
Crime Strike Force. In those jobs I was
basically a trial lawyer, a litigator, doing
alot of criminal trial work and some civil
work, representing the Justice Depart-
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ment and the U.S. Government in a num-
ber of cases. From there I did what you
alluded to —1I left the Executive Branch
and came to Washington in 1980 to
work in the Senate — the Legislative
Branch —which is quite different.

Program Manager: Yes, it is — quite dif-
ferent.

Hill: As it should be. Each Branch should
have its own personality and be a little
different. I worked there for almost 15
years, working with the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations in the Sen-
ate, which is a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. It’s
purely investigative in nature and is the
largest subcommittee in the Senate. Tt
does congressional oversight and has a
broad, broad mandate for oversight of
all government programs, including:
criminal activity; law enforcement issues;
waste, fraud, and abuse; and all kinds of
things. I started there as an Assistant
Counsel; then became Chief Counsel to
the Minority; then became Chief Coun-
sel and Staff Director for the Majority;
and then went back to Chief Counsel
for the Minority right before I became
the DODIG.

Throughout that time, I developed and
put together investigations and hearings,
and managed the staff —all for Senator
Nunn, Sam Nunn of Georgia, who was
the Chairman and Ranking Minority
member throughout the years I was
there. So I worked closely with Senator
Nunn who, as your readers would know,
at the time was also the Chairman and
now is the ranking Minority Member of
the Armed Services Committee. So al-
though I wasn'‘t solely involved in de-
fense issues, I had some interplay with
defense issues because of the relation-
ship between certainly our Subcommit-
tee, the Armed Services Committee, and
Senator Nunn.

I think T've been fortunate in that my
work with the Justice Department cer-
tainly gave me a good idea of how to
investigate a case, how to put together
a criminal prosecution, that sort of thing,
which now serves me well as the In-
spector General. My work in the Sen-

Department of Defense Inspector General
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ate I think, particularly because of the
Subcommittee I was with, and Senator
Nunn’s work, gave me a tremendous
background in oversight and a real good
insight into how government works and
how it should work, e.g., efficiency is-
sues, fraud issues, abuse issues —all of
that has served me well in the time that
I've been in this job.

Program Manager: We’re going to have
to invite you down to the College to speak
to our program managers. In that vein,
we’ve had the former Deputy Inspector Gen-
eral, Derek Vander Schaaf, speak at our
College on various occasions. More recently,
he made a speech at the school in which he
stated that, “The Inspector General has been
in the forefront of acquisition reform.”
Would you care to further elaborate on his
statement?

Hill: T know that long before I came to
this job, Derek was very active in the ac-
quisition reform effort. He spent a lot of
hours working with our staff and the De-
partment on how to really polish the pro-
posals for acquisition reform —what
makes sense and what doesn’t. In that
respect, I agree with him completely. I
think that acquisition reform is some-
thing that, historically, this organization
has supported in the government. Ob-
viously the goal of acquisition reform is
to make the whole procurement and ac-
quisition process much more efficient,
much more streamlined, enabling pro-
gram managers to get the job done with
the least amount of paperwork, bur-
densome oversight, and unnecessary
work possible. And that is something
that, by its nature, the DODIG would
support.

Our people have been actively work-
ing acquisition reform issues through
the legislative process; we've given sub-
stantial comments to Capitol Hill on
different legislative proposals for ac-
quisition reform. Our staff has worked
extensively with a number of groups
in the Department that have been draft-
ing reform proposals and putting to-
gether the Department’s views on how
to implement them. We've been a part
of that entire effort. So Derek is right.
The DODIG has been very actively in-
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volved in acquisition reform, and they
should be, and will continue to be, as
that process evolves.

Program Manager: You've basically af-
firmed to our readers that the DODIG has
been involved in and felt the effects of ac-
quisition reform. How is it changing the
way you actually conduct the business of
the DODIG?

Hill: Tt has become a priority for us in
terms of giving advice, working with
management, and commenting on leg-
islation. We spend a lot of time on it.
It’s an issue that we didn’t spend as
much time on years ago because the
proposals weren’t out there. It’s also af-
fected us in terms of how we do things
like audits, investigations, and oversight
— I don’t think it’s going to radically
alter the fact that we're still going to do
those things. But obviously, our em-
phasis is going to be targeted to areas
in the new process that make sense,
those areas where we can most effec-
tively use our resources.

