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Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Department of Correctional Services
Inspector General’s Office

The Commissioner of the Department of Correctional Services (Depart-
ment) created the Office of the Inspector General (Office) in 1972.  The
Office is independent of the State Inspector General’s Office, which has
jurisdiction over related activities.  The employee known as the Depart-
ment’s Inspector General holds the title of Chief of Corrections Audits and
Investigations, reports to the Commissioner, and does not report to the
State Inspector General.  For purposes of this report, we used the
designation of the Office of the Inspector General, and have referred to
the head of this Office as the Inspector General. The Office has 104
employees and had operating expenses of about $12.3 million for the two
fiscal years ended March 31, 1997.  

Our audit addressed the following question about Office operations for the
period April, 1996 through August 31, 1997:

! Has Office management established a system of internal controls
and management practices that promote accountability and efficient
and economical operations?

While the Office may contribute significantly and successfully to its
mission “to track down absconders and execute warrants against them...”
and “to investigate wrong-doing occurring in prison and emanating from
them,” it must also comply with the rules established for the conduct of
work by State employees.  This audit focuses on the Office’s system of
controls related to various management practices.  We found significant
weaknesses in the Office’s system of internal control and related Office
management practices.  We also found numerous violations of time and
attendance and travel rules, as well as the personal use of State equipment
and other resources. The system of internal control would be significantly
enhanced with the establishment of formal and clear comprehensive goals,
objectives, performance criteria or measures to guide the staff in their
day-to-day activities.  Further, systems to control and monitor daily
operations are inadequate, and generally there are few written policies and
procedures specific to the unique nature of the Office’s operations.

For example, based on records we reviewed, 38 investigators and senior
investigators in the Office’s Escape/Absconder Unit (EAU) were paid over
$65,000 for regular and/or overtime hours they apparently did not work
as claimed during a nine-month period.  This involved over 1,800 days
(verified through independent third party records) where employees
apparently arrived late and/or left early without charging appropriate leave
accruals.  We interviewed 20 of these employees and concluded they did
not adequately explain or provide other evidence to support amounts paid
to them.  (See pp. 11-16)



Comments of
Department
Officials

Further, we found questionable management practices with regards to the
official work location.  For example, official work locations designated for
certain employees enabled them to be reimbursed for significant travel
costs between their homes and regular work sites.  This cost the State
over $43,000 in travel expenses for fiscal year 1996-97.  Senior
investigators are also allowed to work up to 50 hours of overtime
monthly.  However, available records generally did not document whether
such overtime was necessary or was actually worked.  (See pp. 23-25)

We also recommended improvements in equipment and inventory control,
as well as the use of confidential funds and mailing services.  (See p. 29)

We issued our first draft report on the DOCS Inspector General’s Office
in May 1998 and received the Commissioner’s response in June 1998.
Several meetings between DOCS and our Office were subsequently held
to resolve differences over the facts supporting the audit.  Based on these
meetings, certain changes were made to the draft report and a second draft
report was issued in March 1999 and a response received in April 1999.
Despite these efforts, the Commissioner continues to disagree with most
of the report’s findings and conclusions without providing any documenta-
tion to refute the actual facts of the findings.  The report details the
findings related to over 60 employees involved in over 1,800 potential
instances of abuse.  We continue to urge DOCS officials to address the
facts in these audit findings. 
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Background

Introduction
In 1972, the Commissioner of the Department of Correctional Services
(Department) created an entity known within the Department as the Office
of the Inspector General (Office).  This Office was established in response
to the September 1971 riot at the Attica Correctional Facility. The
Department is not specifically authorized by law to have its own Inspector
General.  Pursuant to Executive Order 39, effective June 1996, the State
Inspector General has jurisdiction over the Department, and has designated
a Deputy Inspector General to oversee related Department activities.  The
State Inspector General is independent of the Department, and, in some
instances, may request Department assistance on investigations and/or may
investigate Department employees and operations. The employee known
as the Department’s Inspector General and who is in charge of the Office
holds the title of Chief of Corrections Audits and Investigations, reports
to the Commissioner, and does not report to the State Inspector General.
For purposes of this audit report, we used the Department’s designation
of this entity as the Office of the Inspector General, and have referred to
the head of this Office as the Department’s Inspector General. 

While the Department has not established an official mission statement,
including comprehensive objectives, goals, performance criteria and
measures for the Office, we did receive the following objectives in
response to our request for such information:

! to investigate allegations of violations of Department rules and
regulations and the Penal Law by both staff and inmates and
ensure that substantiated incidents result in appropriate discipline
for offenders;

! to monitor the inmate population to identify, create and participate
in strategies for defusing potentially volatile situations;

! to provide information and assistance to other law enforcement
agencies in joint efforts to promote public safety; and

! to provide information and advice to the Commissioner and other
executive staff.

As of March 31, 1997, the Office had 104 employees including the
Inspector General, an Operations Director, an Assistant Inspector General,
3 Deputy Inspector Generals, an Assistant Deputy Inspector General, 18
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Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

Senior Investigators, 75 Investigators, and 4 clerical/secretarial staff.  All
employees, except for the Inspector General, his Assistant Inspector
General, one Deputy, and clerical staff, hold a corrections officer title.
Moreover, all investigators, senior investigators and certain upper level
managers hold the status of peace officer by virtue of their correction
officer positions. During the two fiscal years ended March 31, 1997, the
Office spent $10.5 million in personal service including overtime, and
$1.8 million on other than personal service.  Except for the
Escape/Absconder Unit (EAU) which operates out of the Long Island City
office in Queens, New York, all other units operate out of the Office’s
Albany location. 

Along with top management and four clerical staff, the Office has five
separate operating units. The EAU, consisting of 69 people, is responsible
for apprehending inmates who abscond from work release facilities. The
Narcotics Unit with eight staff, investigates allegations involving inmates,
visitors, and/or employees bringing drugs into the prisons, and apprehends
inmates who abscond from upstate work release facilities.  The Internal
Affairs Unit, with 14 staff, investigates allegations involving employee and
inmate violations of Department rules and regulations and the Penal Law.
The Sex Crimes Unit has 4 staff who monitor and investigate allegations
of sexual activity between inmates and Department personnel.  The
Central Monitoring Cases Unit, with 3 staff, tracks the activities of certain
inmates under special watch at all times. 

We audited selected financial management practices of the Office’s
operations for the period April 1, 1996 through August 31, 1997.  The
primary objective of this audit was to determine whether the Office had
established a system of internal controls and management practices that
promote accountability and efficient and economical operations.

We were unable to fully achieve the audit objective because our audit staff
was precluded from interviewing Office investigators regarding the
potential abuses we found without senior management present, thereby
creating an environment where these individuals could not speak freely.
In addition, several interviews requested to discuss the scope, extent and
details of our audit findings, to explore the possibility of alternative
explanations and documentation, and to gain a further understanding of the
possible causes were refused.

Subsequently, Department officials met with us on November 17, 1998
and provided some additional information regarding the matters in the
draft report issued.  We have changed this report where sufficient relevant
documentation was provided.
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To the extent possible, given the aforementioned restrictions, we
accomplished our audit objectives by reviewing pertinent State laws and
Department policies and procedures, and by testing various employee time
and attendance records, case files, daily activity logs, facility logs and
travel documents.  We also reviewed and analyzed purchasing documents,
vehicle mileage logs, and gasoline usage, and we conducted physical
inventories of selected equipment items.  We also reviewed independent
records from sources outside the Office and the Department, such as
highway toll receipts, vehicle repair, telephone, and credit card bills.  To
the extent possible, we interviewed responsible current and former
Department and Office officials and staff. 

Due to the nature and frequency of the attendance and travel violations
which we identified, we referred these matters to the State Attorney
General for further investigation to determine whether further actions were
warranted.  The State Attorney General’s activities are independent of this
audit.

Except for the impairments to our work as described above, we did our
audit according to generally accepted government auditing standards.
Such standards require that we plan and do our audit to adequately assess
those operations we include in our audit scope.  Further, these standards
require that we understand the Office’s internal control structure and its
compliance with the laws, rules and regulations that are relevant to the
operations included in our audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on
a test basis, evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting
and operating records and applying such other auditing procedures as we
consider necessary in the circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing
the estimates, judgments, and decisions made by management.  We believe
our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and
recommendations.

We used a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be audited.
This approach focuses our audit efforts on those operations that we have
identified through our preliminary survey as having the greatest probability
for needing improvement.  Consequently, by design, we used our finite
audit resources to identify where and how improvements can be made.
Thus, we devote little audit effort to reviewing procedures and operations
that may be relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, our reports are
prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore, highlights those
areas needing improvement and does not address activities that may be
functioning properly.
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Comments of
Department
Officials

A draft report of the matters presented in this report was provided to
Department officials in March 1999 for their review and comment.  Their
comments have been considered in preparing this final report and are
included as Appendix B.  Where appropriate, we have made changes to
our report.  In addition, the State Comptroller’s Notes to the Department’s
response are included as Appendix C. 

