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being investigated shall make avail-
able to the WHD Administrator such 
records, information, persons, and 
places as the Administrator deems ap-
propriate to copy, transcribe, question, 
or inspect. Where the records are main-
tained at a central recordkeeping of-
fice, other than in the place or places 
of employment, such records must be 
made available for inspection and 
copying within 72 hours following no-
tice from the Secretary, or a duly au-
thorized and designated representative. 
No employer or representative or agent 
of an employer subject to the provi-
sions of secs. 1101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) and 
214(c) of the INA and/or of this subpart 
shall interfere with any official of the 
Department who is performing an in-
vestigation, inspection, or law enforce-
ment function pursuant to 8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(15)(H)(ii)(b) or 1184(c). Any such 
interference shall be a violation of the 
labor certification application and of 
this subpart, and the Administrator 
may take such further actions as the 
Administrator considers appropriate. 
(Federal criminal statutes prohibit cer-
tain interference with a Federal officer 
in the performance of official duties. 18 
U.S.C. 111 and 18 U.S.C. 1114.) 

(d) Confidentiality. The WHD Admin-
istrator shall, to the extent possible 
under existing law, protect the con-
fidentiality of any person who provides 
information to the Department in con-
fidence in the course of an investiga-
tion or otherwise under this subpart. 

§ 655.60 Violations. 
The WHD Administrator, through in-

vestigation, shall determine whether 
an employer has— 

(a) Filed a petition with ETA that 
willfully misrepresents a material fact. 

(b) Substantially failed to meet any 
of the conditions of the labor certifi-
cation application attested to, as listed 
in § 655.22, or any of the conditions of 
the DHS Form I–129, Petition for a 
Nonimmigrant Worker for an H–2B 
worker in 8 CFR 214.2(h). 

(c) Misrepresented a material fact to 
the State Department during the visa 
application process. 

§ 655.65 Remedies for violations. 
(a) Upon determining that an em-

ployer has willfully failed to pay 

wages, in violation of the attestation 
required by § 655.22(e) or willfully re-
quired employees to pay for fees or ex-
penses prohibited by § 655.22(j), or will-
fully made impermissible deductions 
from pay as provided in § 655.22(g), the 
WHD Administrator may assess civil 
money penalties that are equal to the 
difference between the amount that 
should have been paid and the amount 
that actually was paid to such non-
immigrant(s), not to exceed $10,000. 

(b) Upon determining that an em-
ployer has terminated by layoff or oth-
erwise any employee described in 
§ 622.55(k) of this part, within the pe-
riod described in that section, the Ad-
ministrator may assess civil money 
penalties that are equal to the wages 
that would have been earned but for 
the layoff at the H–2B rate for that pe-
riod, not to exceed $10,000. No civil 
money penalty shall be assessed, how-
ever, if the employee refused the job 
opportunity, or was terminated for 
lawful, job-related reasons. 

(c) The Administrator may assess 
civil money penalties in an amount not 
to exceed $10,000 per violation for any 
substantial failure to meet the condi-
tions provided in the H–2B Application 
for Temporary Employment Certification 
or the DHS Form I–129, Petition for a 
Nonimmigrant Worker for an H–2B 
worker or successor form, or any will-
ful misrepresentation in the applica-
tion or petition, or a failure to cooper-
ate with a Department audit or inves-
tigation. 

(d) Substantial failure in paragraph 
(b) of this section shall mean a willful 
failure that constitutes a significant 
deviation from the terms and condi-
tions of the labor condition application 
or the DHS Form I–129, Petition for a 
Nonimmigrant Worker for an H–2B 
worker or successor form. 

(e) For purposes of this subpart, 
‘‘willful failure’’ means a knowing fail-
ure or a reckless disregard with respect 
to whether the conduct was contrary to 
sec. 214(c) of the INA, or this subpart. 
See McLaughlin v. Richland Shoe Co., 
486 U.S. 128 (1988); see also Trans World 
Airlines v. Thurston, 469 U.S. 111 (1985). 

(f) The provisions of this subpart be-
come applicable upon the date that the 
employer’s labor condition application 
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