Also, the whole idea of streamlining
the procurement process and the ac-
quisition process includes addressing
complaints that there has been too
much paperwork, too much oversight,
too many audits. That has affected us
in that we have been actively involved
with the other audit agencies in trying
to tailor our audit and oversight
processes to really get the “biggest bang
for the bucks” so to speak. We want
to improve oversight to the point where
it’s effective, but not unreasonably or
unnecessarily burdensome on program
managers and people who operate ac-
quisition programs. So I would say that
we've adapted and are still in the
process of adapting to the new proce-
dures. However, I don’t think it’s going
to radically change or eliminate most
of the things that we have historically
done.

Program Manager: One of Paul Kamin-
ski’s hot buttons in the acquisition reform
implementation has been Integrated Process
and Product Teams or IPPTs. They’ve sort
of become the cornerstone of acquisition re-
form. How does the DODIG play a role in
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these IPPTs, and yet maintain their inde-
pendent oversight role?

Hill: We have been active in some of
these process action teams that, as I un-
derstand it, have looked at more sys-
temic, broader issues of how to put these
reforms in place. We have been sup-
portive of those efforts, and 1 think we
should be. On the IPPTs, however, I think
there may be a couple of issues that
would limit our ability to participate.

One, as I understand that process, they’re
going to address fairly specific projects
and programs. So it raises in my mind a
resource issue. We are in a downsizing
mode right now along with the rest of
the Department, and I'm not sure that
we could maintain an active and pro-
ductive role in each one of those IPPTs,
and yet still be able to fulfill our over-
sight and audit responsibilities elsewhere.
So I don’t know that we have the re-
sources to do it full force.

The second issue concerns the question
of independence. As I understand the
IPPTs, they are going to be making man-
agement decisions for programs, and re-
ally putting those programs on a path in
one direction or another. I don’t know
that we should be a part of the manage-
ment decision making team. We are
more of an overseer and an advisor. Cer-
tainly, there’s a role for us if an IPPT
needs advice in an area where the
DODIG staff has developed consider-
able expertise. We clearly should give
the IPPTs the benefit of what we have
learned in our work that may help them
make their management decisions. On
the other hand, I don’t know that the
DODIG should be an active participant
in making management decisions when
we then have to do subsequent oversight
on the effect of those decisions. We can
work with the IPPTs as advisors, but
probably not as a formal part of the de-
cision-making process.

Program Manager: Yes, we understand
completely that the DODIG must, of ne-
cessity, maintain its role of oversight and
auditing. As you know, much of the ac-
quisition reform agenda is directed toward
the program managers’ use of good judg-



ment, and we’re trying to focus now on more
risktaking as opposed to risk aversion. With
that kind of a philosophy for program man-
agers, what kind of concerns might you have
regarding this new way of doing business?

Hill: The old saying, “moderation in all
things,” probably best summarizes my
concerns. Perhaps ' was a prosecutor too
long. When I hear talk about more risk-
taking, I just hope that we don’t go from
one extreme to the other. I realize that
over the years the acquisition process
had become so overburdened with rules,
and regulations, and processes, and pa-
perwork that it was not very efficient.
Clearly, I am very supportive of doing
away with some of that and getting down
to the basics so that we can accommo-
date risktaking where it’s reasonable and
makes sense. There are ways that pro-
gram managers can do that. As I said,
however, we have to practice moderation
as we do this —we need to have some
reasonable balance. It’s one thing to say
we want to take reasonable risks and not
unreasonable risks; it's another thing for
people to jump from that and assume
that we are taking all risks and that there
is no risk.

My own view comes from years of over-
sight of federal programs and years of
handling criminal prosecutions. I have
done alot of work on fraud cases —crim-
inal fraud, including abuse of govern-
ment programs. The one thing I have
learned over the years is that if you have
a lot of government money available in
a program —I don’t care which Depart-
ment it is —and there is a belief in the
public domain or in the minds of the
people who deal with that program that
the controls are very lax and there is very
little oversight, you are going to have
problems. Some people are going to
come in and try to take advantage of that
program.