Within 90 days after release of this report, as required by Section 170 of
the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the Department of Correctional
Services shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, and the
leaders of the Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were
taken to implement the recommendations contained herein, and where
recommendations were not implemented, the reasons therefor.
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Internal Controls

Management is responsible for establishing, maintaining and monitoring
appropriate systems of internal control.  The five interrelated components
to a good internal control system include the control environment, risk
assessment activities, control activities, monitoring, and information and
communication.  We found weaknesses in the Inspector General’s system
of internal control and opportunity for significant improvement in related
Office management practices.  Increased accountability over operations is
needed so that State business is conducted properly. We found numerous
violations of time and attendance and travel rules, as well as the personal
use of State equipment and other resources 

This is not the first time we have reported that substantial improvements
are needed in Office management and operations.  In our prior audit
(Report 89-S-97, issued in September 1990), we concluded that serious
weaknesses exist in the management and operation of the Inspector
General’s Office, and that Department officials did not sufficiently
understand internal controls and their importance.  For example, the
Office continues to operate without a formal mission statement and
comprehensive objectives, goals and performance criteria and measures.
Also, the Office did not properly control investigators’ time and
attendance and the charging of leave credits when they were absent from
work.  

It is important to note that since 1989, the Office has almost tripled in size
from a total of 39 staff to 104 staff.  However, corrective action to
implement needed management and operating controls has still not been
taken, and consequently many of the same problems continue to exist. 
  
Control Environment

An integral component of an internal control system is the control
environment.  The control environment should set the tone for the
organization and provide an atmosphere conducive to carrying out control
responsibilities.  It includes the integrity, ethical values and competence
of the agency’s people, management’s philosophy and operating style, and
the way management assigns authority and responsibility.  A strong
control environment should provide assurance that managers and
employees are not involved in acts that would violate their public trust,
and employees should conduct themselves according to prevailing laws,
regulations, policies and operating procedures.
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However, based on our audit, we conclude that senior management of the
Office has not always properly managed and overseen Office activities.
This has created a control environment which has allowed many staff to
engage in practices which are contrary to attendance and travel rules.

While the Office has limited formal objectives, there is no formal mission
statement or goals, performance criteria or measures.  In addition, systems
to control and monitor daily operations are inadequate, and there are few
written policies and procedures specific and unique to Office operations.
Instead, the Office relies upon general Department directives which apply
to facility operations and are not always relevant to this operation.
Moreover, those policies and procedures which exist to help provide for
the propriety of employee conduct and the validity of State expenditures
are routinely circumvented by supervisors and management.  This is
particularly evident in the areas of employee time and attendance, vehicle
repairs, and the use of State equipment (e.g., vehicles).  Further, we
conclude that senior management has used management practices which
are questionable, and which result in preferential treatment for certain
Office employees, as detailed later in this report.

A key component of a good control environment is managers and
employees who are qualified and competent to accomplish their assigned
duties and who understand the importance of developing, implementing
and overseeing good internal controls.  The Inspector General told us that,
in general, there are no written job qualifications or job requirements for
Office positions and that he uses personal judgment when evaluating
potential candidates for employment.  In addition, there does not appear
to be any required qualifications or job description for the Office’s
Director of Operations, nor does a formal position exist for this function.

In our prior audit report issued in 1990, we found that one-third of the
Office’s investigators neither possessed college degrees nor had prior
investigatory experience.  In fact, the investigators were, and continue to
be, correction officers.  Moreover, Department officials had acknowledged
that using correction officers as investigators hampers the efficiency of the
investigative process because correction officers must undergo extensive
training in professional investigative methodology.  However, these
investigators are frequently hired before they are provided with such
training.  In response to the current audit, Department officials disagreed
that the employees who worked for the Office did not have proper training
and qualifications.  They indicated that many of their employees have a
college education and have additional training through in-service programs
or continuing education.  However, there are no written job qualifications
or job requirements for Office positions.  Thus, in the absence of
information on what the job duties are and what skills are needed to meet
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them, it is not possible to determine whether the employees are qualified
for the job.  In addition, there is no evidence that an employee has the
background and training in business operation and systems of internal
controls.  We believe that this has contributed to the weaknesses in the
control environment.

Although they are separate components, the other four elements of internal
controls which we will address are strongly influenced by the adequacy
of the control environment established by management. Generally, if the
control environment is weak and conducive to adverse events, it is very
likely that the remaining control components will be negatively affected.
We found this to be the case at the Office.  

Risk Assessment

Every organization faces a variety of risks from external and internal
sources.  Risk assessment is the identification and analysis of the risks
relevant to achieving an organization’s objectives.  Through risk
assessment, managers identify and analyze the risks that can jeopardize the
achievement of objectives and how best to manage these risks.  To contain
the risks, management develops control activities, or policies and
procedures for employees to follow.  Office managers had never
conducted a comprehensive or adequate risk assessment of their opera-
tions.  The Office provided us with a document that showed day-to-day
operations and external risk.  However, this document was neither
adequate nor comprehensive, did not relate to internal controls or the
Office’s mission as described to us, and did not address any risk-reduction
methods.
 
Control Activities

Control activities are the policies and procedures established to help ensure
that management directives are carried out.  We found that Office control
activities are inadequate and/or unclear, not monitored and often result in
employee deviations, including violations of Department rules and
regulations.  For example, procedures to verify the validity and accuracy
of time worked are not adequate nor routinely followed.  There are also
no formal Office procedures for assigning State vehicles, or for recording
and tracking mileage, gas usage or repairs, and Department directives,
which are not specific to the Office, are not always followed.  In addition,
new employees are not provided any written policies and procedures.  The
lack of clear and documented Office policies and procedures has caused
some confusion as to what the requirements are, and opens the door to
inconsistent practices and possible abuses.
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Information and Communication

Pertinent information must be identified, captured and communicated in a
form that enables people to carry out their responsibilities.  Information
systems produce reports containing operational, financial and compliance
related information.  We found that Office management has not established
appropriate mechanisms to provide clear guidance to staff in carrying out
their control duties and responsibilities.  Moreover, we conclude that
employees do not understand their own roles in the internal control
system.  Consequently, inadequate information and communication is
another contributing factor to the overall poor internal control system we
identified.

For example, in the EAU we asked the Assistant Deputy Inspector
General (ADIG) and his respective senior and staff investigators about
their time and attendance practices and their recording of daily activities.
We found that, in many cases, the senior and staff investigators inter-
preted the requirements differently than the ADIG, and there were also
varying interpretations between seniors and staff, even among members
of the same teams.  We found that responses varied widely to such
questions as: Where and when does the work day start and end?  Can
staff arrive late and leave early without charging leave accruals?  Are staff
allowed to commute on State time?  Moreover, in two instances,
supervisors initially stated that commuting on State time was not allowed,
but later changed their position when we informed them of such
questionable practices and time discrepancies. 

When we informed the ADIG about these varying interpretations, he
informed us that he “could live with this,” meaning that the variances
were acceptable.  For example, the ADIG said he could live with allowing
staff to commute to and from work on State time. In effect, this causes
staff to misrepresent their locations and work times on the daily activity
log. Furthermore, this position contradicts the Deputy Inspector General’s
verbal statement which requires investigators to be at their work sites at
the start and end of their shift with no allowance for commute time. An
environment where informal time and attendance requirements are
inconsistently applied, can result in the violations we have identified.

Monitoring

Internal control systems need to be monitored by Department and Office
managers to ensure they are adhered to.  This is done through ongoing
monitoring activities, obtaining feedback from staff, and/or separate
evaluations.  We found that Office operations have not been adequately
monitored.  Department managers have not done any internal audits or
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Recommendation

1. Department and Office management must establish and maintain
an integrated internal control system which helps ensure that
Office activities are in compliance with applicable laws, rules and
procedures.  Management needs to establish an appropriate
control environment, assess risks, implement effective control
activities and monitoring systems, and ensure that pertinent
information is properly communicated to managers and staff. 

other formal reviews of the Office.  In addition, Office managers do not
periodically test or review their controls or operations including the
routine activities of their employees.  In fact, it appears that Office
managers may not even know what their employees are doing during their
scheduled work hours.  While Department directives emphasize that
employees must adhere to established time and attendance rules, Office
operations have not been effectively monitored or overseen, nor was there
any independent review or monitoring mechanism in place to detect
problems.
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Escape/Absconder
Unit

Payroll Abuses and Irregularities
In the absence of specific Office policy, Department directives establish
general time and attendance rules governing required recordkeeping, the
normal workday, signing in and out, tardiness, early departure, and other
employee absences from work assignments. Our review of Office time and
attendance records, daily activity logs, pertinent case files and other
independent records indicates numerous violations involving substantial
payments for regular and overtime hours not worked.  We believe these
adverse conditions result, in major part, from the absence of appropriate
internal controls, formal procedures, and independent accountability.
Similar conditions were noted in our prior audit, however, neither
Department nor Office management has taken corrective action to help
minimize the occurrence of such payroll abuses. 

