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otherwise explain the meaning of the term.  OIG identified 25 instances in which children were 
placed with sponsors who were listed as having been convicted of specific crimes, including 
possessing, selling, and smuggling marijuana (9), assault (4), larceny (3), disorderly conduct (2), 
crimes against person (1), flight escape (1), forgery (1), heroin selling (1), sex assault (1), traffic 
offense (1), and threat terroristic state offense (1).3   
   
OIG sent a data request to ORR to provide case files for the 25 children to determine if ORR had 
followed its protocol in screening the sponsors.  When ORR searched their databases for 
information about the 25 children, ORR staff reported that 11 children were never in ORR 
custody, and that they had no record of them.  That reduced the sample to 14 cases of children 
allegedly released to sponsors with specified criminal convictions. 

 
To determine whether ORR staff followed its policies regarding background checks for these 14 
children, OIG staff reviewed data in ORR’s case tracking system and case files for each child.  
Based on our review, only 6 of the 14 children were released to sponsors.  The remaining eight 
children were either forcibly or voluntarily returned to their home country.  According to ORR 
records, none of the six children was released to a sponsor with the criminal conviction listed on 
the spreadsheet.  In one of the six cases, our review of the case file showed that the child was 
released to a sponsor who had been charged with a theft of a low-cost food item and was 
subsequently fined.4   

 
OIG Conclusion 
The data OIG received do not substantiate the allegation that the identified children were placed 
with sponsors with significant criminal backgrounds.  Further, the data cannot be used to prove 
or disprove the OSC conclusion that “ORR Federal Field Specialists chronically failed to 
properly oversee sponsor selection, potentially endangering the safety and welfare of children.” 
Using the data provided by the whistleblower, it is not possible to determine if there are 
consistent ORR procedural lapses regarding sponsors’ screening that have resulted in children 
being inappropriately placed with sponsors with significant criminal backgrounds, as alleged.  
The limitations of the data from the whistleblower do not permit programmatic conclusions.  
However, using the data supplied from the whistleblower, OIG’s analysis demonstrated potential 
weaknesses in ORR’s documentation of the results of the background checks.   
 
In the six case files that we reviewed, we did observe instances of procedural lapses.  In 
particular, documentation to support the assertion that background checks were conducted was 
not always present in the case files.  In addition, some other adults in the home did not receive  
 

                                                            
3 We excluded one additional case, which was a duplicate entry in the spreadsheet. 
4 In an attempt to verify that none of the sponsors to which these six children had been released had backgrounds 
with criminal convictions, OIG conducted its own Internet criminal public records check.  These background checks 
showed no convictions.  Understanding that background checks run through the FBI’s NCIC may produce results 
more reliable than Internet‐based checks, OIG sought assistance from the FBI.  OIG was informed that FBI 
regulations did not permit the NCIC to be used for these purposes.  