[ keep hearing talk about the quantity of
risk. Well, the problem is, risk is almost
impossible to quantify. If you only have
one person out there who’s going to take
advantage of that program, some may
say you have just one incident of abuse.
But that one person can run a scheme
that can bilk the government of millions

We want to
improve oversight
to the point
where it's
effective, but not
unreasonably or
unnecessarily
burdensome on
program
managers and

people who oper-

ate acquisition
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and millions of dollars. So I think we
have to use common sense and good
judgment. And we have to make very
clear to people that yes, we are going to
take some risks. But we’re not opening
up the programs to every risk. We are
going to continue with some effective
oversight and some effective controls on
these programs. And I think as long as
that message gets out there and we steer
somewhat toward the middle, I think
were on a good course. But the danger
is that somebody may take it the wrong
way and just say, “well nobody watches
anything anymore, the gate’s open —let’s
go”; inevitably, that's what we must guard
against.

Program Manager: Along those same lines
then, the movement now in acquisition re-
form is really to put more trust in the con-
tractor or “self-governance” with less regu-
lation. Do you believe this is a good idea?
Why or why not? Will this, in your opin-
ion, result in increased contractor fraud or
increased workload for your organization?

Hill: I think self-governance is a laud-
able goal, and it’s a good idea in the sense
that government ultimately must, to some
degree, work on the honor system. We
don’t have the resources, particularly in
these days of budget constraints, to po-
lice every aspect of federal contracting,
just as we don’t have the resources to
police every street corner in America.
Every bit of good self-governance that we
can get out of the defense industry is
going to be a positive thing. It’s going to
help us in the sense that the more the
industry looks after its own house and
has good controls, the more it helps the
government to have those controls in
place, in addition to the federal resources
for additional oversight.

On the other hand, I don’t think you can
rely completely on self-governance. You
have to couple self-governance with some
effective oversight. The defense indus-
try, like any industry, has to understand
and believe that even though were be-
coming more streamlined and relying
more on them in our oversight efforts,
and they’re seeing us less often, that
there’s still a chance they’re going to see
us. And they have to understand that

SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1996 5



when they do see us, were going to take
a thorough look at what they’re doing.
You have to have the belief and the ac-
ceptance in the industry and in the pri-
vate sector that there is going to be some
government oversight.

I'm not speaking so much to those who
would never misuse a government pro-
gram —and I'm sure that’s the majority
out there — but to the few who would
be tempted to abuse a government pro-
gram. They need to know that there is a
chance they’re going to get caught. And
that happens when you have effective
oversight. So, I think we should work
with industry; we should get them to do
as much self-governance as they can. We
should set high standards for self-gov-
ernance and work with them so that they
do it in the best way possible. But we
have to couple that with the idea that
there is going to be some checking. There
is still going to be some good, thorough
oversight by the government. Maybe not
as much, but enough that people will
know that there are still rules and regu-
lations, and standards that must be com-
plied with.

Program Manager: Then obviously, self-
governance is not just a case of handing the
keys over to the contractor. Let’s turn back
to acquisition reform. This next question
has a little bit to do with IPPTs, but we’ll
touch base on some other issues. As DoD
increasingly adopts commercial specifica-
tions and standards, commercial products
and services, and commercial practices,
what role change do you see for the
DODIG?

Hill: We've been supportive of com-
mercialization where it’s reasonable and
traditionally have endorsed efforts to in-
crease reliance on commercial products
where it makes sense. However, I'm
somewhat concerned that some people
may think that commercialization is
going to solve everything and eliminate
all the problems. There are still poten-
tial areas for problems, even with com-
mercial products. For instance, we do a
lot of work now on this whole issue of
determining what requirements are going
to be. And that’s going to be true, even
if you go commercial. Somebody is going
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to be looking at whether the decision to
use this particular commercial product
or this type of product makes sense, and
whether it really is going to get us where
we want to go. So we're still going to be
looking at that. We're still going to be
looking at the delivery and the perfor-
mance of government contracts, even if
they're commercial. Finally, even in the
commercial sector, large companies do
require certain cost and pricing data. So
you're still going to have issues of rea-
sonableness and accuracy of cost and
pricing. Frankly, I think we may be fo-
cusing more on different aspects of the
process, but the workload will pretty
much be the same.

Program Manager: Let me turn your at-
tention now to the Roles and Missions Com-
mission. We’re going to ask you one some-
what broad question, and then go through
some other related items. What is the
DODIG’s position on the following recom-
mendations that were recently proposed by
the Roles and Missions Commission? The
first one is the issue of Centralizing the Ac-
quisition Audit Planning.