There are 67 investigators in the EAU. Nine senior investigators each
supervise up to four teams consisting of two staff investigators.  Staff
investigators record their time worked on a biweekly time sheet as well
as a daily activity log, which indicates work location and the case worked
on.  These records are reviewed and approved by senior investigators.
Daily work schedules, work locations and overtime requests are reported
verbally to senior investigators, and overtime and schedule changes are
verbally approved by them at least one day in advance.  Senior investiga-
tors’ overtime requests are approved verbally by the ADIG.  The Deputy
Inspector General reviews and approves all EAU staff time records.
Overtime payments are currently authorized by both the ADIG and
Director of Operations.  The Director of Operations confirmed that the
Office policy for documenting work, as noted on signs in several Office
locations, is that “if it’s not written, it didn’t happen.”

We used independent third party records to verify whether EAU
investigators worked the time they were paid for during the period April
1, 1996 through January 31, 1997.  EAU investigators are assigned State
vehicles and often cross toll bridges.  We obtained Office records
identifying the EZ Pass decal number assigned to each car (for toll
charging purposes), and the names of employees who drove these cars
during this period.  We then obtained a computer record of all bridge
crossings by EZ Pass decal number for these vehicles for the period.  The
EZ Pass information included the date, time, location and direction of
each vehicle bridge crossing.  Officials from the Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Authority told us that the clocks which record times of bridge
crossings are accurate. Each toll plaza’s main processor verifies the
absolute time with the National Scientific Institute hourly, and each lane
adjusts its time every 15 minutes. 
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We then compared this EZ Pass information to investigators’ time sheets
and daily activity logs. In some cases, we also used State cellular phone
records to help determine the times/locations of certain employees.  Based
on our comparison of these records, we concluded that investigators
arrived late and/or left early on a routine basis without charging
appropriate leave credits.

We chose 38 of the 67 investigators and seniors assigned to the EAU to
review based on a minimum of 100 bridge crossings during the period.
In the EAU, senior investigators ride alone while staff investigators ride
in teams of two.  For the investigators reviewed, we determined who
drove the car home each night and where each investigator lived.  This
information, coupled with the investigators’ daily activity logs, allowed us
to trace the routes and times driven, including various bridge crossings to
work locations and homes. 

Records showed that, during the period we reviewed, the 38 investigators
worked a total of 2,806 days when EZ Pass usage was indicated.  Our
review showed that the 38 investigators had 1,840 days on which they
were paid over $65,000 for over 3,200 hours which they did not work.
This involved over 1,800 days where records showed that employees
arrived late and/or left early without charging leave accruals.

We interviewed 20 of these investigators to, among other things,
determine whether they could provide any plausible explanations or
documentation to help resolve the exceptions we noted.  These interviews
were conducted with either the Director of Operations, the DIG for EAU
or the DIG for the Narcotics Unit present.  Except for a few isolated
instances, employees often contradicted themselves and other staff, and did
not provide reasonable explanations or documentation to refute the
exceptions or to support the hours they claimed and were paid for.
Consequently, without formal documentation or additional evidence to
support hours worked, the time and attendance activities of these
employees as reported were questionable. For example:

! Several investigators stated they could not explain the discrepancies
we noted between EZ Pass records, timesheets and daily activity
logs.  In fact, one senior investigator, when shown cellular phone
records indicating that this employee made and received phone
calls in the county where he resides, admitted that he submitted a
leave request for one day, but forgot and did not charge leave
accruals for this absence. 

! Three senior investigators stated that even though they recorded
working overtime in the office, they do not have to be present in
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the office when they work overtime as the officer of the day.  The
senior investigators explained they might be riding in their cars
doing surveillance, instead of being in the office as they recorded.
Therefore, they claim some bridge crossings we question represent
surveillance work, and not instances of employees leaving early.
However, when we interviewed the ADIG, he initially indicated
that senior investigators were required to be in the office when
assigned as officer of the day.  However, after discussion with the
Deputy Inspector General of the Narcotics Unit who was present
at the interview, the ADIG subsequently changed his position and
stated that seniors do not need to be in the office. Since the EZ
Pass records show that these seniors were not in the office as they
recorded, we question whether they were paid for time they may
not have worked.  In addition, two of these seniors live at least 90
minutes away, and were near their homes on certain nights in
question, based on available cellular phone records and one
senior’s acknowledgment to us.

! In 12 instances, work partners had inconsistent explanations
concerning their time and attendance discrepancies we identified.
Undocumented explanations provided to us included being late,
inaccurate timesheets or daily activity logs, commuting, returning
home, going to the office, and leaving work early.  However,
since partners work in teams and drive together, it appears
implausible that partners should provide different explanations.

! One investigator told us he was allowed to spend as much as four
hours each day to pick up and drop off his partner because of
traffic problems and long distance. Further, he stated he has not
been trained in time and attendance issues, nor is he aware of any
formal policy concerning commuting on State time. Another
investigator told us he is allowed up to two and one-half hours
daily to pick up and drop off his partner.  A third investigator
stated he is allowed up to one hour each way to commute to work.
However, the Deputy Inspector General and the senior investiga-
tors we interviewed indicated that they do not allow commute
time, and investigators must be at their assigned location at the
start and end of their shifts. 

In addition, during these interviews, we reviewed certain case files to
determine whether additional evidence exits to support the hours claimed
as worked.  In most cases, our findings were supported by the informa-
tion in the case files.  For example:
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! On one day, four investigators recorded they worked solely on
hospital duty from 4:45 a.m. to 1 p.m. on their time sheets.  The
daily activity logs for all four investigators (two teams of two)
indicated they worked on the same hospital detail.  However, the
EZ Pass records for their two cars indicated that the cars crossed
the Triborough Bridge toward the hospital around 9:24 a.m. and
crossed back over the bridge toward their homes between 12:18
p.m. and 12:44 p.m.  Based on this information, it appears that
all four investigators only worked about 3.5 hours on this day,
and not the 8.25 hours claimed.  During our interview with one
of these investigators, the Deputy Inspector General of the
Narcotics Unit stated we had to be wrong because the investigators
had to be at the hospital early.  However, contrary to this
assertion, the chronology notes in the Office case file for this
activity indicated that the four investigators arrived at the hospital
at about 9:30 a.m. and left at 11:30 a.m.  Moreover, there was no
other evidence that these four investigators did any other work on
that day.

! On September 5, 1996, two investigators recorded working on a
funeral detail for their entire work shift (9:45 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.).
EZ Pass records show only two bridge crossings that day; 12:22
p.m. toward the funeral home and 4:01 p.m. toward home.
Therefore, these investigators may have only worked 3.5 hours
rather than 8.25 hours.  One investigator told us he was providing
all day security for an inmate attending a funeral.  However, the
related case file indicated the two investigators arrived at the
funeral home at 1:00 p.m., searched and secured the funeral home
and went home at about 4:00 p.m. The inmate was escorted to the
funeral by other investigators at 12:50 p.m. and they left the
funeral home at 3:00 p.m.  Daily activity logs do not indicate that
the two investigators worked on this case or any other cases for
the earlier part of their shift (9:45 a.m. to 12:22 p.m.).

Records showed that the Inspector General’s Office incurs over $500,000
in overtime on an annual basis.  More importantly, about 73 percent of
this overtime is incurred by EAU employees. Records showed that senior
investigators incur substantial amounts of overtime.  Seniors averaged
about $15,400 in overtime annually, while staff investigators averaged
about $3,600 in annual overtime.  During our audit, two former Office
employees told us that senior investigators are allowed to earn up to 50
hours of overtime each month (25 hours each pay period).  Office officials
told us that senior investigators, who hold grade 14 correction officer
titles, are paid for overtime because they are considered to be acting as
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grade 22 investigators.  Office management stated they have been
unsuccessful in getting resources to upgrade these employees.

We reviewed the time and attendance records for six senior investigators
assigned to the EAU for the period April 25, 1996 through February 12,
1997, and found that they were paid for about 20 to 25 hours of overtime
per pay period.  Our comparison of available records including EZ Pass
and cellular telephone bills to these time and attendance records indicate
that five of the six seniors were paid over $10,000 for 343 overtime hours
which it appears they did not work during this period.  In addition, a
review of the overtime records for a seventh senior assigned to the EAU
indicated that he was paid for about 24 hours of overtime per pay period
during the period March 28, 1996 through January 1, 1997.  We found
this senior was paid over $2,000 for almost 70 overtime hours it appears
he did not work during the period.  Based on these reviews, we believe
that the senior investigators in the EAU are routinely paid for up to 50
hours of overtime per month (25 hours per pay period), whether they
work all of those hours or not.  Explanations for overtime discrepancies
provided to us by these senior investigators were generally not supported
by records or other evidence.

