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Further, paragraph 9.17c of the Yellow Book states: 

 
It also means the report states evidence and findings without omission of 
significant relevant information related to the audit objectives. Providing report 
users with an understanding means providing perspective on the extent and 
significance of reported findings, such as the frequency of occurrence relative to 
the number of cases or transactions tested and the relationship of the findings to 
the entity’s operations. 

 
Objectivity is a concern for MSHA within the following elements of the report: a) 
presentation of data and b) OIG’s analysis of “overdue” terminations.  

 
a. Presentation of data 

 
Regarding data presentation, one need not look further than the “Briefly” section of 
the report. This section of the report receives the highest volume of readership 
because it provides the reader a concise overview of report themes. In the “Briefly” is 
a section titled, “Thousands of violations written by MSHA inspectors did not comply 
with the Mine Act and MSHA Handbook requirements.” While this statement is true, 
it does not provide the proper context as to the significance of reported findings, nor 
the frequency of occurrence related to the number of transactions. Specifically, the 
thousands of violations cited by the OIG is actually about 7,000 out of 736,000 
violations (less than one percent). Further, the estimated 7,000 exceptions were from 
a test population of about 45,000 violations, which were judgmentally selected, as 
opposed to criteria generally associated with audit findings. Since the sample size and 
selection were subjective, the reader of the report is not provided conclusions from 
representative or valid data.  
 
MSHA has concerns over the presentation of data in other sections of the report. For 
example, figure 2 of the report shows minimum and maximum due dates for hazards 
including the mean (average). Because this data show a range, inclusive of outliers, 
without quantifying or placing context on the frequency of outliers, it gives the reader 
the impression that variances in due dates are a pervasive problem. 

 
b. OIG’s analysis of “overdue” terminations 

 
The OIG’s underlying methodology for analyzing “overdue” terminations needs 
further clarification because the report implies all unterminated citations are also 
unabated citations. This is not the case. The mine operator is responsible for 
correcting the hazard by the abatement due date, and the inspector is responsible for 
verifying that the hazard has been abated and terminated by the termination due date.  

 
 
 
 










