
Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons' 

Residential Reentry Center Contracts 

Awarded to The Kintock Group, Inc. 

A U D I T  D I V I S I O N

 2 5 - 0 9 9

September  2025



E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons' Residential Reentry 
Center Contracts Awarded to The Kintock Group, Inc. 

i 

Objectives 
The objectives of the audit were to assess the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons’ (BOP) oversight and evaluation of The 
Kintock Group’s (Kintock) performance and compliance 
with contract requirements, and Kintock’s performance 
and compliance with the terms, conditions, laws, and 
regulations applicable to three Residential Reentry Center 
(RRC) contracts with BOP. 

Results in Brief 
We found Kintock’s invoices accurately reflected the 
contracted daily rate and the number of residents, which 
was supported with rosters of the individuals placed at 
the RRC or on related home confinement. However, we 
also determined that improvements can be made by both 
Kintock and the BOP to ensure the people serviced by 
RRC contracts receive quality rehabilitation services, 
improving their chances of successful reintegration into 
communities upon release. Primarily, Kintock did not 
provide, and the BOP did not ensure, that certain 
contracted services such as Life Skills and other 
reintegration training programs were provided to 
residents and those on home confinement. Additionally, 
Kintock employed individuals in key positions who were 
unqualified based on requirements stipulated in the RRC 
contract. The lack of qualified staff and unprovided 
services materially diminished the value of the services 
BOP received for this contract. As a result, we questioned 
costs of approximately $30 million and identified the 
estimated $38 million remaining on BOP’s contracts with 
Kintock as of May 2025 as funds that could be put to 
better use if our recommendations are implemented. 
Further, BOP needs to improve how it assesses and 
documents the price reasonableness of proposed billing 
rates given the general lack of competition for RRC 
contracts.  

Recommendations 
We made 11 recommendations to address deficiencies 
identified at the BOP and Kintock. The BOP concurred 
with our recommendations in response to a draft of this 

report, which can be found in Appendix 6. Kintock opted 
to not provide an official response to the draft of this 
report. Our analysis of the BOP response and actions 
needed to close the report can be found in Appendix 7. 

Audit Results 
We audited the BOP’s RRC contracts awarded to Kintock 
to operate three RRCs and provide rehabilitation services 
to individuals transitioning from BOP prisons back to 
society. Between May 2019 and May 2025, Kintock 
invoiced the BOP approximately $30 million and provided 
services to a monthly average of 123 people living at its 
RRCs and managed 143 people on home confinement. 

The BOP’s Contract Monitoring Should Ensure Contracted 
Services are Provided 

We determined that critical rehabilitation services 
described in Kintock’s contract proposals were not 
provided to residents. Additionally, the BOP’s monitoring 
procedures did not ensure these services were provided. 

Steps Should be Taken to Establish and Document Effective 
Quality Standards 
We determined that the Individualized Program Plans 
Kintock maintained were not sufficiently documented to 
comply with contract requirements, yet the BOP’s 
monitoring activities rarely identified issues with the 
quality of Kintock’s Individualized Program Plan 
documentation. Further, we noted that the RRC 
Statement of Work does not contain detailed quality 
performance standards to assist with the BOP’s 
assessment of service quality or Kintock’s contract 
performance. 

Action is Needed to Ensure Compliance with Staff 
Qualification Requirements 
We determined that Kintock staff in key positions did not 
always meet the education and experience qualifications 
required by the contract. Additionally, the BOP’s 
personnel-related policies and processes do not 
adequately document its determinations related to RRC 
staff eligibility. 
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The BOP Should Ensure Price Reasonableness 
Determinations are Adequately Justified  

We did not identify any concerns regarding the BOP’s 
review of Kintock’s invoices, and we found a sample of 
invoices were accurate. However, we noted a historical 
lack of competition for the RRC contracts and determined 
that the BOP’s price reasonableness determinations do 
not adequately and accurately justify how the BOP 
established price reasonableness when certified cost and 
pricing data was not obtained. 

The BOP Should Identify and Remedy the Contracted Value 
Not Provided by Kintock and Put to Better Use Future 
Spending by Ensuring All Contracted Services Are Received  

The BOP structured its RRC contracts into a single daily 
rate to cover the costs associated with the services and 
facilities provided rather than individual rates for each. 

The BOP continued to pay the full contract daily rate while 
accepting a level of service below that which it contracted, 
resulting in a diminished value. Because the BOP used a 
single daily rate inclusive of all contract services, our 
ability to determine the costs strictly associated with the 
unprovided services was limited. As a result, we 
questioned the approximately $30 million Kintock 
invoiced the BOP and identified the remaining available 
funds on BOP’s contracts with Kintock as funds that could 
be put to better use if BOP implements our 
recommendations and ensures it receives the agreed-to 
services delivered by qualified staff.  
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Introduction 

The Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) awards contracts to vendors for Residential Reentry Centers (RRC), also 
known as halfway houses, to aid inmates with reintegrating back into communities. According to the BOP, 
RRCs provide a safe, structured, and supervised environment, as well as employment counseling, job 
placement, financial management assistance, and other programs and services to assist with the 
reintegration process.  

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) audited three of the BOP’s RRC 
contracts awarded to The Kintock Group, Inc. (Kintock), with an awarded maximum estimated contract value 
of approximately $36.9 million, as shown in Table 1 below. Under these contracts, Kintock provided RRC and 
home confinement services to inmates at facilities located in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The contracts 
were awarded as Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity contracts with a Firm-Fixed-Price per diem rate.1 
This means that Kintock billed the BOP monthly based on the number of residents at each of its RRC 
facilities and on home confinement according to set amounts per resident per day. Between May 2019 and 
May 2025, Kintock billed the BOP for approximately $30 million based on a straightforward calculation of 
population and daily per person rates. 

Table 1 

Summary of Kintock Contracts 

Contract Number Facility Location Period of 
Performance 

Contract Value 
Estimated 
Maximuma  

Invoiced Total Through 
May 2025 

15BRRC19D00000194 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 05/01/2019-
09/30/2024 

$14,156,422 $11,643,368 

15BRRC20D00000262 Newark, New Jersey 02/01/2020-
01/31/2025 

$13,302,160 14,967,843 

15BRRC23D00000003 Bridgeton, New Jersey 06/01/2023-
05/31/2028 

$9,415,125 3,269,433 

Totals $36,873,707 $29,880,644 

Source: Information summarized by the OIG from the BOP contract documents and invoice database provided by 
Kintock. 

a The BOP’s contract documents provide an estimated total contract value based on a projected number of residents 
the BOP plans to refer to the RRC over the course of the contract. Therefore, as seen in the Newark, New Jersey 
contract, the BOP may exceed its estimated total contract value by sending more individuals to an RRC than 
anticipated or estimated. 

The BOP’s Reentry Services Division 

The BOP’s Reentry Services Division (Reentry Services) develops programs, resources, and activities 
designed to facilitate the successful reintegration of inmates back into communities upon release. Reentry 

1 Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity contracts are a type of contract that allows for an indefinite amount of work 
over a set period of time at a set fixed rate up to the stated contract maximum value. 
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Services is responsible for a variety of functions including oversight of Residential Reentry Management field 
offices that are located throughout the United States and, among other things, is responsible for the 
administration and monitoring of RRC contracts. Oversight of the Kintock contracts was performed by the 
BOP’s Philadelphia Residential Reentry Management Field Office. 

Contractor Background 

Kintock is a not-for-profit organization, founded in 1985, and has RRC facilities in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
and in both Newark and Bridgeton, New Jersey. Kintock was awarded its first BOP contract for reentry 
services in 1987 and currently offers various reentry services including individualized treatment plans, life 
skills education, cognitive behavioral therapy, job placement, and employment education. On a monthly 
basis between July 2019 and March 2024, Kintock housed an average of 123 people total across its three 
facilities and managed an average of 143 people per month on home confinement. 

OIG Audit Approach 

The objectives of this audit were to assess the BOP’s oversight and evaluation of Kintock’s performance and 
compliance with contract requirements, and Kintock’s performance and compliance with the terms, 
conditions, laws, and regulations applicable to contracts 15BRRC19D00000194, 15BRRC20D00000262, and 
15BRRC23D00000003. To accomplish these objectives, we: (1) interviewed agency contracting officials and 
contractor staff; (2) reviewed the BOP and Kintock policies related to our objectives; and (3) assessed 
contract requirements and documentation, including quality assurance methods, RRC services invoices, and 
performance of contract deliverables. Appendix 1 contains further details on our audit objectives, scope, 
and methodology. Appendix 2 contains our calculation of funds to be put to better use which is followed up 
with a Schedule of Dollar-Related Findings in Appendix 3. 

We also reviewed prior audits issued by the DOJ OIG related to RRCs. In a November 2016 audit that 
reviewed the BOP’s management of placements in RRCs and home confinement, the OIG found that the 
BOP did not have procedures in place that adequately assessed the quality of services provided by 
contractors.2 Additionally, the OIG found that the BOP’s contractor monitoring instruments were flawed as 
they were based on the BOP’s monitoring reports, which ensured compliance with the Statement of Work 
(SOW) and did not assess the quality of the services provided by contractors.3 To address these deficiencies, 
the OIG recommended that the BOP create an RRC contractor quality monitoring instrument that assesses 
the quality and effectiveness of its RRCs and home confinement programs. Further, the OIG found that the 
BOP’s RRC monitoring did not have any performance measures that evaluated the success of its RRC and 
home confinement programming but instead relied on RRC and home placement targets that appeared to 
encourage institutions to maximize the number of inmates placed in RRCs or home confinement. To 
address this deficiency, the OIG recommended that the BOP develop performance measures that assess the 
efficacy of its RRC and home confinement programming. Additionally, of the eight most recently issued OIG 
RRC contract audit reports since June 2013, all contained at least one recommendation regarding 

 

2 See Appendix 4, item IX for detailed report information. 

3 At the time of the November 2016 audit, the instrument used to document a contractor’s performance was known as a 
Contractor Evaluation Form. BOP now uses the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System to document 
assessments of contractor performance. 
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Individualized Program Plans for RRC residents.4 Of those eight reports, five contained recommendations 
regarding inadequate documentation in a resident’s Individualized Program Plan.5 Although the BOP took 
steps to implement the OIG’s previous audit recommendations, we noted that these deficiencies identified 
in the prior audits were again present during the current audit. Specifics of the relevant deficiencies are 
detailed below; see Appendix 4 for a listing of prior reports.  

 

4 See Appendix 4, items I-VIII for detailed report information. 

5 See Appendix 4, Items I-III and V-VI for detailed report information. 
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Audit Results 

Our audit found Kintock’s invoices accurately reflected the contracted daily rate and the number of 
residents serviced and we did not identify deficiencies with the safety and security of Kintock’s facilities. 
However, we found deficiencies with the BOP’s oversight of contractor quality and performance jeopardizing 
its ability to ensure that individuals in Kintock’s custody received necessary services to assist in returning to 
the community from incarceration. Specifically, we found Kintock was unable to support the quality and 
performance of its RRC services and programs due to insufficient controls and found that the BOP provided 
inadequate oversight over the services being provided. Additionally, we found that certain BOP contracting 
practices reduced its ability to negotiate a fair and reasonable price for the contracts. Based on these 
results, we question the $29,880,644 charged to the contract as unsupported due to insufficient 
documentation of provided services from May 2019 through May 2025. Additionally, with the 
implementation of our audit recommendations, the BOP could put $38,007,643 to better use.  