We also found that the ADIG of the EAU was paid $14,758 for overtime
during a nine-month period ended January 31, 1997.  On these days, he
usually reported working 4 hours overtime in his Long Island City office.
We found that this employee made cellular phone calls on 47 days when
he was reported as working overtime in his office.  On 19 of these days,
the calls were made to his office, which suggests he was not at his office.
Records do not indicate where the cellular phone calls originated from.
However, since this employee was reported as working in the office, we
question why the cellular phone would have been used.  When asked, the
employee contradicted himself regarding whether or not he was in the
office or in the field on the days he claimed overtime.  Furthermore, until
November 6, 1996, this employee authorized the payment of his own
overtime with no other supervisory review and certification. Based on
these findings as well as the lack of appropriate controls, we question how
management can be assured that this employee worked the overtime hours
he was paid for.

On April 9, 1996, the ADIG recorded working 8:45 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.
and then charged family sick leave for the remainder of his shift.  Records
further showed that this employee was off duty and/or on leave the four
days prior to April 9, and the five days after April 9. The bulk of time
charged was sick leave. However, cellular phone bills for April 9 indicate
his phone was used twice from Atlanta, Georgia at 7:32 a.m. and 7:33
a.m., and no calls were logged to his office.  Given these circumstances,
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Other Office Units

we question whether this employee worked any part of this day as claimed
and paid.

We also identified that the ADIG was paid 4 hours overtime on December
26, 1996 for working in the office between 4 p.m. and 8 p.m.  However,
Department of Motor Vehicle records which he completed showed he was
involved in an accident with his State vehicle at his home at 6:30 p.m.
that night.  Therefore, he could not be working at the office.  The Deputy
Inspector General for the EAU approved the ADIG’s timesheet and
overtime for this day despite being notified of the accident.  When we
interviewed the ADIG, he indicated that the time of the accident was
actually 8:30 p.m. rather than 6:30 p.m. as he reported. However, there
is no independent evidence to verify that he worked until 8 p.m. or that
this accident occurred at 8:30 p.m.

Based on our review, we conclude that Office management has not
properly overseen Office operations.  Given that we only reviewed a nine-
month time period, it appears that the incidence of these exceptions is
extremely high and unusual.  Furthermore, some of the abuses occurred
while the audit was ongoing.  For example, all 38 employees whose time
and attendance records we reviewed had exceptions, some as high as
nearly 90 percent of the days we reviewed.  Exceptions included such
things as unexplained discrepancies between the various records used to
support the hours worked and investigators arriving late and/or leaving
early without charging appropriate leave credits. Moreover, the 20
employees we interviewed concerning these discrepancies generally had no
reasonable explanations for these exceptions.

We reviewed the timesheets, daily activity logs, travel records and facility
sign-in logs for selected employees in the Office’s Internal Investigations
Unit and Narcotics Unit for the period April 1995 through early March
1997.  Employees in these units incur substantial overtime and travel
expenses.  The units are small and cover activities Statewide.  The
employees are often involved in undercover activities or other matters
which are difficult to schedule.  Department directives require all
employees to sign in and out when visiting and/or working at a facility.
Internal Investigations employees are rarely permitted to work at home,
while Narcotics investigators often work out of their home. In addition,
employees are allowed to travel on State time when traveling more than
25 miles from their starting point to a work location other than their
official station.  

Based on our review, we found that three employees in Internal Investiga-
tions and two employees in Narcotics were paid over $6,100 for over 314
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regular and overtime hours which records do not support as being
worked.  We noted significant discrepancies between hours reported as
being worked on timesheets and the hours which could be supported by
the facility sign-in logs, travel receipts and vouchers, and daily activity
logs.  We also found certain discrepancies between the times claimed on
travel vouchers and other documents. For example:

! Two Internal Investigations employees are routinely paid for time
not worked when they are traveling home from a distant work
location.  For example, from April 1995 through early March
1997, we identified 46 instances when one employee claimed to
have worked eight hours by traveling home from Albany to
Buffalo, when in fact, other records showed that he arrived home
much earlier than his shift end time (4 p.m.) as noted on his
timesheet. In one instance, the hotel and toll receipts indicated this
employee left to go home on Thursday night, and not on Friday
as indicated on his timesheet, daily activity log and travel voucher.
This employee claimed that the hotel and toll receipts were
incorrect in every instance we cited. Moreover, contrary to the
assertions by the Deputy Inspector General of this unit, Depart-
ment officials told us there is no Department directive allowing
employees to be paid for eight hours when they travel over 200
miles a day.  The combination of time not worked and improperly
reimbursed travel totaled $2,621.  Similarly, the other employee
left early to go home on certain occasions.  

The Deputy Inspector General for Internal Investigations stated he follows
State travel guidelines; however, he does not review or trust the dates and
times of toll receipts.  These guidelines require formal explanation for toll
receipts in error.  He also stated he instructs his staff to record 7:45 a.m.
to 4:00 p.m. on their timesheets, even when they work other shifts or
time periods.  Consequently, actual hours worked may not be known or
documented.  

! Records indicated a total of 34 instances when the respective
facility logs did not support the time reported worked at these
facilities by the five employees.  In addition, records indicated that
two Narcotics investigators spent substantial portions of their work
day at home.  However, Office management does not verify this
time to any existing documentation.
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Recommendations

2. Review the payroll exceptions we have identified and take
appropriate action, including recovering all overpayments due
and, where appropriate, disciplining the responsible employees.

3. Undertake a comprehensive audit of Office time and attendance
practices to determine and evaluate the full extent of time and
attendance abuses. 

4. Ensure that appropriate internal controls, policies, procedures and
monitoring systems are established over Office employee travel,
time and attendance.  Provide all Office employees with complete
operating guidelines and criteria as well as formal training to help
ensure that employees are knowledgeable of Department
expectations, that they are reimbursed only for travel that is
necessary and reasonable, that they are paid only for time
worked, and that they comply with established travel, time and
attendance requirements.
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Vehicle Use and Repairs 
Office management is responsible for ensuring that State equipment is used
efficiently and effectively, and that such resources are not subject to abuse
and/or waste.  The Office assigns 56 vehicles to various staff so they can
perform their official duties.  The majority of these cars are assigned to
EAU staff, and are equipped with EZ Pass for charging bridge tolls.
Department directives prohibit the personal use of State vehicles, credit
cards, and EZ Pass for toll charges.  In addition, directives generally
prohibit the loan of State equipment to employees.  In fact, the Deputy
Inspector Generals as well as staff and senior investigators we interviewed
stated that personal use of State equipment is not allowed.

Based on our review of EZ Pass records, travel records, car logs, gas
purchases and cellular phone usage, we concluded that Office staff
frequently used State vehicles and EZ Pass on their days off.  Using State
vehicles when not on duty is a misuse of resources, and exposes the State
to unnecessary risks should the investigator have an accident while off
duty.  

We identified thousands of miles driven by certain investigators which
available records do not document or explain as being work related. We
also found instances of questionable gasoline purchases.  We believe this
is due to the absence of appropriate management oversight and control
over vehicle use and gasoline purchases.  For example:

! One investigator purchased 29.9 gallons of gas according to credit
card receipts on August 15, 1996, but only recorded 15.3 gallons
on his vehicle cost record.  This employee was on vacation prior
to August 14, recorded working in Albany from August 14 to
August 16, and should have only been commuting locally from his
home to the Albany office.  No other job-related travel was
indicated, and the extent of travel does not correlate with the
amount of gasoline purchased.

! On September 6, 1996, the same investigator made four separate
gas purchases totaling 58.1 gallons of gas.  This employee
recorded one purchase on his vehicle cost record on September 6,
one purchase on September 7 (his day off), and did not record two
purchases at all.  Moreover, records only show that this employee
made a 64 mile round trip from his home to a local facility on
September 6.  Therefore, it appears impossible for this employee
to have used 58.1 gallons of gas in his State vehicle for the
purpose of making this local trip.
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We reviewed the accident files for the State vehicles assigned to the EAU.
We found eight instances when investigators were involved in accidents
with the State vehicles when they were off duty or not at the location
reported in other records.  The Department paid about $18,000 to repair
the vehicles involved in these off duty accidents.  The Deputy Inspector
General for the EAU is responsible for reviewing all accident reports
involving the vehicles assigned to his unit.  Thus, he should have been
aware of these accidents and the fact that the investigators were not
working when they occurred.  However, we found no evidence that the
Deputy Inspector General took any action to investigate and determine
whether Office employees were either on duty or off duty, whether they
were paid for time not worked, and whether they were using the State
vehicle while off duty.  In addition, there was no evidence that the
investigators were required to reimburse the State for the costs of the
repairs made to these vehicles.  For example:

! Six investigators had accidents with their State vehicles on their
regular day off according to their timesheets.  One investigator
had an accident with his State vehicle at 8:30 a.m. when his day
did not start until 11 a.m. according to his timesheet and daily
activity log.