Hill: We've made a lot of steps in that
direction —centralizing in the sense that
we have our organization working closely
with the military auditor general orga-
nizations and the Defense Contract Audit
Agency (DCAA). We have set up audit
planning processes wherein we are try-
ing to get all the heads of the Depart-
ment’s audit agencies together on a reg-
ular basis to really advise each other on
what we’re planning to do. We try, to
the extent we can, to make sure that we're
really targeting our resources on the
things that make sense; that we are not
duplicating each other; and that we're
not sending 10 teams of auditors to the
same institution or office to do the same
thing. And I think that’s what the Com-
mission was getting at — that we ought
to try and streamline the process.

I think it's working quite well. But there’s
another part to it that we need to factor
into the process. We're just starting to
get, in addition to having the audit teams
talk about what they’re going to do, some
input from acquisition management as
to what they need us to look at —what
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makes sense in terms of their own needs
as managers. I'm told we are now start-
ing to get that kind of input from the ac-
quisition community. Hopefully, that
process will continue; the longer this
process goes on, the better it’s going to

get.

Program Manager: Along those same lines,
what is the DODIG’s position on the next
recommendation made by the Roles and
Missions Commission, which was coordi-
nating the work of the government auditors
with the work of the contractors —both in-
ternal and external auditors. We notice you
have all of the DoD auditing agencies meet-
ing — are you including the contractors?

Hill: This gets to an area that we talked
about previously — the self-governance
issue. And there are some programs that
have been set up — DCAA has done
some work in this area. In fact, I think
DCAA, before they actually go in, really
looks at what the contractor is doing in
terms of their own internal audits.
There’s a program called the Contract
Risk Assessment Guide Program. In
planning an audit, it helps us ensure
that we don’t unnecessarily duplicate
things that the contractor is already
doing. So I think that’'s another good
recommendation; it’s already being
done to some degree, and I think it’s
going to be done more and more in the
future. The more sophisticated these
self-governance programs get in in-
dustry, the more you're going to see that
interface between their auditors and
ours in terms of planning overall audit
approaches, what we're going to look
at, and what we don’t need to look at.

Program Manager: With a little stretch-
ing, one could almost label that an IPPT of
sorts.

Hill: You're absolutely right. I've spoken
to some industry groups. There’s a de-
fense industry initiative on ethics, which
focuses not only on business ethics and
good government and business princi-
ples, but also on this whole issue of self-
governance. And I know they’ve put a
high priority on that, and they have very
strong supporters of it within their mem-
bership. There’s a very healthy move in



the defense industry to really make that
a serious effort. They’re working to get
it to the level where government can look
at it and feel fairly comfortable that the
industry’s doing the right thing,

Program Manager: What is your position
on permitting defense contractors to use
modern commercial activity-based cost ac-
counting systems to meet the government’s
needs for cost data?

Hill: Not being an accountant, this is not
my particular area of expertise, but as I
understand it there have been some stud-
ies done of these “ABC” systems, and
there are still some questions out there.
Some contractors feel it’s too expensive,
that it doesn’t really suit their needs.
Some question how effective it may be,
suggesting that other systems are better.
Until we have a better feel for whether
this makes sense and if it makes sense
for everybody, I think you should give
some leeway to the contractor to really
decide what fits their particular situation
best. Apparently, there’s still some con-
cern out there that it may be good for
some people, but not for everybody.

Program Manager: Do you support the
recommendation to consolidate the Defense
Contract Audit Agency with the Defense
Contract Management Command?

Hill: Now that one I'm reserving judg-
ment on because, as you probably know,
we are in the middle of a study on that
very issue. There’s a lot of proposals out
there about consolidating activities, about
streamlining government, and becom-
ing as efficient as we can in areas where
there may be duplication of effort. And
I think that was a concern about DCAA
and DCMC; that it might make more
sense to consolidate their activities. The
Department has asked us to do a study
on that issue, and we are doing it. We're
going to try and give it the most in-depth
review possible, including whether there
should be total consolidation, whether
there are some possibilities for partial
consolidation, or even no consolidation.
So we'll look at a whole spectrum of al-
ternatives to decide which one really
makes sense in terms of effectiveness for
the Department. At this point, I don’t
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want to jump to an unfounded conclu-
sion before the study is done.