The BOP’s Contract Monitoring Should Ensure Contracted Services are Provided 

During our audit, we observed the BOP perform a full monitoring at Kintock’s Philadelphia location, and we 
independently visited the Newark and Bridgeton locations. We did not identify any significant concerns 
related to the security provided at the locations by Kintock and the BOP’s review of each facility’s security. 
However, in performing our audit, we determined that Kintock did not provide all of the rehabilitation 
services outlined in its contract proposals. Contract proposals, commonly called technical proposals, are 
provided as a component of the contractor’s bid for a new contract award and explicitly state how a 
contractor will meet the requirements and terms of the contract’s SOW. This includes the specific services to 
be provided under the contract. The BOP relies on the information contained within these proposals when 
deciding to award a contract. When the BOP awarded Kintock the three contracts we audited, Kintock’s 
proposals were incorporated into the contract requirements. 

We interviewed BOP and Kintock staff at each of the audited RRC locations as well as reviewed 
documentation to determine if Kintock was providing the services outlined within its technical proposals. In 
its proposals, Kintock stated it would provide residents various services including: a career inventory 
assessment tool; computer-supported educational and vocational program services; access to job fairs; 
access and participation opportunities for volunteering and community service projects; independent living, 
anger management, life skills, and wellness classes; and access to and use of experts from the community 
to assist in returning to the community from incarceration. However, Kintock was unable to demonstrate 
whether any of these services were provided. After discussions with Kintock onsite staff and review of 
documentation, it was unclear which of these services, if any, Kintock offered residents during the period 
reviewed. For example, Kintock’s technical proposals detailed several classes under the Life Skills category to 
be provided to all residents by “its own well-trained staff, as well as experts from the local community.” In 
response to our request, Kintock staff were unable to provide a schedule for upcoming Life Skills classes or 
documentation of any classes offered in the past, and staff at the Bridgeton facility told us the Life Skills 
class consisted of a paper packet a resident completes on their own, which is not what Kintock stated it 
would provide in its proposals.  

We questioned Kintock staff regarding policies and procedures or other controls to help ensure compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the contracts with BOP for RRC services. These individuals were unable to 
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provide written policies, procedures, or walkthroughs of routine practices in place to confirm that the terms 
were satisfied.  

We asked Kintock onsite staff extensively about its policies and procedures for ensuring compliance with its 
contracts, including the technical proposals. Technical proposals, not the RRC SOW, detail the specific 
services that Kintock is to provide, such as job fairs and wellness classes. However, Kintock staff within the 
RRC facilities were unable to provide any written policies and procedures or describe other internal controls 
in place to ensure compliance with the contract but assured us they were aware of the RRC SOW 
requirements. When we questioned Kintock onsite staff about its technical proposals, staff were either 
unfamiliar with the concept or did not refer to them, stating that they are more familiar with and only refer 
to the RRC SOW. Additionally, Kintock personnel from its corporate office did provide written policies and 
procedures, however, they were inadequate and were not written to ensure compliance with the RRC SOW 
at the facility level. We believe Kintock’s lack of policies and procedures ensuring compliance with its BOP 
contracts led to its inability to ensure the contracted services were provided. 

We discussed with BOP staff their oversight of the contractor and their process for ensuring contracted 
services are provided. We were told the BOP’s Residential Reentry Management field offices complete on-
site monitoring visits to each RRC four times a year. This includes one announced full monitoring event and 
three unannounced interim visits. According to the BOP, these are designed to ensure a contractor’s 
compliance with its RRC contract requirements. During each monitoring visit, a Contract Oversight Specialist 
completes a Contractor Monitoring Worksheet to review compliance with the contract’s terms, from which 
the BOP issues a monitoring report communicating identified deficiencies. BOP’s monitoring reports are 
compiled annually into the Contractor Performance Assessment Report System (CPARS), which serves as the 
formal documentation of a contractor’s performance. Completed CPARS are a resource used by the 
government’s procurement workforce during the contract award process to ensure the government seeks 
contractors who consistently provide quality services that conform to contractual requirements.  

The BOP was required to complete 39 monitoring reports, supported by 39 monitoring worksheets, 
between July 2019 and March 2024 across all three of Kintock’s contracts. Additionally, the BOP was 
required to complete 10 CPARS between May of 2019 and May of 2024 across all three contracts. The BOP 
was able to provide all 10 CPARS but only completed and provided 37 monitoring reports and 35 monitoring 
worksheets. One monitoring event was waived due to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and two 
additional worksheets were not completed, neither of which constituted a significant deficiency. We 
reviewed the 35 Contractor Monitoring Worksheets completed and the 10 related CPARS to assess the 
effectiveness of the BOP’s monitoring process and quality and performance determinations.  

We found that the BOP’s assessments were driven by its Contractor Monitoring Worksheet, and these 
worksheets did not require oversight staff to assess contractor performance or the quality of the services 
provided under a contract. The worksheet instructions state that the checklist should be edited to add 
contract proposal requirements. However, none of the 35 worksheets we reviewed were edited to add 
requirements outlined in Kintock’s contract proposals, such as the aforementioned services and classes. As 
such, the BOP only ensured Kintock’s compliance with the RRC SOW, which included more general 
infrastructure-related requirements such as security and accountability, facility requirements, and 
administration rather than resident rehabilitation or reintegration-related requirements. Additionally, of the 
35 worksheets reviewed, we determined that only one adequately documented the monitoring performed 
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by the oversight specialist by including detailed notes of each item and a summary of the compliance 
deficiencies observed.  

Deficiencies in the BOP’s monitoring worksheet impacted the quality of its monitoring reports and, in turn, 
the quality of the contractor assessment in its CPARS reports. To be effective, CPARS must contain detailed 
and complete statements about contractor performance based on objective or measurable data. However, 
none of the 10 CPARS the BOP submitted for Kintock between May 2019 and May 2024 contained an 
assessment of performance or quality based on subjective or measurable data. Rather, the BOP’s completed 
CPARS were a summarization of the monitoring reports issued in the past year, an issue we had previously 
notified the BOP of in a prior audit.6 This is problematic because the monitoring reports do not contain an 
assessment of a contractor’s performance, only compliance with the basic RRC SOW.  

During our interviews with Kintock officials and staff, we found that they were aware of the contract 
proposals, including the services that were included in the proposals. However, they were unable to provide 
an explanation as to why the classes and services detailed in the proposals were not offered.  

Assessments of performance, quality, or compliance without reviewing all aspects of a contract’s terms and 
conditions weakens the quality and effectiveness of the BOP’s oversight, allowing contractors to 
underperform without ramification or notification. In addition, because services included in the contract 
proposals may not be provided at all, the residents are not receiving vital services. We believe that these 
unprovided or inadequately documented services are central to achieving the BOP’s goal of preparing 
people to successfully reintegrate into society.  

Therefore, we recommend that the BOP strengthen its RRC contractor performance monitoring practices 
and procedures to ensure that the BOP adequately assesses contractor performance to the specific 
requirements of the contract and receives the full scope of services it has contracted with providers to 
deliver. We also recommend that the BOP work with Kintock to immediately begin providing all classes and 
services detailed in the contract proposal and ensure it has adequate policies and procedures for 
documenting its compliance with contract terms and conditions. 

Steps Should be Taken to Establish and Document Effective Quality Standards 

Our audit found that the BOP did not ensure the services received were adequately documented, did not 
establish adequate performance measures around the quality of rehabilitation services provided, and did 
not ensure monitoring staff had training and support to make assessments regarding quality. 

Individualized Program Plans (IPP) are the “roadmap” for a resident’s case management while at an RRC, 
addressing a resident’s needs and risks for reintegration. The IPP is completed using information provided 
by both the BOP and RRC staff. We noted that Chapter 10 of the RRC SOW, entitled Programs, stated that an 
IPP must: (1) be completed using Attachment F of the SOW; (2) document a resident’s needs and risks and 
should clearly identify programs, goals, and dates of achievement to assist the resident in addressing the 

 

6 DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons' Management of Inmate Placements in Residential Reentry Centers 
and Home Confinement, Audit Report 17-01 (November 2016), oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-
management-inmate-placements-residential-reentry-centers-and. 

https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-management-inmate-placements-residential-reentry-centers-and
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-management-inmate-placements-residential-reentry-centers-and
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elements of the IPP; and (3) include bi-weekly progress reviews that contain substance and indicate a 
resident’s progress or lack of progress.7 Additionally, the BOP’s oversight staff stated that the IPP is the 
document they review during monitoring events to assess the quality of the services provided. 

During our audit, we judgmentally selected 85 IPPs for review from a database of the 2,282 residents sent to 
Kintock’s facilities between March 2019 and September 2024. Our selection consisted of 70 residents 
released from the facilities and 15 current residents. We found the IPPs generally contained information 
about an individual’s employment, education, health, and family. However, none of the reviewed IPPs 
documented specific programs or classes the resident attended, goals the resident was working to achieve, 
or milestones or dates of achievements. Additionally, 68 of the 85 (or 80 percent) of the reviewed IPPs were 
not updated bi-weekly in accordance with the SOW requirements. In some instances, IPPs were not updated 
for several months, with one not updated for 7 months. 

Additionally, we reviewed information in the BOP’s monitoring reports detailing the BOP’s evaluation of IPPs 
Kintock prepared under its contracts and found the BOP staff noted IPP-related deficiencies in about 
49 percent of the monitoring reports issued to Kintock between July 2019 and February 2024. However, we 
determined most of the deficiencies the BOP identified were for Kintock’s inability to complete the IPPs 
during the required bi-weekly timeframe; they seldomly identified any concerns regarding whether entries 
provided meaningful information to assess a resident’s progress, even though none of the IPPs we reviewed 
contained resident program activity. While it is imperative to meet with residents on a timely basis, the BOP 
is not appropriately emphasizing the importance of the quality of the IPP notes maintained by contractors. 
In order for the BOP to adequately assess a resident’s progress or assess a contractor’s quality and 
performance, it must ensure quality notes are maintained in IPPs. 

The BOP’s RRC SOW contains vague documentation requirements, not detailed quality standards that 
ensure adequate documentation is maintained by its contractors. Vague requirements make it difficult for 
contractors and the BOP’s oversight personnel to ensure compliance. For example, the SOW includes a 
requirement that bi-weekly progress reviews must contain “substance.” However, there is no definition or 
example of what constitutes substance. This leaves the BOP’s oversight staff responsible for defining what 
constitutes substance during their monitoring visits. The lack of clearly defined documentation 
requirements could lead to wide variability in the results of the BOP’s monitoring if reviewers have 
significantly different interpretations of the standards. Detailed quality standards would remove the 
ambiguity and allow oversight staff to effectively assess performance and quality and test for compliance. 
Additionally, it would provide contractors with a clear understanding of the BOP’s expectations for 
documentation. 

Moreover, the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) requires that contracted for services are clearly defined 
and appropriate performance standards are developed.8 However, we determined that the BOP’s 
standardized RRC SOW did not contain appropriately defined performance standards to adequately assess 
a contractor’s performance. The lack of appropriately defined performance standards makes it difficult for 

 

7 See Appendix 5 for a copy of the RRC SOW Attachment F – Individualized Program Plan. This copy was obtained from 
the BOP’s July 2020 RRC SOW. 