In addition, records showed that employee claims regarding the time and
nature of certain accidents may have been incorrect.  For example:

! One senior investigator reported to the Deputy Inspector General
that he was en route to work when an accident occurred.
However, according to his timesheet, he was on a regular day off.
Another senior investigator was involved in an accident at 2:55
a.m., after his work shift ended at 3 p.m. the previous day and he
was scheduled for holiday leave the day of the accident.  This
employee told us he was working as the late night officer on duty
until midnight, yet he did not claim overtime hours.  He added
that the accident occurred after his shift had ended and after he
had dinner in the Bronx.  His timesheet and daily activity log do
not support his claim that he worked until midnight.  Also during
our interview, he claimed that transmission failure caused the
accident.  However, the police report stated that the accident was
caused by another vehicle cutting him off.  Moreover, at the time
of the accident, this employee was northbound in the Bronx, rather
than going southbound toward his home in Long Island. 

The Office spends over $250,000 annually for vehicle repairs and
maintenance.  The Office has State vehicle repairs performed both in-
house and through a State contract.  Office management has not



21

established a system to track all vehicle repairs and costs regardless of the
source.  In-house car repairs are done through the shop mechanic.  This
includes oil changes, brake repairs and replacements, tire rotation and
replacement.  Drivers can also use a credit card issued through the State
contract for repairs when pre-approved by the Department’s support
services office in Albany.  However, pre-approvals are made without
knowledge of the vehicle’s in-house repair history.

We reviewed available records of Office vehicle repairs, including repairs
paid through the then State contractor GE Capital Fleet Services, as well
as in-house repairs and maintenance and tires purchased through contract.
Records showed that certain Office vehicles have received an inordinate
amount of repairs, including an unusually high frequency of brakes,
transmissions, and other repairs.  Moreover, many of these repairs
occurred at short mileage intervals.  Based on our review of records as
well as our discussions with several vendors, we concluded that the
possibility exists that certain vehicle repairs were either unnecessary, not
reasonable or were not performed as records indicated. For example:

! One vehicle had six sets of back brake shoes replaced over 63,644
miles, at short intervals ranging from 2,784 miles to 17,412 miles.
In addition, the back brake drums were replaced at unusually short
intervals.  Vehicle drums should not need replacement when brake
shoes are replaced this often.

! One vehicle had five sets of front brake pads over 68,876 miles,
as well as several rotor replacements.  This activity appears to be
much more frequent than just normal wear and tear.

! Several vehicles had transmissions replaced after 13,000 to 18,000
miles.  Again, transmissions are not a common replacement item.

! One vehicle had unusually short intervals between wheel align-
ments as well as between front end ball joint replacements.

We also question the reasonableness of prices paid for one repair made in
Albany.  Among other items, in July 1994, the Department paid $233 for
a tune-up, which included various parts and labor. However, when we
called this vendor in November 1997, we were quoted a price of about
$140 for the same job.  In fact, other vendors had previously quoted us
substantially lower prices for this work.
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Recommendations

5. Investigate the circumstances surrounding the questionable
vehicle accidents, repairs, personal use, gasoline and other
purchases we have identified in this report.  Take appropriate
action including recovering any overpayments.

6. Require that employees provide documents that indicate that all
vehicle repairs are necessary and legitimate, and that proper
procedures are followed to obtain necessary quotes and bids for
vehicle repairs.

7. Establish a system to enforce Department directives prohibiting
personal use of State resources.  Department management should:

! track all vehicle use, accidents, repairs and gas purchases
by vehicle;

! verify that all such activity occurs solely in the
performance of official duties; and

! when personal use is identified, seek recovery of all costs
incurred, and take appropriate disciplinary action as
warranted.
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Travel 

Other Financial Management Practices
We found additional deficiencies in the management and oversight of other
Office operations we selected to review.  Areas include the questionable
assignment of employee official stations for travel purposes, poor controls
and accountability over equipment including weapons, and unauthorized
and/or undocumented confidential fund disbursements.  We concluded that
many of these practices resulted in excessive Office expenditures.
Management has also improperly allowed employees using the express
mail service to mail personal packages.  In fact, we found that the
Inspector General and the Director of Operations mailed personal packages
using express mail.  They reimbursed the Office after we notified Office
management of this problem. 

The State Comptroller’s Rules and Regulations states that the official
station of an employee who resides more than 35 miles from the main or
branch office may be designated by the Department head.  Such
designation shall be in the best interest of the State and not for the
convenience of the employee.

The Inspector General is authorized to establish employee official stations
for travel reimbursement purposes.  We found that three Deputy Inspector
Generals and one investigator were assigned official stations at facilities
located near their homes.  In all four cases, these official stations
(facilities) are far from their actual work locations (Albany and Long
Island City), ranging from 45 miles to about 250 miles.  As a result of
these distant official stations, these employees incurred more than $43,000
in unnecessary travel costs, including hotel charges, during the 1996-97
fiscal year, as follows: 

! The Deputy Inspector General for Internal Investigations lives in
Highland, between New York City and Albany.  His official
station is Wallkill Correctional Facility.  However, he works in
the Albany office nearly every day.  This employee told us that
the Inspector General changed his official station from Albany to
Wallkill in 1994 before he was promoted to Deputy Inspector
General.  He is the only Deputy Inspector General not assigned a
State vehicle.  Therefore, the Office reimbursed him 31.5 cents
per mile for the 160 mile round trip for commuting to work each
day.  This amounted to over $12,000 for the 1996-97 fiscal year.

! The Deputy Inspector General for the EAU lives in Schenectady,
New York and has a State vehicle.  The Inspector General
assigned him an official station at Midstate Correctional Facility in
Utica.  However, he works almost exclusively out of the Long
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Island City office in Queens, New York.  The total travel costs,
including hotel charges and up to 4 days per diem ($42/day) each
week amounted to over $21,000 for the 1996-97 fiscal year.  In
addition, this employee receives $783 more annually in location
pay for working in New York City, even though his official
station is Utica.  Further, because his actual work location is so
far from his home, 16 percent of his total pay during the 1996-97
fiscal year was for time spent driving his car between the office
and his home.  We also determined that he was paid for 64 hours
(almost $2,100) for which he apparently did not work based on
travel and reimbursement records, EZ Pass and cellular phone
records.

! The Deputy Inspector General of the Narcotics Unit lives in
Saranac Lake, New York, but works primarily out of the Albany
office 148 miles away. His official station is Raybrook, near his
home and he has a State vehicle.  Because this employee works in
Albany, it cost the State over $8,000 in per diem and hotel
lodging costs during the 1996-97 fiscal year. 

! One investigator in the Sex Crimes Unit lives in Gansevoort, New
York about 45 miles from his Albany office.  He has an official
station at Mt. McGregor Correctional Facility, near his home, and
he uses his personal vehicle.  This investigator works in the
Albany office most of the time and is paid to commute from his
home to Albany every day.  During the period April through
November 1996, this investigator did not work at his official
station once.  During this same period, he was paid over $2,000
in mileage for his daily commute to Albany.  

We question why these four employees have official stations far from their
normal work locations.  As a result of these practices, the Office has
incurred unnecessary hotel, per diem, and mileage expenses totaling over
$43,000 during the previous fiscal year alone.

Subsequent to our field work, Department officials explained that an
employee’s official station will not be changed from a correctional facility
to new office location because he/she will need it when they leave the
Office.  In addition, an employee who is a sergeant at a facility will lose
time in service if he/she leaves the facility’s payroll to work at the Office.
These officials added that if employees could not retain their titles, no one
would work for the Office.  We indicated that this policy did not seem to
apply to all of the Office’s employees, just a select group.  Department
officials indicated that they would research their records and then respond
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Equipment
Controls and
Accountability

to our observation on how the policy is applied.  We have not received
the results of their review.

Department directives require certain procedures for controlling and
accounting for Department equipment.  We found serious deficiencies in
Office practices relating to equipment inventory control and recordkeeping,
periodic verification of inventory, and separation of duties.  Consequently,
equipment records are inaccurate, not all equipment is properly recorded,
and some computer equipment is missing.  We also noted discrepancies
in the inventory records for hand-held police band radios, mace, and
weapons.  It is incumbent upon Office management to ensure that valuable
and/or dangerous law enforcement equipment is properly controlled to
prevent such equipment from ending up in the wrong hands. 

We, along with Office management, inventoried the weapons assigned to
the Long Island City office. We found that the available inventory record
had not been updated to reflect weapons issued from or returned to
inventory.  We were able to locate or otherwise account for all the
weapons assigned to inventory based on the inventory records.  However,
we also identified weapons in inventory (i.e., the safe) which are assigned
to other locations.  In addition, the weapons issue log recorded one
weapon issued from the safe to the NYC Training Academy in April
1997, but this weapon is not listed on the inventory record.

We also did a physical count of confiscated and personal weapons in the
safe.  It is very important that confiscated weapons are controlled and
accounted for because they may represent evidence for future legal
proceedings or Department hearings.  We concluded that the controls over
confiscated and personal weapons and the “loaning” of weapons need
substantial improvement.  No supervisory signatures are required for
placing a confiscated or personal weapon in the safe, or recording it in the
log.  We found three weapons which were recorded to be on loan: an
illegal cross bow pistol, a pistol (with the serial number scratched off),
and a knife.  Although the confiscated weapons inventory logs indicate
who took weapons out on loan and for what purposes, the logs do not
indicate when weapons are taken from the safe, nor when such weapons
will be returned.  Additionally, the logs do not indicate a supervisory
signature showing approval for such loans, and the individual responsible
for keeping track of the weapons is able to remove weapons without
approval. 