Program Manager: Understandable. Hav-
ing gone through all this discussion, and
knowing how the government is heading
with acquisition reform and with the new
legislation that just passed, what would be
the single most important advice or coun-
sel that you would give to a new ACAT I
or 1 program manager?

Hill: I'd probably tell them a couple of
things. Number one — they need to be
open to change. They cannot be wed to
traditions, rules, or processes that may
have been around for years and years
and years, but that no longer make sense.
Things are changing in government; I
think that’s pretty obvious. And you can-
not hold on to the status quo and hope
it’s going to stay that way forever with-
out opening your eyes and looking
around you, and seeing how everything
is changing around you.

So they need to be open to change. And
they also need, in dealing with change,
to exercise really good judgment. They
need to use some common sense in all
of this. T would say, “Look at what it is
you're doing; you know where you want
to get; are you doing this in the most rea-
sonable, and rational, and effective way?
Does it make sense in terms of where we
want government to get to?” That sounds
pretty simple; however, as they say oc-
casionally, “common sense is not so com-
mon.” Sometimes that’s true. I just think
program managers need to be open to
change, look at what’s being proposed,
and try and use their best judgment —
the judgment they would use in the most
important of their own affairs —and
apply it to what they’re doing for the gov-
ernment. It’s a tough job, and it’s tougher,
I believe, as things change around you.

Program Manager: We assume also that
taking some of the counselor advice that the
IG might have on an IPPT when they’re
dealing with a program manager might be
another category of advice you would sup-
port for ACAT I and II program managers?

Hill. Yes. We would certainly hope they
would be open to our advice, and try
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and seek the best advice, not just from
the IG, but from people who have dealt
with the problem and have seen it from
other perspectives. I would say, “Get
as much information as you can; then
use some good common sense and
well-reasoned judgment, and hopetfully
you’'ll make the best decision for your
program.”

Program Manager: We have one last ques-
tion, and this may go back to a parent or
whomever. You've obviously had a very phe-
nomenal career. What is the best advice
you ever received from anyone that brought
you to the position in government that you
occupy today?

Hill: T have been very fortunate in that
I've gotten lots of good advice over the
years from many, many people — from
mentors and friends and people I've
worked with. So it’s really hard for me
to single out one specific thing. Proba-
bly what I would say is that both my par-
ents —my mom and my dad together,
not only by what they said but by their
actions — really gave me the message
early on that you need to be honest, you
need to be fair, you need to be thorough
in what you do. Then they coupled that
with (and this is equally important) you

need to treat people the way that you
would want to be treated. That may
sound pretty basic, but sometimes if you
stick to the basics, everything else seems
to fall in place. And I think, in a lot of
ways, that has been a real good guide-
post for me, not only in terms of my job,
but my life across the board. But that’s
a tough question...

Program Manager: Yes, but that’s a good
answer. We think those attributes you just
mentioned are a sound foundation for your
current job, and a sound philosophy for life
in general.

Hill: Tt was difficult, certainly as a pros-
ecutor and even in the Senate as a con-
gressional investigator, to sometimes tell
people things they didn’t want to hear;
and certainly the IG does that too. But I
have always felt, whether I was drafting
indictments or writing a draft of a Sub-
committee report, or reviewing an in-
ternal inquiry here, that if you do a thor-
ough job, you're accurate, and you're fair
and balanced, you have to let the chips
fall where they may, and people can’t
fault you for that. That's a tough stan-
dard to live up to sometimes, but that’s
what we strive for.

Program Manager: We want to make sure
that we didn’t leave an opportunity for you
to convey any other message you might have
for our readers.

Hill: The only message I would have is
to remember we are the Office of the In-
spector General for the Department of
Defense. We work not only for the Con-
gress, but we also work for all of the De-
partment of Defense. If they think we
can help them —1I know with downsiz-
ing and other changes it’s a difficult time
for the Department as it is for other agen-
cies — that's what we're here for.

Program Manager: We think that’s a good
point to get across. Some people tend to for-
get that the DODIG does work for the Con-
gress as well as the DoD.

Hill: We do. Just because we work for
the Congress doesn’t mean that we can-
not help the Department and vice versa.
We're supposed to help both of them —
and we hope we're doing just that.

Editor’s Note: Program Manager grate-
tully acknowledges the assistance of Bill
Price and Cindy Comstock, DODIG, in
coordinating the interview and final man-
uscript.
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