8 In particular, FAR 37.503 requires agency-heads to ensure that requirements for services are clearly defined and 
appropriate performance standards are developed so that the agency’s requirements can be understood by potential 
offerors and that performance in accordance with contract terms and conditions will meet the agency’s requirements. 
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both the BOP and contractor staff to ensure compliance and assess performance. This was evident during 
our review of IPPs, which lacked critical details to support the BOP’s assessment of each resident’s progress 
and Kintock’s performance under the contract. The use of standard measures or targets for a resident 
during the reintegration process would allow the BOP and contractor staff to adequately assess 
performance and compliance.  

In our November 2016 audit we found that the BOP did not have performance measures that evaluated the 
success of its RRC and home confinement programming and recommended that the BOP develop 
performance measures that assess the efficacy of its RRC and home confinement programs.9 The BOP 
agreed with our recommendation and updated its RRC SOW to contain quarterly reporting statistics on 
placements, releases, and employment. While this data is useful to the BOP and was an improvement over 
the BOP’s previous evaluation efforts, further improvements would provide the BOP greater insight into the 
performance of its contractors and program and better assurance that scarce resources are used effectively 
and efficiently. Performance standards would also allow the BOP to collect and analyze data on the RRC 
program as a whole, which in turn would allow it to make impactful and targeted changes to its RRC 
program. 

Further, when we questioned the BOP’s oversight staff about the amount of training provided by the BOP 
on how to perform monitoring visits, these BOP employees stated that while training was provided when 
staff were first employed as Contract Oversight Specialists, no annual or additional training or guidance was 
provided on contract oversight. When staff are inadequately trained, the risk of variability in how monitoring 
events are performed is increased and a standardized understanding of quality may not be established. 
Additionally, when the BOP staff were questioned about the amount of training provided to contractors, 
they stated that no training was provided to contractors regarding the BOP’s expectation of an adequately 
completed IPP. 

In order to achieve better outcomes for residents and improve contract oversight, we recommend that the 
BOP update its standardized IPP form to ensure it adequately addresses all requirements as outlined in the 
SOW. We further recommend that the BOP update its standardized RRC contract SOWs to include detailed 
performance standards for the rehabilitation services provided. We additionally recommend the BOP 
update its training of monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of its monitoring activities, including IPP 
evaluations, and other contractor performance quality evaluations. Lastly, we recommend that the BOP 
ensure contractors are adequately informed of the BOP’s expectations of a complete IPP. 

Action is Needed to Ensure Compliance with Staff Qualification Requirements 

The BOP’s contracts required Kintock to have qualified staff in key positions that were critical to delivering 
quality rehabilitation services, such as RRC Directors, Employment Placement Specialists, and Case 
Managers. Each contract’s SOW outlined the education and experience standards related to each of these 
positions. 

 

9 DOJ OIG, Management of Inmate Placements. 
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We compared the SOW-established education and experience standards to the resumes of 29 Kintock 
employees who worked in key positions during 2024. We determined that 15 staff members, or 52 percent 
of the staff we tested, did not meet the contract qualification requirements for their position. 

We discussed our analysis with BOP and Kintock officials. The BOP officials agreed with our analysis for nine 
of the Kintock staff members but told us they disagreed with our assessment of the remaining six 
employees based on experience or education substitutions. However, in the BOP’s analysis, it was not 
obvious that the work experience or education substitutions allowed were relevant to the key positions 
held. 

We asked Kintock to support its own determinations that the employees in question met the requirements 
of the contract, however, Kintock was unable to provide its own documentation and was unable to support 
that it had established procedures for ensuring individuals in key positions were qualified. Rather, Kintock’s 
officials stated that they solely relied on the BOP to make qualification determinations, stating that each 
individual was cleared by the BOP to work on its federal programs after Kintock provided clearance 
paperwork and resumes to the BOP. Kintock provided us with copies of the BOP-provided clearance letters 
as support for the BOP’s eligibility determinations. 

When we discussed the clearance letters with the BOP, we found that the BOP did not maintain any 
documentation regarding its determinations as to whether an individual was qualified for a key position 
within the contract. The BOP officials stated they do not have a written policy to formally document or 
maintain the evaluation and approval of resumes, however, they stated that they do complete an evaluation 
of an employee’s qualifications when initially hired and additional reviews are required during routine 
monitoring visits. The BOP staff indicated that the clearance letters provided to Kintock—which state if the 
individuals cleared their criminal background checks—also act as the BOP’s approval and acceptance of the 
individual as qualified for the position. 

Additionally, the BOP officials we spoke with stated that they maintain the right to waive requirements 
related to an individual’s education/experience qualifications. However, in the letters we reviewed there was 
no mention of whether the individuals were qualified for a specific position and no notation of a 
qualification waiver. In addition, the BOP was unable to provide documentation supporting that the 
employees’ qualifications were reviewed during the clearance process.  

Ensuring qualified and experienced staff are working in key positions is critical for the success of the RRC 
program and helps ensure residents are receiving the quality services necessary to assist them in 
successfully returning to society. Moreover, Kintock’s use of unqualified staff to oversee resident transitions 
further contributed to the diminished contract value the BOP received. Therefore, we recommend that the 
BOP work with Kintock to update its hiring procedures to ensure that only qualified employees are 
recommended to the BOP for staffing key positions. We additionally recommend that the BOP develop 
practices and procedures to ensure the BOP’s verification of contract employees submitted to work in RRCs 
is adequately documented and maintained, including controls surrounding the limited use of employment 
qualification waivers. 
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The BOP Should Ensure Price Reasonableness Determinations are Adequately Justified 

During our audit, we noted concerns regarding the level of competition for the contracts we audited and 
believe the BOP should strengthen its procedures for assessing and documenting its price reasonableness 
decisions. Criteria for price reasonableness decisions appears in FAR 15.402(a), which requires contracting 
officers to purchase services at fair and reasonable prices. 

Between May 2019 and May 2025, Kintock billed the BOP for approximately $30 million based on a 
straightforward calculation of population and daily per person rates. The daily rates were paid 100 percent 
for residents of the RRCs and 50 percent for individuals in home confinement, as stipulated in the contract. 
We tested a judgmental selection of 26 invoices covering approximately $6 million invoiced by Kintock to the 
BOP during our review period. Our review of these invoices did not identify any inaccuracies with the billing 
rate used or the number of residents identified. 

We also found that Kintock was the previous contract holder, and the BOP deemed Kintock the only 
competitive offeror for its Philadelphia and Bridgeton contracts. More specifically, in response to the BOP’s 
request for competitive proposals for the Bridgeton, New Jersey, contract, the BOP only received Kintock’s 
proposal. Additionally, for the Philadelphia contract, the BOP received three proposals, including Kintock’s, 
in response to its request for competitive proposals. However, the BOP determined that Kintock was the 
only competitive offeror for the Philadelphia contract after it excluded one offeror for not providing valid 
zoning documentation and another was excluded without explanation in the contract file. In speaking with 
BOP staff, we learned it is not uncommon to have limited competition for RRCs, primarily due to the zoning 
and various other requirements for operating an RRC in a particular area. These restrictions make it difficult 
for companies to establish new RRCs and can therefore limit the competition for new awards, often 
resulting in new awards being made to the incumbent contractor with already established RRC facilities. 

During our audit, we spoke with BOP contracting staff to obtain an understanding of how they evaluated the 
price of Kintock’s proposals for reasonableness given the lack of competition. The BOP officials told us, and 
documentation we reviewed indicated, that the BOP determined Kintock’s proposed rates were reasonable 
by comparing the proposed rates to those charged by other RRC contractors within the same geographic 
region and with the rates charged by the incumbent contractor, which in two instances was Kintock. 

FAR allows for the use of price comparison and it can be a useful tool for determining price 
reasonableness.10 However, under certain circumstances, we believe that comparing a contractor’s 
proposed prices to previous awards may not provide the BOP with adequate information for determining 
that proposed rates are reasonable. For example, for the BOP’s contracts with Kintock in Philadelphia and 
Bridgeton, the BOP’s contract files contained evidence that the BOP compared the proposed rates to 
awarded RRC contractor prices nearby in New York, New York, and Wilmington, Delaware. However, 
although these locations are geographically situated in the same general area of the United States as the 
proposed Kintock facilities, we believe that the locations and related rates were not directly comparable due 
to differences in population size and cost of living when compared to the cities in which Kintock operates. 

 

10 FAR 15.404-1(b) outlines different price analysis techniques, including price comparison to historical prices paid that 
are allowed when an exception from the requirement to obtain certified cost and pricing data applies under 15.403-1. 
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We believe such geographic factors can drive differences in proposed prices and potentially skew price 
reasonableness determinations that are made based on comparability alone. 

For situations where there is inadequate price competition, FAR requires contracting officials to obtain 
certified cost and pricing data to assist in making price reasonableness determinations.11 However, the BOP 
neither sufficiently justified its price reasonableness determinations nor requested certified cost and pricing 
data from Kintock. In each price analysis we reviewed, the BOP justification in the contract file stated that 
the proposed prices were compared to previously established prices that were awarded following adequate 
price competition. As previously stated, for two of the three Kintock contracts reviewed (Philadelphia and 
Bridgeton), Kintock was deemed the only competitive offeror. The BOP’s price reasonableness 
determinations in these situations therefore appear circular: the current offers are compared to the 
previous prices—even though the previous prices also had limited or no competition and were not 
adequately determined to be reasonable—and then the prices resulting from the current offer can be used 
to compare to a future offer. The methodology for establishing price reasonableness used by the BOP 
undermines its price reasonableness determinations and does not sufficiently justify its rationale for not 
requesting certified cost and pricing data. 

For these two contracts, the use of certified cost and pricing data could have helped establish whether the 
contractor’s proposed rates were reasonable because it would require the contractor to provide supporting 
documentation for the proposed billing rates. At a minimum, the BOP should be adequately documenting 
and justifying its price reasonableness decisions. 

We discussed the use of certified cost and pricing data with the BOP’s contracting officials, who stated that 
requiring certified cost or pricing is the least efficient method for determining price reasonableness and is 
not the BOP’s preferred method, or the preferred method outlined in the FAR. We do not disagree with the 
BOP’s arguments; however, the FAR requires agencies to request certified cost and pricing data when an 
exemption is not met, as is the case when adequate price competition is not achieved. Additionally, we 
maintain that the BOP’s price analyses should adequately document appropriate and sound price 
reasonableness justifications for not requesting certified cost and pricing data. 

Given the historical lack of competition for RRC contracts, circular price comparisons, and missing 
justification details, we recommend that the BOP ensure its written guidance to contracting personnel 
requires adequate documentation of appropriate and sound price reasonableness justifications when not 
opting to require certified cost and pricing data from RRC contractors. 

The BOP Should Identify and Remedy the Contracted Value Not Provided by Kintock and 
Put to Better Use Future Spending by Ensuring All Contracted Services Are Received  

As discussed above, we found that Kintock provided, and the BOP accepted and paid for, lesser services 
than contracted. The BOP’s monitoring procedures did not adequately ensure that Kintock (1) sufficiently 
supported the quality and performance of the reentry services it provided, and (2) used qualified staff. In 
not ensuring services were provided to the extent outlined in the contract, the BOP paid for services at an 

 

11 FAR 15.403 prescribes the policies and procedures for when contracting officers should obtain certified cost and 
pricing data. 



 

12 

 

inflated rate. As a result, we question and the BOP should remedy the costs of approximately $30 million 
that Kintock invoiced the BOP under its contracts from May 2019 through May 2025, as these costs were not 
sufficiently supported by documentation and other evidence. Additionally, we believe that full 
implementation of our recommendations will allow the BOP to put to better use the approximately 
$38 million in unspent funds associated with the remaining value of Kintock’s contracts as of May 2025 (as 
detailed in Appendix 2).  