As of June 13, 1997, there were 23 weapons in the safe which should
have been sent for destruction.  In addition, weapons log entries did not
always include dates denoting when the weapons were secured in the safe,
presumably sometime after they were confiscated.  Consequently, the risk
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exists that not all confiscated weapons are being accounted for, and that
not all confiscated weapons are entered into the log.  

For example, we identified four confiscated weapons sent for destruction
that were not recorded in the Confiscated Weapons Inventory Log. One
weapon was a sawed-off 20 gauge shotgun with a defaced serial number.
When questioned about this, the Deputy Inspector General told us that he
remembers this shotgun being in the safe since 1994, and it was included
in the shipment to the State Police, but not entered in the log.  Therefore,
since many employees have access to this safe, this weapon could have
been borrowed and then returned without detection. 

For Office equipment other than weapons, we found weaknesses in
existing controls and accountability.  For example, there are no policies
and procedures regarding the taking of physical inventories or updating
inventory lists.  We were told that physical inventories are taken for the
Long Island City Office; however, no documentation as evidence of such
physical inventories is maintained.

We attempted to locate 85 police band radios listed on the May 1997
inventory list.  We had the following exceptions: 5 radios could not be
located (we were subsequently told that 3 radios were assigned out, one
was destroyed in a fire and one was lost); 2 radios that were located,
were not on the inventory list; 9 radios listed as new were actually broken
and out of service; 3 radios listed as issued were broke and in the safe;
and 5 radios listed as issued were in the safe.  Office management has
since updated its inventory record to reflect the above audit exceptions we
noted.

We also found other internal control weaknesses over Office equipment
as follows:

! The fiscal officer who is in charge of purchasing is also responsi-
ble for maintaining the inventory system for the Long Island City
office.  Inventories are not taken annually, some computer
equipment is not tagged, and some items do not have serial
numbers indicated.  Physical inventory counts are not independent
and are not reconciled to prior inventory listings to account for all
items. 

! We looked for equipment located in the Long Island City Office
and could not find 5 of 63 items of computer equipment.
Conversely, we also found 27 computer items in that office which
were not recorded on inventory lists.
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Confidential Funds The Office’s confidential funds are used to support Office undercover
narcotics investigations and the pursuit of escapees/absconders.  Typical
disbursements include photos, postage and mailings, purchasing contra-
band, paying informants for information, and renting equipment.  The
Office has a $5,000 confidential fund, including two $1,200 cash funds
and $2,600 in a checking account.  While Office procedures concerning
the use, authorization and documentation of this money generally appear
adequate, we found that some of these procedures are not being followed.
At a minimum, the Inspector General or his designee must authorize all
expenditures.  However, we found that 3 of 19 disbursements made
between April 1995 and April 1997 and totaling $950 were not properly
authorized.  In addition, it is unclear whether payments to informants
were actually made as recorded. 

Controls over the reimbursement of money paid to informants needs to be
strengthened.  Records showed that 15 of 19 expenditures were to pay
informants.  For 14 payments, we attempted to determine whether Office
case records and/or arrest logs reflect whether informants were paid for
being previously or currently involved.  Based on Office case records,
there was no evidence to support whether informants were used and/or
paid in 10 cases. For one case, records indicate that the case was not even
assigned to the investigator who received the payment.  There was also
no indication that an informant was used, and the case was administra-
tively closed.  For a second case, records do not indicate that confidential
informants were talked to. For two other cases, the records indicate that
an informant was talked to, but the informant did not provide any
information leading to an apprehension, nor is there an indication that the
informant was paid.  For six other cases, records indicate that an
informant was talked to and information was provided which led to an
apprehension.  However, there is no indication that the informant was paid
for this information.

We found that 12 of the 15 reimbursement checks for informants were
written on the same day (June 27, 1996) to investigators; 11 were
endorsed by investigators, and one was endorsed by both the investigator
and informant.  However, the related cases were closed from 4 to 19
months earlier, and case files do not indicate whether or not seven
informants were given this money, either in advance of the reimbursement
or after the fact.  We also find it questionable that employees would
initially advance funds to informants, and then wait as long as 19 months
to receive reimbursement from the Office. 

We also found that on October 12, 1994, the Deputy Inspector General
of the Narcotics Unit received a check for $1,069.04 to replenish the
$1,200 cash fund he is responsible for.  On December 3, 1994, this
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Personal Use of
Mailing Services

employee deposited this check into his personal bank account. Allowing
checks to be held and commingling funds increases the risk that money
could be lost or used for non-work related expenses.  In November 1997,
we requested follow-up information concerning the documentation for this
transaction.  To date none has been provided.

State mailing services and postage should be used solely for State
business. We found that Office employees are inappropriately allowed to
use Airborne Express for personal shipments. In addition, the controls
over personal shipments and obtaining reimbursements for such shipments
from employees are very weak.  Once Airborne Express bills come in, the
fiscal officer has to identify which shipments are personal, and which are
business related.  No log is maintained to identify personal shipments, nor
are employees required to identify a personal shipment.  Additionally, one
person is responsible for all mail related functions and has control over
and access to all related accounting records and bank accounts.  Even
when personal shipments are properly identified and monies collected,
there is a risk that such monies may not be deposited.

We identified 16 Airborne Express mail shipments from April 1996 to
June 1997 that appeared to be questionable shipments to relatives and
friends of Department employees, and other shipments to women’s
clothing stores and mortgage companies.  However the fiscal officer
maintained that only 10 of the 16 were personal in nature and that all 10
were reimbursed.  Records showed that 3 of these 10 shipments were
made by the Inspector General and the Director of Operations and were
not reimbursed until they were brought to the attention of the fiscal officer
by our auditors.  The fiscal officer acknowledged the possibility that
personal shipments can slip by unnoticed and, therefore, may be
improperly paid by the Office.

We also observed numerous shipments made between the upstate and
downstate IG offices.  We question why such shipments are not made
either through interagency mail or by the IG employees who commute
regularly (weekly) between the two offices.
 
In addition, the fiscal officer confirmed to us that about once every two
months, he mailed out letters related to the Inspector General’s non-State
business using the State postage meter which was later reimbursed.
Furthermore, we were told by a former Office employee that an Office
employee would prepare these letters in Albany and would send these
letters to the Long Island City office for mailing.  This former employee
also stated that a copy of such a letter was provided to representatives
from the State Inspector General’s Office for investigation and follow-up.
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Recommendations

8. Assign official stations which coincide with assigned employee
work locations, according to the State Comptroller’s Rules and
Regulations.

9. Establish an appropriate equipment inventory control system
which complies with Department directives.  Determine the
circumstances surrounding the missing computer equipment and
the inaccurate inventory records for police radios we identified in
the report.  Resolve all discrepancies and update inventory
records accordingly.

10. Establish appropriate controls over weapons, including current
and accurate inventory records, monitoring all weapons loaned to
employees, and complying with the Penal Law by sending
confiscated weapons for destruction at least annually.

11. Establish procedures to ensure that payments to informants are
properly documented and that reimbursements to investigators are
made timely.

12. Improve internal controls over confidential funds by:

! verifying that all expenditures are properly authorized,
documented and are made timely; and

! prohibiting employees from commingling State funds
with personal funds.

13. Prohibit employees from using State mailing services and postage
for personal business.
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Appendix B

Comments of Department Officials to Audit

The following forty pages reflect the official Department response to our draft audit report.  Following  the
Department’s response are nine pages of “State Comptroller’s Notes” which provide additional information
relating to the Department’s inaccurate or misleading responses to this audit.
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Appendix C

State Comptroller’s Notes

We issued our first draft report on the DOCS Inspector General’s Office in May 1998 and received the
Commissioner’s response in June 1998.  Due to the contentious nature of the Commissioner’s response to
that report, several meetings were held.  Based on these meetings, certain changes were made to the draft
and a second draft report was issued in March 1999.  Despite these efforts, the Commissioner continues to
disagree with most of the report’s findings and conclusions.  He also incorrectly contends that the auditors
had unrestricted access to staff and documents. The Commissioner continues to state that the errors we found
are minor in nature and are not representative of the Office as a whole.  He contends that our findings
regarding equipment inventories and confidential funds are wrong. 

We audited selected financial management practices of the Office’s operations and, by design, this audit did
not review the effectiveness of the Office’s investigative activities and results.  Our audit was conducted in
a professional and objective manner, in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
As detailed throughout this report, the Inspector General and his staff denied our auditors full, unrestricted
access to all necessary records and personnel we needed to complete our planned audit objectives.  The
report identifies, and the Commissioner does not adequately respond to, over 60 employees involved in over
1,800 instances of  abuses in the areas of payroll, vehicle use and repairs, cellular phone use, travel,
confidential funds, and mailing services at a cost to taxpayers of over $100,000.  The findings that the
Commissioner contends are episodic in nature are simply examples of the widespread abuses we found during
our audit.  Furthermore, the Commissioner mistakenly cites several examples which are not contained in our
report in his response.  This occurred because Department and Office officials refused our offers to meet
and review the details of our audit work and findings on three separate occasions during and after the audit.
   