We were unable to determine the exact value lost for the unprovided services and use of unqualified staff 
because the reentry services portion of Kintock’s contracts did not assign an individual monetary value to 
particular services; instead, an all-inclusive fixed daily rate was charged per resident to cover facility and 
reentry service costs. Additionally, the BOP could not provide certified cost and pricing data in order for the 
OIG to determine Kintock’s costs associated with the services portion of its contracts. In discussing our 
finding with the BOP, BOP management agreed that documentation supporting the appropriate monitoring 
of the services did not exist; however, they indicated concerns with our recommendation because the 
contracting process did not allow for funds to be recovered. We do not expect the BOP to recover the 
entirety of the approximately $30 million in questioned costs as we recognize that a significant portion of 
this value represents costs associated with the facilities, such as housing, food, utilities, and supplies like 
bedding. The BOP should review the invoices received from Kintock as of May 2025 and determine the value 
lost from not receiving contracted rehabilitative services provided by qualified staff and remedy an 
appropriate amount of the questioned costs, such as through recovery, equitable adjustment, or other 
options. Further, we recommend the BOP, prior to making additional payments to Kintock, require the 
contractor to provide adequate evidence that it is providing the required services for which it is billing, 
ensuring the estimated $38 million in remaining contract value is put to better use. 



 

13 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
In order for the BOP to successfully reintegrate residents into surrounding communities upon release from 
RRCs, the BOP needs to ensure that the valuable rehabilitation services contracted for are being provided to 
residents and those on home confinement. Additionally, for the BOP to ensure its quality and performance 
assessments provide insight to the services received and compliance with contract terms, the BOP needs to 
establish meaningful quality standards and appropriately defined performance standards. Furthermore, the 
BOP should ensure its price analyses document appropriate and sound justifications and, when necessary, 
are supported by certified cost and pricing data.  

During our audit, we did not identify any significant deficiencies related to the safety and security of the RRC 
facilities or Kintock’s billing practices. However, we found that the BOP did not receive the full value of its 
contract with Kintock. Specifically, Kintock could not demonstrate, and the BOP did not ensure, that Kintock 
provided the quality and performance of the RRC services stipulated in the contract. Additionally, Kintock 
used unqualified staff in the performance of its contracted services, and the BOP did not take action to 
confirm the qualifications of Kintock staff met the contracted requirements. As a result, the BOP accepted 
and paid for a reduced value, as Kintock’s negotiated contract price was based on the inclusion of a full 
array of reentry services utilizing fully qualified staff.  

Due to the structure of the contract and the lack of certified cost and pricing data available, we were unable 
to determine the value lost to the taxpayer for the reduced services provided to inmates at the Kintock RRC. 
Therefore, we questioned the approximately $30 million invoiced by Kintock to the BOP for the RRC services 
provided under its contracts from May 2019 through May 2025. Of this approximately $30 million, the BOP 
should determine the value lost from not receiving contracted reentry services and seek remedy of an 
appropriate amount, such as through recovery, equitable adjustment, or other options. Additionally, the 
BOP should require Kintock to demonstrate that it is providing the required services for which it is billing 
prior to making any additional payments, ensuring the estimated $38 million in remaining contract value is 
put to better use.  

We recommend that the BOP: 

1. Strengthen its RRC contractor performance monitoring practices and procedures to ensure that 
the BOP adequately assesses contractor performance to the specific requirements of the 
contract and receives the full scope of services it has contracted with providers to deliver. 

2. Work with Kintock to immediately begin providing all classes and services detailed in the 
contract proposal and ensure it has adequate policies and procedures for documenting its 
compliance with contract terms and conditions. 

3. Update its standardized IPP form to ensure it adequately addresses all requirements as outlined 
in the SOW. 

4. Update its standardized RRC contract SOW to include detailed quality standards for the 
rehabilitation services provided and appropriately defined performance standards. 
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5. Update its training of monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of its monitoring activities, 
including IPP evaluations, and other contractor performance quality evaluations. 

6. Ensure contractors are adequately informed of the BOP’s expectations of a complete IPP. 

7. Work with Kintock to update its hiring procedures to ensure that only qualified employees are 
recommended to the BOP for staffing key positions. 

8. Develop practices and procedures to ensure the BOP’s verification of contract employees 
submitted to work in RRCs is adequately documented and maintained, including controls 
surrounding the limited use of employment qualification waivers. 

9. Ensure its written guidance to contracting personnel requires adequate documentation of 
appropriate and sound price reasonableness justifications when not opting to require certified 
cost and pricing data from RRC contractors. 

10. Review the questioned costs of approximately $30 million in expenditures as of May 2025, 
determine the value lost to the government from not receiving contracted reentry services using 
fully qualified personnel, and remedy an appropriate amount of the questioned costs, such as 
through recovery, equitable adjustment, or other options. 

11. Ensure that Kintock takes sufficient corrective action to ensure that it is providing the required 
services using fully qualified personnel, thereby putting an estimated $38 million in remaining 
available funds for these contracts to better use. 
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APPENDIX 1: Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

Objectives 

The objectives of this audit were to assess: (1) the Federal Bureau of Prisons’ (BOP) oversight and evaluation 
of The Kintock Group’s (Kintock) performance and compliance with contract requirements; and (2) Kintock’s 
performance and compliance with the terms, conditions, laws, and regulations applicable to the awarded 
Residential Reentry Center (RRC) contracts.  

Scope and Methodology 

The scope of our audit focused on the Kintock RRCs located in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The BOP 
awarded Contract Numbers 15BRRC19D00000194, 15BRRC20D00000262, and 15BRRC23D00000003 with a 
combined total value of approximately $36.9 million to provide RRC housing and services in Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey. As of May 2024, Kintock was awarded a new contract, Contract Number 
15BRRC24D00000039, which provides for two RRC locations in Philadelphia with an estimated contract value 
of approximately $31.8 million. 

Statement on Compliance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards  

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards (GAGAS). Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

Internal Controls 

In this audit, we performed testing of internal controls significant within the context of our audit objectives. 
We did not evaluate the internal controls of the BOP or Kintock to provide assurance on its internal control 
structure as a whole. BOP and Kintock’s management are responsible for the establishment and 
maintenance of internal controls in accordance with OMB Circular A-123. Because we do not express an 
opinion on the BOP’s or Kintock’s internal control structure as a whole, we offer this statement solely for the 
information and use of the BOP and Kintock.12 

Specifically, our review of internal controls covered the BOP’s and Kintock’s written policies, procedures, and 
controls pertaining to price reasonableness, billing, quality, and performance. The internal control 
deficiencies we found are discussed in the Audit Results section of this report. However, because our review 
was limited to those internal control components and underlying principles that we found significant to the 
objectives of this audit, it may not have disclosed all internal control deficiencies that may have existed at 
the time of this audit. 

 

12 This restriction is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of public record. 
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Compliance with Laws and Regulations 

In this audit we also tested, as appropriate given our audit objectives and scope, selected transactions, 
records, procedures, and practices, to obtain reasonable assurance that the BOP’s management complied 
with federal laws and regulations for which non-compliance, in our judgment, could have a material effect 
on the results of our audit. Our audit included examining, on a test basis, the BOP’s compliance with the 
following laws and regulations that could have a material effect on the BOP’s operations: 

• FAR 15.403 – Obtaining Certified Cost or Pricing Data 
• FAR 37.5 – Management Oversight of Service Contracts 
• FAR 37.6 – Performance-Based Acquisition 
• FAR 46.4 – Government Contract Quality Assurance 
• 31 U.S.C. §§ 3903 - Prompt Payment Act 

This testing included interviewing BOP and Kintock personnel, analyzing contract files, price analyses, 
reviewing invoices and supporting documentation, and examining policies and procedural practices. 

As discussed in our report, we found that the BOP did not comply with certain elements of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation related to management oversight of service contracts, performance-based 
acquisition, and contract pricing. 

Computer-Processed Data 

During our audit, we obtained information from Kintock’s systems. We did not test the reliability of those 
systems as a whole, therefore any findings identified involving information from those systems were verified 
with documentation from other sources. 

To assess the reliability of Kintock’s billing data, we reviewed relevant supporting documentation. We 
determined that the data was sufficiently reliable for the purposes of this report.  
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APPENDIX 2: Calculation of Funds to be Put to Better Use 

Contract Number Facility Location Estimated 
Contract Total 

Value 

Amount Billed 
through May 

2025 

Funds to be Put to 
Better Use 

A B C D E = C — D 

15BRRC24D00000039a Philadelphia, Pennsylvania $31,861,950 $0 $31,861,950 

15BRRC23D00000003 Bridgeton, New Jersey 9,415,125 3,269,432 6,145,693 

Total Funds to be Put to Better Use $38,007,643 
a Kintock’s Philadelphia contract number 15BRRC19D00000194 ended September 30, 2024. However, it was 
awarded a new contract, 15BRRC24D00000039, for two RRC locations in Philadelphia, which started performance 
on October 1, 2024. We utilized this newly awarded contract for our calculation. 

Source: OIG calculation based on BOP contract documents and payment information. 
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APPENDIX 3: Schedule of Dollar-Related Findings  

Description Contract No. Amount Page 

Questioned Costs:13

Unsupported Costs due to inadequate 
documentation of services provided and use of 
unqualified staff 

15BRRC23D00000003 $3,269,433 12 

15BRRC20D00000262 14,967,843 12 

15BRRC19D00000194 11,643,368 12 

Total Questioned Costs  $29,880,644 

Funds to be Put to Better Use:14

Expected future contract billings based on remaining 
contract value to be put to better use through 
implementation of audit recommendations 

15BRRC23D00000003 $6,145,693 12 

15BRRC24D00000039 31,861,950 12 

Total Funds to be Put to Better Use $38,007,643 

TOTAL DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS $67,888,287 

 

13 Questioned Costs are expenditures that do not comply with legal, regulatory, or contractual requirements; are not 
supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit; or are unnecessary or unreasonable. Questioned costs 
may be remedied by offset, waiver, recovery of funds, the provision of supporting documentation, or contract 
ratification, where appropriate. 

14 Funds to be Put to Better Use are future funds that could be used more efficiently if management took actions to 
implement and complete audit recommendations. 
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APPENDIX 4: Listing of Relevant Prior DOJ OIG Audit Reports  

I. U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG), Audit of the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons' Residential Reentry Center Contracts Awarded to Reynolds & Associates, Inc., Washington, 
D.C., Audit Report 18-30 (September 2018), oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-
residential-reentry-center-contracts-awarded-reynolds. 

II. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center Contract No. DJB200244 
Awarded to Centre, Inc. Fargo, North Dakota, Audit Report 17-25 (June 2017), 
oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-
djb200244-awarded. 

III. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center Contract No. DJB200143 
Awarded to Liberty Management Services, Inc., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Audit Report GR-70-16-
007 (September 2016), oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-
center-contract-no-djb200143-awarded. 

IV. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center Contract No. DJB200113 
Awarded to Mirror, Inc., Wichita, Kansas, Audit Report GR-60-16-008 (September 2016), 
oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-
djb200113-awarded. 

V. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center in Brooklyn, New York 
Contract No. DJB200055, Audit Report GR-70-15-005 (March 2015), oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-
federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-brooklyn-new-york-contract-no. 

VI. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center Contract with Glory 
House, Inc., Contract No. DJB200112, Sioux Falls, South Dakota, Audit Report GR-60-14-016 (July 
2014), oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-glory-
house-inc-contract. 

VII. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center Contract with Behavioral 
Systems Southwest, Inc. Contract No. DJB200038, Audit Report GR-60-13-013 (September 2013), 
oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-behavioral-
systems. 

VIII. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons Residential Reentry Center in Hutchins, Texas, 
Contract No. DJB200910, Hutchins, Texas, Audit Report GR-60-13-007 (June 2013), 
oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-hutchins-texas-
contract-no. 

IX. DOJ OIG, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons' Management of Inmate Placements in Residential 
Reentry Centers and Home Confinement, Audit Report 17-01 (November 2016), 
oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-management-inmate-placements-residential-
reentry-centers-and.  

https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contracts-awarded-reynolds
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contracts-awarded-reynolds
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contracts-awarded-reynolds
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-djb200244-awarded
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-djb200244-awarded
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-djb200143-awarded
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-djb200143-awarded
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-djb200113-awarded
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-no-djb200113-awarded
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-brooklyn-new-york-contract-no
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-brooklyn-new-york-contract-no
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-glory-house-inc-contract
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-glory-house-inc-contract
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-behavioral-systems
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-contract-behavioral-systems
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-hutchins-texas-contract-no
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-residential-reentry-center-hutchins-texas-contract-no
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-management-inmate-placements-residential-reentry-centers-and
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/audit-federal-bureau-prisons-management-inmate-placements-residential-reentry-centers-and
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APPENDIX 5: Residential Reentry Center Contract Statement of 
Work, Attachment F – Individualized Program Plan  

Attachment F 
Page #1 of 4 

Individualized Program Plan (Available in Word from RRM Office) 

Name: 
Register Number: 
Arrival Date 
HCED Date 
Projected Release Date/Method: 

RRC Facility/Code 
Telephone: 
Fax: 
Status BOP or USPO 

Sex Male or Female 
Date of Birth 
Next Review Date : 
CIM Status 
Component:  CCC Prerelease 

Home Confinement 

Driver's License Number/State : 
FBI Number: 
other IDs: 

Release Residence Address: 

Telephone: 

Release Employer Name/Address: 

Telephone: 

Primary Emergency Contact: 
Address: 

Telephone: 

Secondary Emergency Contact: 
Address 

Telephone: 

Release Address Family Ties/Support: 

Sentence/Supervision: 

Financial Plan Active:  Yes or No 

Financial Plan Date 

Subsistence Modification 
 Yes or  No 

Subsistence Waiver: 
 Yes or No 

Payments Missed : Yes or No IR for missed payments Yes or No 
Special Conditions of Supervision 

USPO Name: 
Sentencing District Address 

Phone/Fax : 
Subject to 18 US. C. 4042(8) Notification Yes 
or No 

DNA Required : Yes or No 
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Individualized Program Plan 

Attachment F 
Page #2 of 4 

Name: Registration Number: 
Profile Comments 

EDUCATION DATA - prior and current 

WORK DATA- (Prior and current): 
Prior Work History: 

Job Search History: 

Employment (date of hire, hours, position, employer name and address/phone) 

On-Site Visit Date : Legal Notification Date: 

DISCIPLINE DATA- RRClnformation 

Date, Prohibited Act, Sanction: 

RRC COMPONENTS - CCC, Prerelease, HC 

Component name and date 

WOCATIONAL/CAREER: - prior and current 

INTERPERSONAL: 

Relationships: 
Family Ties/Support system: 

Parental responsibility: 

Comments: 

AFFORDABLE HEAL TH CARE ACT: 
Affordable Health Care Application 

ACA information distributed during intake : 0 Yes or O No 

Internet and phone access available to facilitate ACA access? QYesor Q No 

ACA survey prior to release? QYes or Q No 

Progress and Goals 
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PHYSICAL HEAL TH: 
Physical health concerns: 

Prescribed medication: 

Progress and Goals: 

MENTAL HEAL TH: 
Mental health assessment: 

Mental health treatment: 

Progress and Goals: 

OTHER TREATMENT PROGRAMMING: 
Sex offender treatment 

Substance abuse treatment: 

Other treatment: 

COGNITIVE 
General behavior: 

Criminal behavior: 

Progress and Goals: 

HC PROGRAMMING 

Family meeting: Yes or No 
M eeti nq date 
Home visit: Yes or No 
Home v isit date 

HC request: Yes or No 
HC request date 

HC approval: Yes or No 
HC approval date: 

Date resident actually placed on HC: 

PASSES/FURLOUGHS: 

Chronologically list all dates and note if successful 

Attachment F 
Page #3 of 4 
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RELEASE PLANNING: 
Tentative release plan : 
Approved release plan address/phone: 

Attachment F 
Page #4 of 4 

Release plan support system (name of person, address, phone, relationship to the resident) 

Other comments: 

SIGNATURES/DATE: 
Case M anager Printed Name Case Manager Signature/Date Resident Signature/Date 
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APPENDIX 6: The Federal Bureau of Prisons Response to the Draft 
Audit Report 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Federal Bureau of Prisons 

September 23, 2025 

MEMORANDUM FOR JASON R. MALMSTROM 
ASSISTANT I SPECTOR GE ERAL 
AUDIT DIV ISION 

FROM: William K. Marshall III, Director 

SUBJECT: Response to the Office oflnspector General's (OIG) Draft Report: 
Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons ' Residential Recently Center 
Contracts Awarded to the Kinlock Group, Inc. 

The Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) thanks the Office of Inspecror General (OIG) for its 
thorough evaluation and appreciates the opportunity to fom1ally respond to the draft report 
entitled, Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons' Residential Reentry Center Contracts Awarded 
to the Kintock Group, Inc. (the Report) . 

The BOP is dedicated to trengthening its versight and management of Residenti al Reentry 
Center (RRC) contracts to ensure ful l compliance with contractual obligations, optimize service 

delivery and maximize the value of taxpayer funds. Additionally, the BOP is committed to a 
fundamental restructuring of its relat ionship with RRC contractor to enhance the quality and 
accountability of service . Specifically, the agency is overhauling its monitoring of contractor 
performance against contract requirements to ensure the BOP receives the full scope of 
contractual services. To that end, the BOP will be prioritizing strict adherence to the contract by 
requiring the contractors to immediately provide all contracted classes and services. 

Additionally, the BOP will update the RRC Statement of Work (SOW) to include detailed 
quality and perfonnance standards. Furthem10re, the BOP will update training for its monitoring 
staff to ensure thorough Individualized Program Plan (IPP) evaluations and quali ty assessments, 
and the BOP will clearly communicate its expectations for a complete IPP to all contractors. The 
BOP will also collaborate with contractors to reform their hiring procedures to ensure only 
qualified employee arc recommended for key positions and will implement new practices to 
document and verify the qualifications of all contract employees, including strict controls on the 
use of waivers. In a move to improve financial stewardship, the BOP will review questioned 
expenditures to detem1ine the value lost and seek appropriate remedies. 
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This comprehensive strategy will also ensure contractors take necessary corrective action to use 
fully qualified personnel, thereby putting remaining available funds to better use and 
guaranteeing the individuals in their care receive the highest quality of reentry services. These 
enhancements underscore the BOP 's commitment to supporting the rehabilitation and reentry of 
inmates while ensuring responsible use of agency resources. 

Through the actions outlined below in response to the recommendations, the BOP will strengthen 
its partnership with contractors, enhance rehabil itation services, and uphold it mission to 
support successful reentry while maintaining fiscal responsibi lity. 

Recommendation 1: Strengthen its RRC contractor performance monitoring practices and 
procedures to ensure that the BOP adequately assesses contractor performance to the 
specific requirements of the co ntract and receives the full scope of services it has contracted 
with providers to deliver. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation and will strengthen its RRC 
contractor performance monitoring practices and procedures to ensure adequate assessment of 
contractor performance tu the specific requ irements of the contract and receipt of the full scope 
of services it has contracte-d with providers to deliver. The Administrator of the Residential 
Reentry Management Branch (RRMB) wi ll issue a memorandum to Residential Reentry 
Management (RRM) staff to provide direct ion on review of contractor perfonnance which shall 
include a review of specific program offerings specified in the contract. The memorandum will 
direct RRM staff to conduct more thorough review of contractor perfonnance which shall 
include review of items noted in the contractor's proposals. Jt should be noted that many of the 
resources offered to assist with reentry are outsourced and not provided at the facili ty but by 
community partners off-site, so documentation of how the service are provided is not always 
maintained with RRC records. To remedy this, the memorandum to RRM staff will include a 
requirement that programs offered off-site be documented and reviewed du ring contract 
monitoring by Contract Oversight Specialists (COS). Additionally, the RR M and COS will be 
trained on the review of Technical Proposals (TP) and SOW requirements as they rel ate to 
services provided at the RRC and reflected on IPP evaluation 

Recommendation 2: Work with Kinlock to immediately begin providing all classes and 
services detailed in the contract proposal and ensure it has adequate policies and 
procedures for documenting its compliance with contract terms and conditions. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation. The RRMB Administrator wi ll 
issue a memorandum to RRM staff which will provide instruction regarding contract monitoring 
ac tivity, including review and assessment of course and program offering specified in the TP. 
The memorandum will direct RRM staff to compare the programs offered in the TP with tho e 
offe red at the RRC. 
Recommendation 3: Update its standardized IPP form to ensure it adequately addresses 
aU requirements as outlined in the SOW. 

Page 2 of5 
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BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation. The current !PP fonn has a text 
field fo r entry of infonnation related to specific reentry need area . The BOP will update the IPP 
document to include language directing staff to include courses or programs enrollment in each 
area and progres toward completion. The BOP also agrees improvement is needed wi th regard 
to documenting IPPs to better outline program course and educational recommendations 
outlined in the TP and required by the SOW. A described in the BOP's responses to 
recommendations I and 2, the RRMB Administrator wi ll issue a memorandum to RRM staff to 
reinforce the necessity o f documenting specific programming and educational need and of 
documenting follow-up IPPs to demonstrate progress toward completion. While BOP will update 
the IPP, the current version included in the SOW is being used by contractors. To modify every 
contract to include the updated IPP may come at a cost. Rather the BOP will update the IPP for 
inclusion in future RRC solicitations and provide training to contractors on better documentation 
of programs and courses taken that comply with the TP and SOW using the current IPP fonn. 

Recommendation 4: U pdate its standardized RRC contract SOW to include detailed 
quality standards for the rehabilitation services provided and appropriately defined 
performance standards. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation and is currently in the proce s of 
updating its standardized RRC contract SOW to include detailed quality standards for the 
rehabilitation services provided and appropriately defined performance standards . The SOW 
requires that the Progress Review be a comprehensive and substantive review and indicate the 
residents ' progress. As stated, the SOW is currently undergoing revi ion and will clarify the 
requ irement for contractors to identi fy each specific recommendation made for residents and 
identify progress made toward completion of each recommended course . 

Recommendation 5: Update its training of monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of 
its monitori ng activities including IPP evaluations , and other contractor performance 
quality eval uations. 

BOP response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation and plans to update training of 
monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of its monitoring activities, including IPP 
evaluation , and other contractor performance qua lity evaluations , when fund ing becomes 
available to do so. It should be noted that agendas for required RRM Branch trainings cunently 
include detailed instruction on review of the IPP and all required entries. Additionally, the 
RRMB Administrator will issue a memorandum to relevant RRMB staff directing them to 
complete a more detailed review of the IPP which will specify the type of educational and 
reentry programs recommended for residents and ensure notes refl ecting progress toward 
completion of each recommended program are documented. 