Throughout his response, the Commissioner attempts to minimize the results of the audit by focusing on
issues not presented in our report, while not specifically addressing most of the significant findings or
detailed examples contained therein.  In many instances, the response contains information about unrelated
events or inaccurate and extraneous information about the reported findings.  This information includes:
statewide crime statistics; caseload statistics; staff educational backgrounds; policy issues concerning senior
investigator overtime and staff working at home and other unrelated background information. 

However, we conclude that serious weaknesses exist in the internal controls and the operation of the
Inspector General’s Office.  In addition, adequate corrective action to implement needed controls has not
been taken since our prior audit, and many of the same problems continue to exist.  Based on the severity
and frequency of the findings we identified in this report, we conclude that these acts took place, in large
part, because senior Office management did not adequately manage and oversee day-to-day operations.
Therefore, decisive action is needed to address the matters cited in this report to implement an appropriate
internal control environment within the Office and to ensure that staff conduct themselves in an appropriate
manner.
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1. We audited selected financial management practices of the Office’s operations and, by design, this
audit did not review the Office’s investigative activities and results.  Our audit was conducted in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards and is based on an objective
review of relevant Office controls, records and activities.  The abuses and potential illegal acts we
identified throughout the report were widespread.  They involved more than 60 Office employees
including investigators, supervisors and managers. In total, over 1,800 instances of time and
attendance and other abuse related to vehicle use and repair, cellular phone use, travel, confidential
funds and mailing services were identified, costing  taxpayers over $100,000. 

2. The revised draft uses the same audit scope period as the original draft report, April 1, 1996 through
August 31, 1997.

3. As stated on page 23 of the report, the designation of an official station should be done in the best
interest of the State.  We believe that for several employees, their official stations were not assigned
in an efficient or cost-effective manner.  This cost the State over $43,000 in unnecessary travel costs.

4. The Office’s internal control weaknesses and the recommendation to correct them are contained on
pages 5 through 9 of the report. 

5. We initially asked for interviews with investigators to discuss time and attendance policies and
discrepancies.  Our auditors were denied unrestricted access by the Inspector General who insisted
that management be present.  This arrangement created an environment whereby the individuals could
not potentially speak freely.  We conducted four interviews under these restrictions.  We then
scheduled interviews with eight additional investigators through the Director of Operations. On the
day of the scheduled interviews, the Inspector General prevented us from conducting these
interviews.  We were subsequently allowed to interview these investigators after the Deputy
Commissioner was notified and he intervened.  However, we were still required to hold the
interviews in the presence of senior office management.  In addition, the Inspector General, the
Director of Operations, and Deputy Inspector General of the EAU refused to meet with us to discuss
the scope, extent and details of our findings, to explore the possibility of alternative explanations and
documentation, and to gain a further understanding of their possible causes.

The subsequent meeting referred in the response, was initiated after fieldwork and at the request of
OSC’s Deputy and Assistant Deputy Comptrollers in view of the defensive and confrontational
response received to the original draft.  In addition, the original response did not specifically address
the facts, findings and recommendations of the audit.  It is OSC’s desire that audits results add value
to the entity being audited and that accountability be enhanced.  It was in this context that OSC
reached out to the Commissioner’s office to resolve any potential communication problems
surrounding the audit and to encourage the Commissioner to respond to the facts and not to its
objections to and questions of the audit’s motives.

6. The response is not an accurate description of the facts, because before, during and after the audit,
we received a number of complaint letters alleging that the Inspector General and his staff have
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committed various abuses over an extended period of time.  The results of our audit work
corroborated many of the details stated in the complaint letters. 

 
7. Based on the widespread irregularities and abuses we identified, the State Comptroller referred the

matters contained in this report to the State Attorney General to determine if criminal prosecution
was warranted in accordance with section 63(3) of the Executive Law.  Our audit is independent of
their investigation and our audit results stand on their own.

8. While Department management may disagree with our recommendations, they still have an obligation
to implement an appropriate system of internal controls over Office operations.  Many of the
significant problems we identify on pages 8-13 of this report existed because Office and Department
management have not established appropriate internal control systems for the Office. 

9. As stated on page 5 of our report, there is no formal Office mission statement, there are limited
formal objectives, but there are no goals, performance criteria or measures.  While the response
contains various statistics about the Office’s performance over the two years ended March 31, 1997
on pages 6 through 8 of the response, there is no indication what these statistics represent in relation
to expected performance levels.  Thus, we do not know if these statistics represent good, average,
or below average performance by the Office over this period.   Furthermore, the systems to control
and monitor daily operations are inadequate.  While there are a few written policies and procedures
specific to Office operations, they are routinely circumvented by supervisors and management.

10. The response does not refute the quote from the report.  There are no set minimum educational or
experience requirements for the investigator positions.  The Inspector General makes all final staffing
determinations based on his own judgment. 

11. We were provided with the lesson plans and training materials, however, these items did not include
written policies and procedures. There should be written guidelines regarding time and attendance
polices, documenting daily work activities, and documenting case work in the files. 

12. The response incorrectly states that our audit indicates an error rate of only 1.5 percent for the two
year duration of the audit and that the errors are due to poor record keeping.  First, while our audit
covered a two year period, our review of the time and attendance practices of the Escape/Absconder
Unit covered 10 months of the two year period.  Secondly, we only reviewed 38 investigators
records, and only for certain selected days. Thus, we reviewed records for 38 investigators and
2,806 days and we found exceptions on 1,840 or 65.6 percent of the days reviewed.  Thus, we
believe that the practice of arriving late and/or leaving early, without charging appropriate leave
accruals, is both known to and condoned by all levels of management.  We believe that internal
controls must be improved significantly to correct this abuse.

13. Focusing the response on the use of a phrase does not properly address the issue that we found
numerous differences in the records used to document the hours worked.  Thus as reported, we
questioned both the Director of Operations and several investigators about the purpose of the Daily
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Activity Logs.  They all stated and agreed that the logs should document, in chronological order, the
beginning and ending times of each investigator’s shift, their various work locations and cases they
worked on for the day.

14. EZ Passes are not routinely transferred between vehicles. All vehicles, except 2 pool cars, have an
EZ Pass assigned to them.  In performing our review, we matched EZ Pass information to the
investigators’ work locations and schedules as reported on their Daily Activity Logs and time sheets.

15. This example is unrelated to our audit and does not pertain to any of the examples or exceptions cited
in the report.  Also, the conclusion as stated is incorrect because the auditors would have followed
through by requesting an explanation and would have been provided the explanation as shown in the
example.

16. The Director of Operations and the investigators that we questioned all indicated that they recorded
any change of borough on their Daily Activity Log.  We did not assume that all trips to an
investigator’s home borough were to go home.  However, if the Daily Activity Log does not show
any activity in that borough, and it is the last crossing for the day, we concluded that the investigator
was likely going home, since there was no further evidence of work. 

17. The Inspector General’s Office does not have a written policy for commuting to and from work on
State time.  In the absence of a written policy, the Deputy Inspector General for the
Escape/Absconder Unit stated, on several occasions, that investigators must be at their first work
location at the start of their tour and at their last work location at the end of their tour.

18. The response states that the supervisor was “demoted” to his hold item as a Correction Officer.  We
question this demotion since the supervisor was listed on the payroll and paid as a Correction Officer
already.

19. The statements in the response are not supported by the case notes for this incident.  The case files
clearly show that the DOCS IG investigators were to meet the officers in Hawthorne at 12:30 p.m.,
not 10:30 a.m. as stated in the explanation.  Furthermore, the case file indicates that these two
investigators were assigned to security at the funeral home, not the transport of the prisoner.  Thus,
as indicated on page 14 of the report, there is no support in the case files or Daily Activity Logs to
indicate that these investigators worked from 9:45 a.m. to 12:22 p.m. this day.

20. At the time of our audit, not one of the senior investigators we reviewed supervised six two-person
teams.  They supervised from one to four two-person teams.

21. As stated on page 15 of the report, we identified 5 senior investigators who were paid over $10,000
for time they did not work between April 26, 1996 and February 12, 1997.  The response does not
provide information to refute this.
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22. The example in the response does not address the reported finding because it is from January 1998,
after our field work for this audit ended.

23. The response once again does not address the specific items in the report.  We did not receive
information that identified this senior or his team of investigators and no documentation was provided
to prove that they worked these hours.  Since we were not provided these investigators’ names, we
do not know if they are included in our review, or that our review showed that they did not work
some or all of these hours. 

24. When we interviewed the Assistant Deputy Inspector General, he confirmed that the entry “Office”
on his overtime authorization form meant he was physically in the Long Island City office during
the time indicated on the form.  Once we began showing him documentation which indicated that he
was not in the office, he recanted his statement by saying that “Office” could mean in the office or
in the field.  However, he provided no explanation or documentation to show what field activity he
was working on.  This person does not complete a Daily Activity Log, therefore, the overtime
authorization sheet is the only record supporting his overtime.