Recommendation 6: Ensure contractors are adequately informed of the BOP 's 
expectation of a complete IPP. 

Page 3 of5 
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BOP Response: The BOP con urs with this recommendation and will ensure contractors are 
adequately infonned that a complete IPP is expected. To implement this recommendation, the 
RRMB Administrator will issue a memorandum to RRM staff instructing them to provide 
training to contractors on completion of thorough and detailed IPPs. The memorandum will 
direct RRC staff to complete a more detailed review of the IPP which will specify the type of 
educational and reentry programs recommended for residents and include notes reflecting 
progress toward completion of each recommended program is documented. 

Recommendation 7: Work with Kintock to update its hiring procedures to ensure that only 
qualified employees are recommended to the BOP for taffmg key positions. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation and is working with Kintock to 
update hiring procedures to ensure that only quali fi ed employees are recommended to the BOP 
for staffing key positions The RRMB Admini tra tor will issue a memorandum to RRM staff 
providing detai led guidance on hiring procedures. The memorandum will include language 
directing RRM taff to provide training to contractors which highlight hiring procedures and the 
importance of conducting a thorough review of all applicants' qual ifications and relevant 
supporting documents prior to submission to the BOP. 

Recommendation 8: Develop practices and procedures to ensure the BO P's verification 
of contract employees submitted to work in RRCs is adequately documented and 
maintained, including controls surrounding the limited use of employment qualification 
waivers. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation and will develop practices and 
procedures to ensure the BOP 's verification of contract employees submitted to work in RRCs is 
adequately documented and maintained, includi ng controls surrounding the limited use of 
employment qualification waivers . The RRMB A,dministrator wi ll issue a memorandum to staff 
to require a thorough review of contractor employee documentation and wi ll indicate that 
documentation related to hiring be maintained in accordance with all applicable requirements 
and records retenti on mandates. The memorandum will specify that employment qualification 
waivers are to be used on a limited basis and requi re review by the Sector Administrator 
overseeing each re pecti ve RRM office. 

Recommendation 9: Ensure its written guidance to contracting personnel requires 
adequate documentation of appropriate and sound price reasonableness justifications when 
not opting to require certified cost and pricing data from RRC contractors. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation. The RRMB Admini trator will 
provide guidance and training to all RRC contracting staff, rei terating the requ irement for 
contracting offi cers to determine fa ir and reasonable prices by adequately and thoroughly 
documenting price reasonabl eness determination when not utilizing certi fi ed cost and pricing 
data. 

Page 4 of5 
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Recommendation 10: Review the questioned costs of approximately $30 million in 
expenditures as of May 2025, determine the value lost to the government from not 
receiving contracted reentry services using fully qualified personnel, and remedy an 
appropriate amount of the questioned costs, such as through recovery, equitable . 
adjustment, or other options. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation. The BOP will review invoices 
received from Kintock to determine the value lost and seek an appropriate amount through 
recovery. The BOP will improve oversight of program offerings and documentation to support 
progrmruning, provide training to RRM and contracting staff on appropriate IP Ps and monitoring 
of contract performance, and will implement enhanced monitoring procedures for the hiring of 
qualifi ed personnel. 

Recommendation 11: Ensure that Kintock takes sufficient corrective action to ensure 
that it is providing  the required services using fully qualified personnel, thereby putting 
an estimated $38 million in remaining available funds for these contracts to better use. 

BOP Response: The BOP concurs with this recommendation. The RRMB Administrator wi ll 
issue a memorandum to all RRMs and COSs requiring a thorough review of contractor employee 
documentation, including a review of the TP, in addition to the SOW, to ensure reentry services 
outlined in both are offered, ensuring appropriate use of the $ 38 million in remaining contract 
funds. 

Page 5 of 5 
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APPENDIX 7: Office of the Inspector General Analysis and 
Summary of Actions Necessary to Close the Audit Report 

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) provided a draft of this audit report to the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons (BOP) and The Kintock Group, Inc. (Kintock). The BOP’s response is incorporated in Appendix 6. 
Kintock opted not to provide the OIG with a response. The BOP concurred with all 11 of our 
recommendations. As a result, the status of the audit report is resolved. The following provides the OIG 
analysis of the response and summary of actions necessary to resolve the report. 

Recommendations for the BOP:  

1. Strengthen its Residential Reentry Center (RRC) contractor performance monitoring practices 
and procedures to ensure that the BOP adequately assesses contractor performance to the 
specific requirements of the contract and receives the full scope of services it has contracted 
with providers to deliver. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
take appropriate corrective action to strengthen its RRC contractor performance monitoring 
practices and procedures to ensure the assessment of contractor performance includes the 
evaluation of the specific requirements of the contract and that the BOP is receiving the full 
scope of the services agreed to by the contractor. The BOP also stated that Residential Reentry 
Management (RRM) staff will be directed to review contractor performance, including a review of 
specific program offerings specified in the contractor’s proposals, as well as for Contract 
Oversight Specialists (COS) to document and review programs that are offered off-site. In 
addition, the BOP stated that the RRM and COS will be trained on the review of technical 
proposals and Statement of Work requirements as they relate to services provided at the RRC 
and reflected on Individualized Program Plan evaluations.  

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has taken steps to 
ensure that it adequately assesses contractor performance to the specific requirements of the 
contract and receives the full scope of services it has contracted with providers to deliver.   

2. Work with Kintock to immediately begin providing all classes and services detailed in the 
contract proposal and ensure it has adequate policies and procedures for documenting its 
compliance with contract terms and conditions. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that a 
memorandum will be issued to RRM staff providing instruction regarding contract monitoring 
activity, including review and assessment of course and program offerings specified to the 
technical proposals for the contract. In addition, the BOP stated the memorandum will direct 
RRM staff to compare the programs included within the technical proposal with those offered at 
the RRC.  

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has worked with 
Kintock to ensure all classes and services detailed in the contract proposal are provided and 
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polices and procedures for documenting Kintock is in compliance with contract terms and 
conditions. 

3. Update its standardized Individualized Program Plan (IPP) form to ensure it adequately 
addresses all requirements as outlined in the Statement of Work (SOW). 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
update the Individualized Program Plan (IPP) to include language directing staff to include 
course or program enrollment in each area and progress toward achievement. In addition, the 
BOP stated it will issue a memorandum to RRM staff to reinforce the necessity of documenting 
specific programming and educational needs, and of documenting follow-up IPPs to 
demonstrate progress toward completion. The BOP also stated it will update the IPP for 
inclusion in future RRC solicitations and provide training to contractors on better documentation 
of programs and courses that comply with a contract’s technical proposal and SOW using the 
current IPP.  

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has updated the 
IPP to ensure that it adequately addresses all requirements as outlined in the SOW.  

4. Update its standardized RRC contract SOW to include detailed quality standards for the 
rehabilitation services provided and appropriately defined performance standards. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it is in 
the process of updating its standardized RRC contract SOW to include detailed quality standards 
for the rehabilitation services provided and appropriately defined performance standards. The 
BOP further stated that the SOW will require that progress reviews are comprehensive and 
substantive and that they indicate a resident’s progress. This update is to clarify the requirement 
for contractors to identify each specific recommendation for residents and identify progress 
made toward completion of each recommended course. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has standardized 
RRC contract SOW to include detailed quality standards for the rehabilitation services provided 
and appropriately defined performance standards.    

5. Update its training of monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of its monitoring activities, 
including IPP evaluations, and other contractor performance quality evaluations. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it plans 
to update training of monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of its monitoring activities, 
including IPP evaluations and other contractor performance quality evaluations when funding 
becomes available to do so. Additionally, the BOP stated it will issue a memorandum to RRM 
staff directing them to complete a more detailed review of the IPP, which will specify the type of 
educational and reentry programs recommended for residents and ensure notes reflecting 
progress toward completion of each recommended program are documented.   
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This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has updated its 
training of monitoring staff to help ensure the adequacy of its monitoring activities, including IPP 
evaluations, and other contractor performance quality evaluations. 

6. Ensure contractors are adequately informed of the BOP’s expectations of a complete IPP. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
direct RRM staff to provide training to contractors on completion of thorough and detailed IPPs, 
and direct RRC staff to complete a more detailed review of the IPP, which will specify the type of 
educational and reentry programs recommended for residents and include notes reflecting 
progress toward the completion of each recommended program goal.  

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has completed the 
training of contractor staff on expectations of IPP documentation. 

7. Work with Kintock to update its hiring procedures to ensure that only qualified employees are 
recommended to the BOP for staffing key positions. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
work with Kintock to update hiring procedures to ensure that only qualified employees are 
recommended to the BOP for staffing key positions. In addition, the BOP stated it will issue a 
memorandum directing RRM staff to provide training to contractors which highlights hiring 
procedures and the importance of conducting a thorough review of all applicants’ qualifications 
and relevant supporting documents prior to submission to the BOP.  

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has updated its 
hiring procedures to ensure that only qualified employees are recommended to the BOP for 
staffing key positions.  

8. Develop practices and procedures to ensure the BOP’s verification of contract employees 
submitted to work in RRCs is adequately documented and maintained, including controls 
surrounding the limited use of employment qualification waivers. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
develop procedures to ensure the BOP’s verification of contract employees submitted to work in 
RRCs is adequately documented and maintained, including controls surrounding the limited use 
of employment qualification waivers. The BOP further stated that staff will be required to 
perform a thorough review of contractor employee documentation and note that 
documentation related to hiring be maintained in accordance with all applicable requirements 
and records retention mandates. Additionally, the BOP noted that employment qualification 
waivers are to be used on a limited basis and require review by the Sector Administrator 
overseeing each respective RRM office.   
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This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has developed 
practices and procedures ensuring its verification of contract employees submitted to work in 
RRCs is adequately documented and maintained, including controls surrounding the limited use 
of employment qualification waivers.   

9. Ensure its written guidance to contracting personnel requires adequate documentation of 
appropriate and sound price reasonableness justifications when not opting to require certified 
cost and pricing data from RRC contractors. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
provide guidance and training to all RRC contracting staff, reiterating the requirement for 
contracting officers to determine fair and reasonable prices by adequately and thoroughly 
documenting price reasonableness determinations when not utilizing certified cost and pricing 
data.   

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has updated its 
guidance to contracting personnel requiring adequate documentation of appropriate and sound 
price reasonableness justifications when not opting to require certified cost and pricing data 
from RRC contractors. 

10. Review the questioned costs of approximately $30 million in expenditures as of May 2025, 
determine the value lost to the government from not receiving contracted reentry services using 
fully qualified personnel, and remedy an appropriate amount of the questioned costs, such as 
through recovery, equitable adjustment, or other options. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
review invoices received from Kintock to determine the value lost and seek an appropriate 
amount through recovery. Additionally, the BOP stated that it will improve oversight of program 
offerings and documentation to support programming, provide training to RRM and contracting 
staff on appropriate IPPs and monitoring of contract performance, and implement enhanced 
monitoring procedures for the hiring of qualified personnel.   

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has completed its 
review and remedied the appropriate amount of questioned costs. 

11. Ensure that Kintock takes sufficient corrective action to ensure that it is providing the required 
services using fully qualified personnel, thereby putting an estimated $38 million in remaining 
available funds for these contracts to better use. 

Resolved. The BOP concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that it will 
require all RRMs and COSs to perform a thorough review of contractor employee 
documentation, including the technical proposal and SOW, to ensure that reentry services 
outlined in both are offered and that the $38 million in remaining contract funds are used 
appropriately.  



 

33 

 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the BOP has completed 
appropriate steps to ensure that Kintock is providing the required services and programing, 
using qualified staff, and taken steps to remedy any costs for services not provided.      
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ATTACHMENT TO FINAL REPORT 

During the audit resulting in Report 25-099, the Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General (OIG) sought 
feedback from the Kintock Group, Inc. (Kintock) on the observed and reported deficiencies. This included fieldwork 
communications and discussions with Kintock officials with direct responsibilities for delivering contract services. We 
additionally provided Kintock management with a working draft audit report prior to conducting an audit exit 
conference. During the exit conference with Kintock management, Kintock officials did not raise any concerns or 
disagreements with the draft audit report’s findings or recommendations, and the OIG informed the Kintock officials 
that they would be able to provide a written response to be appended to the final report. We then issued the official 
draft report and, pursuant to the OIG’s regular process, requested written comments on the recommendations from 
both the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) and Kintock. BOP provided its response to the report on September 23, 2025, 
which was Appendix 6 to the final report. (See Appendix 6, above). Having not received a response from Kintock, the OIG 
contacted Kintock management on two separate occasions prior to the issuance of the final report to confirm it was not 
planning to submit a written response to append to our final public report. While Kintock provided the OIG a required 
Management Representation Letter stating that it formally acknowledged providing the OIG all requested data and 
documentation pertaining to the contract Kintock had with the BOP, it did not provide a response to the draft audit 
report or indicate that a response would be forthcoming.  

Pursuant to the James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023, Pub. L. No. 117-263, § 5274 
(Section 5274), on October 2, 2025, the OIG provided notice to Kintock that Kintock had another opportunity to submit a 
written response to OIG Report Number 25-099 within 30 days from the date of report publication. The OIG published 
Report Number 25-099 to its website on October 6, 2025. On November 4, 2025, after receiving a letter from Kintock 
stating it intended to provide a detailed written response to the Report no later than November 30, 2025, the OIG again 
notified Kintock that Section 5274 required that any response to the Report be submitted 30 days from publication. On 
November 5, 2025, Kintock submitted to the OIG the letter that follows this attachment. 

In its November 5 letter, Kintock suggested the full value of services were provided under the contract, evidenced by the 
BOP not having identified or communicated deficiencies regarding Kintock’s performance. However, as discussed in this 
report, the OIG found BOP’s contract oversight to be inadequate, resulting in 11 recommendations fully agreed to by the 
BOP.  

The OIG appreciates the sentiments in Kintock’s November 5 letter about Kintock’s “commitment to continuous 
improvement and transparency in federal reentry services, including strengthening documentation and internal quality 
controls consistent with BOP expectations and OIG recommendations.” On November 26, 2025, Kintock provided the 
OIG an additional letter, which we will incorporate in our coordination with BOP to address the recommendations in this 
report.  



35 

 

THE 

GROUP 
Qualfty, Integrity and Accountability in Reentry and Treaimeni Services 

VIA EMAIL 

November 5, 2025 

Office of Inspector General 
Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Attn: William M. Blier, Acting Inspector General 
Madeleine A. Hensler, Acting General Counsel 
Thomas 0. Puerzer, Regional Audit Manager 

RE: Audit of the Federal Bureau of Prisons' Residential Reentry Center Contracts 
Awarded to The Kintock Group, Inc. 
Report 25-099 (September 2025) 

On November 4, 2025, counsel for the Kinlock Group, Inc. ("Kintock") received a letter 
from the Acting General Counsel for the Office of Inspector General ("OIG") of the Department 
of Justice ("DOJ") informing Kintock - among other things -that, ifKintock wanted a response 
to be attached to the above-referenced Report 25-099 (the "Report') pursuant to§ 5274 of the 
James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023, Pub. L. o. 117-263, 

Kintock must provide such a response by today, November 5, 2025. The letter further advised 
that OIG "welcomes any information that Kintock believes is responsive" to the Report and 
encouraged "K.intock to engage fully with BOP" in addressing the Report' s findings. 

Kintock appreciates the OIG's letter and intends to engage cooperatively and 
constructively with BOP regarding the Report. Consistent with the OIG's request, this letter 
constitutes Kintock's initial response for § 5274 purposes. 

While Kintock understands that the OIG has no obligation to post any response after 
ovember 5, 2025, Kintock will be providing a supplementary response no later than November 
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30, 2025. Kintock respectfully requests that the OIG append the forthcoming supplementary 
response to the Report as well. 1 

INTRODUCTIO 

As a seasoned government contractor and long-standing partner with the BOP, Kin tock 
was surprised by the draft Report and regrets not providing a timely response, prior to 
finalization by the OIG. Kintock understood that it would coordinate with BOP regarding the 
Report and looked to BOP for direction to provide comments on the draft Report. BOP, 
however, did not reach out to K.intock regarding the draft Report, and Kintock regrets not 
providing its own input. Nevertheless, K.intock provides its initial response to the Report now 
and looks forward to working with the BOP to address any areas for enhanced clarity or 
perceived lack of documentation and to implement appropriate corrective steps if and as needed. 

With this letter, Kintock provides its immediate response to each finding articulated in 
the Report and will supply supporting documentation and further detail in the supplemental 
filing. For the purposes of this initial response, Kintock assumes a certain level offamiliarity 
with the contracts at issue and the performance requirements.2 In Kintock's forthcoming 
supplemental response, Kintock will expand and provide greater context regarding performance, 
documentation practices, and proactive enhancements. 

At the outset, and without waiving any privileges, rights, or defenses, Kintock reiterates 
its commitment to continuous improvement and transparency in federal reentry services, 
including strengthening documentation and internal quality controls consistent with BOP 
expectations and OIG recommendations. 

A. The Audit Report's Primary Concern is How BOP Administers Its Contracts, 
Not Kintock's Performance 

The Report states that "Steps Should Be Taken to Establish and Document Effective 
Quality Standards." Report at 6-8. This finding represents the core of the OIG's concerns 
regarding monitoring contract performance and ensuring that BOP receives full value and has 
nothing to do with Kintock's performance. Kintock stresses this finding because the finding (1) 
demonstrates the heart of the Report is a disagreement between the OIG and BOP on the 
administration of Residential Reentry Center ("RRC") contracts and (2) creates an unfair 
circumstance in which Kintock finds itself defending its years of diligent, contractually­
compliant performance based on evolving expedations regarding documentation standards 
neither requested nor required by the BOP. 

1 This request is reasonable given, inter alia, that the "full DOJ OIG website is not currently 
accessible" as it "is not currently funded for Fiscal Year 2026." See https://oig.justice.gov 
(explaining the unavailability oftbe site due to the lapse in appropriations) (last visited 
November 5, 2025). 
2 For clarity, when referring to the "contracts," Kintock means the contracts identified in the 
Report: BOP Contract Nos. 15BRRC19D00000194 (Philadelphia), 15BRRC20D00000262 
(Newark), and 15BRRC23D00000003 (Bridgeton). 

2 
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Specifically, the OIG faulted BOP in its contract administration in three ways: 

l. For "not appropriately emphasizing the importance of the quality of the 
[Individualized Program Plans ("IPPs")] notes maintained by contractors" (see id. at 
7); 

2. For using a Statement of Work ("SOW") with "vague documentation requirements" 
and lacking "appropriately defined performance standards to adequate]y assess a 
contractor's performance" (id.); and 

3. For not providing enough training to BOP's oversight staff and for not providing any 
"training to contractors regarding the BOP's expectation of an adequately completed 
IPP" (id.). 

In light of these findings, the OIG recommended that BOP [i] ''update its standardized 
!PP fonn to ensure it adequately addresses all requirements as outlined in the SOW"; [ii] "update 
its standardized RRC contract SOWs to include detailed performance standards for the 
rehabilitation services provided"; [iii] '"update its training of monitoring staff to help ensure the 
adequacy of its monitoring activities, including IPP evaluations, and other contractor 
performance quality evaluations"; and [iv] "ensure contractors are adequately informed of the 
BOP's expectations of a complete IPP.'' Kintock recognizes that BOP concurred with these 
recommendations but emphasizes that none of the underlying findings or recommendations 
identify deficiencies in Kintock's performance. 

These findings and recommendations, however, are foundational to the OIG's concerns 
over tl1e performance ofRRC contracts. Properly recognizing the foundational nature of these 
findings and recommendations recasts the OIG's findings and recommendations that target 
Kintock's performance, introducing an unavoidable contradiction. For example, while 
reasonable people may disagree over whether BOP's SOW has sufficiently defined requirements 
or if IPP notes contained appropriate detail, Kinlock met its requirements in accordance with its 
contracts as written and administered by BOP from 2019-2025. Having successfully discharged 
its contractual obligations, it is inconsistent for the Report to claim in 2025 that Kinlock did not 
deliver full value, when also emphasizing that BOP's SOW lacked appropriately defined 
performance standards. 

Notwithstanding this position, Kintock remains committed to working with BOP to 
implement refinements to documentation and performance-evidence practices and views these 
enhancements as an opportunity to further support mission delivery and transparency. 

B. Kintock Delivered Full Value to BOP on its Contracts 

Kintock respectfully disagrees with the Report's findings that question whether Kintock 
delivered the required services under its contracts and provided unqualified staff depriving BOP 
of the full value of services. Kintock addresses both concerns below, emphasizing that there is 
ample documentation to demonstrate full value delivered to BOP, and that the Report's emphasis 
on not previously defined documentation overlooks both the contractual framework and 
substantial evidence demonstrating that services were provided, and contractual value was 
delivered. 

3 
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1. Documentation Exists to Demonstrate That Kintock Provided Contracted 
Services 

The Report's first finding states that "The BOP's Contract Monitoring Should Ensure 
Contracted Services are Provided." Report at 4-6. The OIG's concerns here broadly point to an 
alleged lack of evidence regarding services rendered by Kintock in the form of contemporaneous 
documentation; and a lack of evidence of delivering the services in the form of policies at the 
facility level or staff knowledge. Id. More specifically, the Report states that, while' Kintock's 
proposals were incorporated into the contract requirements," the contractor "was unable to 
demonstrate whether any of these services were provided," (e.g., "Life Skills"). Id. at 4. 
Kintock staff"were unable to provide an explanation as to why the classes and services detailed 
in the proposals were not offered." Id. at 6. Additionally, the OIG questioned Kintock 
"regarding policies and procedures or other controls to help ensure compliance with the terms 
and conditions of the contracts with BOP for RRC services. These individuals were unable to 
provide written policies, procedures, or walkthroughs of routine practices in place to confirm that 
the terms were satisfied.'' Id. Moreover, K.intock's corporate policies are inadequate for the 
facility level to ensure compliance with the contract SOW. Id. at 5 (first full paragraph). 

Kintock respectfully disagrees with these findings for several reasons. As detailed below, 
the Report's conclusion that Kintock failed to provide services to residents based on perceived 
gaps in documentation runs counter to (i) contract requirements, which did not require the 
specific documentation cited by the OIG (and BOP never asked for it), (ii) Kintock-generated 
documentation that evidences services provided, such as through Individualized Program Plans 
and attendance logs, and (iii) BOP's own assessments ofK.intock's performance either in formal 
reports or the lack of any need to cure Kintock's performance. 

Contract Documentation Requirements Govern the Analvsis. The Report's analysis is 
fundamentally flawed for numerous reasons, including that the auditors asked Kintock for 
documentation that was not required under the contracts. While Chapter 10 of the SOW outlines 
programming, Chapter 17 addresses records and reports. Under Chapter 17, there are numerous 
records required to be kept by Kintock, but records of services provided to residents are not 
required. See, e.g., July 2020 SOW, updated 07/28/2021, at 98-102.3 The documents required 
for retention are: 

• Documented legal authority to accept resident; 
• Case information from referral source, if available; 
• Case history/social history; 
• Medical record, when available; 
• Initial intake information form; 
• Signed acknowledgment of receipt of facility rules; 
• Signed acknowledgment of receipt of disciplinary policy; 
• Signed release of information forms, including medical and any other consent fonns; 
• Individualized Program Plan; 
• Evaluation and IPP progress notes; 
• Current employment data; 

3 Kintock will provide appropriate exhibits in its supplemental response. 
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• Record ofresident's finances; 
• Grievance and disciplinary record; 
• Referrals to other agencies; and 
• Terminal report 

Id. at 98. This list does not include documentation reflecting the delivery of services to 
residents, such as a Life Skills class. 

Additionally, while the SOW provides that the proposal is incorporated into the contract, 
see id. at 7, and Kintock proposed various services, Kintock did not propose additional records 
retention. See, e.g., Kintock 12/17/2021 Tech. Proposal for Bridgeton. K.intock's proposal states 
that "SecurManage allows Kintock to track and manage all aspects of the resident's participation 
in the RRC program." Id., Exh. H at 1. "SecurManage documents all contact with the residents 
in the form of case notes, prescriptive treatment plans, incident/violation reports, and 
disciplinary/grievance procedures." Id. at 2. BOP accepted this method of tracking via 
SecurManage. 

Nevertheless, Kintock acknowledges the importance of enhancing visibility inlo program 
delivery and, proactively, will implement standardized program attendance logs, electronic 
retention protocols, and supervisory verification procedures to support strengthened 
documentation practices going forward. 

The Revort Failed to Consider Fully or Ignored Supporting K1'ntock Documentation. 
Contrary to the Report's allegation that Kintock lacked sufficient documentation about providing 
services or the knowledge of specific Kintock staff members, the evidence demonstrates that 
Kintock provided the required services and delivered fuH contract value, including all required 
services. This documentation by K.intock includes the following: 

• Monitoring Reports. The documentation from BOP's own monitoring reports 
indicates that Kintock provided services. 

• Community Relations Board Meeting Minutes. The minutes from the board 
meetings reflect services provided by Kintock and the level of employment 
achieved for residents. 

• Individualized Program Plans ("IPPs"). The documentation from resident IPPs 
indicates that Kintock provided services. 

• Program Attendance Logs. Documentation generated by Kintock to track 
resident attendance for programs demonstrates Kintock provided services. 

CPARs Demonstrate Kintock Delivered Full Value. In addition to Kintock's own 
documentation, the BOP generated Contractor Performance Assessment Reports ("CPARs"), 
which further demonstrate Kintock delivered services and full value on its contracts. Kintock 
submits that these CPARs provide a rational and consistent method to measure value rather than. 
an approach that retroactively applies documentation expectations not required under the 
contracts. A review ofKintock's relevant CPARs indicates that assessing officials consistently 
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rated Kintock as "Satisfactory" over the years and across contracts. These CPARs provide direct 
evidence that the Government obtained full value for the services rendered by Kintock. 

As relevant here, FAR Subpart 42.15 sets forth the policies and procedures for recording 
and maintaining contractor perfonnance information. The regulations require an agency's 
evaluation be based on objective facts and include a non-technical description of the principal 

purpo e of the contract or order and relevant information that accurately depicts the contractor's 
performance. FAR 42.1503(b )(1 ). ach assessment shall include the following evaluation 
factors: (l) technical ( quality of product or services); (2) cost control; (3) schedule/timeliness; 
(4) management or business relations; (5) small business subcontracting; and (6) other, as 
applicable. FAR 42. l 503(b){2). Agencies are required to evaluate each factor, as applicable, 

providing a supporting narrative, and rating performance in accordance with a five-scale rating 
system (i.e., exceptional, very good, satisfactory, marginal, and unsatisfactory). FAR 
42.1503 (b)( 4 ). The agency's ratings and narratives must reilect the definitions in Table 42-1. 
As relevant here, the FAR defines Satisfactory as ''Performance meets contractual requirements. 
The contractual performance of the element or sub-element contains some minor problems for 
which corrective actions taken by the contractor appear or were satisfactory." FAR 42.1503, 
Table 42-1 (emphasis added). 

Kintock relied on the BOP's ratings because, as the United States Court of Appeals for 
the Federal Circuit has held, agencies act "arbitrarily and capriciously in assigning an inaccurate 
and unfair performance evaluation." Todd Constr. , L.P. v. United States, 656 F.3d 1306, 1316 
(Fed. Cir. 2011). Under these standards, any reasonable outside observer reviewing Kintock's 
CP ARs would consider Kintock to be delivering full value to BOP under the contracts. 

The Exercise of Options Demonstrate Kintock Delivered Full Value. BOP exercised 
options to continue working with Kintock. As FAR 1 7 .207 provides, the exercise of an option 
requires a contracting officer to determine several things, including (i) whether the requirement 
covered by the option fulfills an existing Government need, (ii) whether the exercise of the _ 
option is the most advantageous method of fulfilling the Government's need, (iii) whether the 
contractor's past performance evaluations on other contract actions have been considered; and 

(iv) whether the contractor's performance on the contract subject to the option has been 
acceptable, "e.g., received satisfactory ratings." See FAR 17.207(c) (providing regulatory 
requirements). The continued exercise of options under the contracts demonstrates that Kintock 
provided full value to its customers and should be afforded significant weight in evaluating the 
Report's conclusions. 

BOP Did Not Invoke Contract Administration Remedies. In addition to the foregoing 
documentation demonstrating delivery offu]I value,. it is important to note that BOP had no 
cause to use tools at its disposal to correct Kintock's performance. For example, the contracts 
contain an Inspections of Services clause, incorporated in Section E of the contract. See 52.246-
4, Inspection of Services-Fixed-Price (AUG 1996). This clause "authorizes the Federal Bureau 

of Prisons to withhold full or partial payment when the Contractor either does not perform or 
performs inadequately." Id. BOP has never invoked this remedy, further confirming th.at BOP 
viewed Kintock as performing satisfactorily under the contract. 
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Changes in the Course of Performance in Reaction to COVID-19 Pandemic. The Report 
emphasized that Kintock did not appear to provide the Life Skills class, despite such a class 
being included in its technical propo als. Report at 4. Kintock respectfully disagrees with the 
Report's allegation that ife Skills were not provided and will provide documentation evidencing 
the same. Additionally, although only mentioned in passing by the Report, the middle portion of 
the period of review occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic. During that time, Kintock 
adjusted its services to meet social distancing requirements, including adjusting delivery 
methods, at times using self-directed curriculum components in addition to staff-suppmted 
programming consistent with contractual requirements and in consultation with BOP facility 
monilors. 

Kintock has since standardized programming modalities and implemented enhanced 
curriculum tracking to ensure consistent documentation regardless of delivery format. 

Declarations Forthcoming. To the extent there are any gaps in the documentary record, 
Kintock will provide declarations from personnel attesting to service delivery and program 
implementation. See Bearingpoint, Inc., 09-2 BCA P 34289, ASBCA No. 55354 (Oct. 16, 2009) 
(accepting declarations of contractor employees to bolster records regarding services). 

2. Kintock Obtained Approval from BOP for All Personnel 

The Report's third finding states that "Action is eeded to Ensure Compliance with Staff 
Qualification Requirements." Report at 8-9. The finding criticizes K.intock's staffing, claiming 
that individuals employed by Kinlock were unqualified. Id. As recognized in the Report itself, 
see id. at 9, BOP approved Kintock's personnel. As a matter of contract administration, course 
of performance (across individual contracts), and course of dealing (across all contracts), BOP 
explicitly approved all ofKintock's personnel and accepted the services. Kintock recognizes 
that BOP concurred with the Report's recommendation to question the costs for using 
unqualified personnel and "implement enhanced monitoring procedures for the hiring of 
qualified personnel." Kintock is already enhancing its credential verification processes and 
looks forward to coordinating with BOP to implement consistent qualification and waiver­
documentation procedures. 

In addition, Kintock has instituted centralized credential tracking, enhanced onboarding 
documentation requirements, and periodic internal audits of qualification files to ensure 
continued alignment with BOP's current expectations. 

C. The BOP Had Rational Bases for Its Price Reasonableness Determinations 

The Report's fourth finding states that' he BOP Should Ensure Price Reasonableness 
Detenninations are Adequately Justified." Report at 10-11 . While the Report does not directly 
criticize Kintock here, K.intock believes that the cognizant contracting officers duly exercised 
their discretion to detennioe whether there was adequate competition under FAR subpart 15.4. 
To assuage any concerns about Kintock charging prices that are unreasonably high, the 
contractor, a nonprofit organization, operates with thin margins, while focusing on reinvestment 
into mission delivery and program infrastructure. 

D. Kintock's Response to the Report's Recommendations on "Value Not Provided" 
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The Report's last finding states, ''The BOP Should Identify and Remedy the Contracted 
Value ot Provided by Kintock and Put to Better Use Future Spending by Ensuring All 
Contracted Services Are Received." Report at 11. This finding questions approximately $30 
million in costs invoiced by Kintock under the contracts and urges BOP to fully implement the 
Report's recommendations "to allow the BOP to put to better use the approximately $38 million 
in unspent funds associated with the remaining value of Kintock's contracts." Id at 12. These 
findings rolled up into Recommendations #10 and #1 1 of the Report. Id. at 14. 

Kintock appreciates that BOP concurred with the Report's recommendations. Regarding 
retrospective relief, Kintock is prepared to work with BOP to review invoicing, documentation, 
and performance evidence, but Kintock respectfuUy disagrees that there should be any amount of 
recovery by BOP for services due to the evidentiary record and the full value delivered. K.intock 
notes that recovery under these fixed-price contracts would require a BOP contracting officer to 
make a claim pursuant to the Disputes clause, see FAR 52.233-1 , governed by the Contract 
Disputes Act, 41 U.S.C. § 7l01 et seq. Such a claim, however articulated, would have to 
establish that Kintock breached its contracts. The evidence does not support any such breach. 

Nonetheless, K.intock remains committed to working collaboratively with BOP to review 
historical documentation and ensure a fair, fact-based resolution consistent with the governing 
contract terms and federal acquisition principles. 

Regarding prospective relief, Kintock looks forward to engaging with BOP on 
enhancements to performance and monitoring and continued adjustments to contract 
requirements. 

CONCLUSION 

Kintock remains fully committed to transparency, accountability, and the highest 
standards of professional conduct in working with BOP and the OIG. Kintock appreciates the 
opportunity to provide this response for inclusion with the Report and will submit a supplemental 
response no later than November 30, 2025. Kintock remains committed to working with BOP 
and its contracting officers to review the Report's recommendations and BOP's implementation 
of them with the goal of reaching a fair, fact-based resolution of the issues. 

Consistent with its longstanding partnership with the fed.eral reentry system, Kinlock will 
continue implementing enhancements to documentation. credential verification, oversight 
processes, and internal quality assurance mechanisms, without waiving any rights or positions 
regarding its past performance. 

This response and Kintock's internal review have been conducted at the direction of 
counsel and are subject to the attorney-client privilege and attorney work-product doctrine. 
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Walter Simpkins 
President/CEO 
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