25. The response is incorrect.  We have copies of the Assistant Deputy Inspector General’s overtime
authorization sheets from April 1996 through November 1996 and none of them were signed by his
supervisors.

26. The April 9, 1996 incident was identified after we interviewed this individual.  At that point, the
Inspector General would no longer allow auditors to interview him or his staff.

27. The response presents scenarios in which the sign in and sign out logs at a prison may not accurately
reflect an investigator’s arrival or departure time at a facility.  However, there is no documentation
to indicate that this actually occurred in any of the instances we cite as exceptions in the report on
pages 16 and 17 of the report.

28. The response is incorrect.  One Internal Affairs Investigator referred to in the report lives in
Hamilton, New York, north of Utica approximately 200 miles from Buffalo.

29. The response disputes our findings regarding one investigator who routinely drove from Albany to
his home outside Buffalo on Fridays.  However, for the response statements to be correct, one or
both the toll and hotel receipts had to be incorrect on the 46 occasions we cite.  In fact, we contacted
an official from the Thruway toll collection unit.  He stated that it would be possible to have an
occasional inaccurate receipt, but impossible to have this many receipts with inaccurate times. 

Moreover, the response does not dispute the fact that the only work this investigator performed on
these Fridays was to drive home.  Using the AAA standard of 4 hours and 57 minutes to drive to
Buffalo cited by the Commissioner, this means that, on average, this individual did not work at least
3 hours on Friday for each of the 46 instances cited.  To assume that more than 3 hours were added
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to the driving time every Friday to stop for gas and return phone calls as the Department suggests,
is simply not reasonable.

30. The response does not identify Investigator #2 nor provide any documentation to indicate how it was
determined that five occasions were not abuses. 

31. Since no DOCS officials reviewed our documentation, the response incorrectly indicates that this
investigator was included in the five we cited. In fact, he is not one of the five investigators cited
on pages 16 and 17 of the report. 

32. The response does not accurately reflect the audit results, and, as such indicates that the
recommendation does not have merit.  However, as indicated in Note 12, the audit results show that
the error rate for the 38 investigators we reviewed was 65.6 percent (1,840 of the 2,806 days).
DOCS management needs to reconsider its position with regard to the need for corrective action.

33. Both the Inspector General and the Deputy Inspector General for the Escape/Absconder Unit stated
that there are no formal written policies for assigning state vehicles, or for recording and tracking
mileage, gas usage or repairs.  The sections on pages 27 and 28 of the response related to the
assignment of state vehicles, vehicle mileage, gas usage and vehicle repairs are the informal,
unwritten policies of the Office.

34. We requested complete usage and maintenance records for each vehicle from the Deputy Inspector
General of the Escape/Absconder Unit.  He could not provide us with these records.  We compiled
maintenance data for selected vehicles from vendor invoices in the business office, records provided
by an outside vendor and in-house repair invoices from the maintenance department. 

35. Staff use the monthly mileage report as the record of fuel utilization. These forms are stored
haphazardly in boxes and not in files by vehicle. There is no compilation of the gas usage by car by
month. 

36. The credit card receipts confirm that the gas was purchased by the investigator.   However, in both
examples cited on page 19 of the report, the investigator did not record all of the purchases on his
mileage log.  Therefore, over thirty gallons of gas were not recorded on the mileage log for this
vehicle during these two months.

37. Based on our meetings with DOCS officials in November 1998, we removed two accidents reported
in our original draft.  The report has been revised to reflect the correct amount.

38. DOCS officials were informed in November which two accidents we no longer questioned.

39. The response contains explanations for the ten accidents however, because Department staff have not
reviewed our documentation, five of the explanations (1,2,7,9 and 10) relate to accidents which are
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not included in our report.  In fact, we agree that these accidents did not occur on the investigators’
day off or while they were off duty.  

The Commissioner did not respond to 3 accidents we cited.  Of the 5 examples he does respond to,
available documentation provides the following information:

For explanation #3, the investigator’s report stated that he hit the back of his wife’s car while
following her to a gas station at 8:30 a.m., three hours before his shift started that day.  We question
whether he was on his way to work as the response states.

For explanation #4, the response only states that the Assistant Deputy Inspector General mistakenly
recorded 6:30 p.m. instead of 8:30 p.m. on the accident report without any further information.

For explanation #5, the response indicates that the investigator hit a deer while en route to work after
a recall.  However, this investigator’s Daily Activity Log shows him as on his pass day and does
not mention the recall or the accident.

For explanation #6, the explanation for this accident differs significantly from what the senior
investigator told us. The response states that this senior investigator was off duty having dinner at
8 p.m. when he was recalled for an escape in Nassau County.  He states the process ended at 11:30
p.m. and the senior investigator had the accident on his way home.  The senior investigator did not
claim any overtime for this, according to the response. The accident report and the response state
the accident occurred when the investigator was cut off by another driver while northbound on the
Major Deegan Expressway at 3:24 a.m.

The senior investigator told us that he was working 3 p.m. to 11 p.m. that day as the late night
officer on duty without pay.  He stated there was an escape, he believed in Saratoga County, and
that he did not finish until around 11 p.m.  He then went to dinner and was returning home from
dinner when he had the accident.  He stated the accident was caused by mechanical failure of the
accelerator and transmission.

Both explanations are highly questionable.  First, it is unlikely that this senior would work 8 hours
overtime without pay.  Secondly, he and the Commissioner differ significantly regarding the time of
dinner and the location of the escape.  We question the investigator’s whereabouts between 11:30
p.m. and 3:24 a.m. when the accident occurred and why he was driving northbound on the Major
Deegan.

In explanation #8, the response states that the accident happened at 8:30 a.m. while the investigator
was en route to his house from his parents, where he spent the night.  The accident actually
happened at 8:30 p.m. as he was driving towards home from an unspecified location on his day off.

40. We realize that these vehicles have high mileage and are driven under city conditions, factors which
we discussed with outside vendors.  However, even after taking these factors into account, the
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instances cited represent excessive repairs.  As stated on page 21 of our report, we believe this could
mean that certain vehicle repairs were either unnecessary, not reasonable or may have not been done
as the records indicate.  In addition, the response does not specifically refute the five examples in
our report, it only provides general statements regarding the types of repairs cited.

41. The vehicle was donated to the Office by the Dutchess County District Attorney.  The tune-up
portion of the total bill was $233.88, ($133.88 for parts and $100 for labor) on the 4-cylinder
engine.  As stated in the report, we called the vendor over three years later and this same tune-up
was quoted at $140.

42. The response states that this employee does not work in Albany every day, rather he overnights in
Albany approximately 60 times annually.  These overnights are in addition to the days he commutes
to Albany and just create additional cost for DOCS for this person to work in his office.  As stated
in the report on page 23, this employee works nearly every day in Albany.

43. The response incorrectly references page 23 paragraph 1 instead of page 23 second bullet for our
discussion of an employee’s early departure.  Nevertheless, we question the need for a Deputy
Inspector General to leave his office early on Fridays to deliver “non-imperative” mail to the Albany
office from Long Island City.  We believe this practice simply allows this employee to leave early
on Fridays.  The “non-imperative” mail should be sent via inter-office mail which is delivered on
the next business day.

44. We did not assume an investigator worked in a location because he spent the night there.  To
determine where they worked each day, we reviewed investigators’ travel records and daily activity
logs.

45. We did not question why investigators from one area of the state are used in another part of the
state.  However, the response does not adequately address the issue of the four people identified as
having official stations far from their normal work locations as reported on pages 23 and 24 of the
report.

46. Our physical inventory of weapons found 36 recorded items in inventory, one weapon was listed
twice on the inventory, five weapons had been reassigned to the training academy on April 21, 1997
and one had been reassigned to an officer.  These changes had not been made to the May 5, 1997
inventory record.   In addition, we found the following items in the safe but not listed on the
inventory: three weapons returned by investigators who left the IG’s office in April 1997 or before;
two weapons returned by the Queen’s District Attorney; and one weapon traded in by an investigator
for a new weapon.  In addition, one weapon was listed as issued to the training academy in April
1997 which was not listed on the inventory.

47. Our report does not state that the Office is in violation of the Penal Law.  This section was removed
from the original draft based on our November 1998 meetings with DOCS officials.
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48. The response is incorrect.  We took our inventory of radios on May 21, 1997 and compared to a
listing of radios prepared by the Deputy Inspector General for the Escape/Absconder Unit that day.
Therefore, we did not incorrectly compare a June physical inventory to a May computer printout.
The exceptions noted on page 26 of the report are accurate.

49. The response regarding the 27 computer items we found which were not listed on the inventory
records is incorrect.  These items could not be traced to surplus documents on hand for the other
correctional facilities from New York City as reported.  If these documents do exist, they were not
provided to us at the time of our audit work.

50. The authorization we refer to on page 27 of our report is that which the Commissioner describes in
the second bullet on page 34 (i.e., B-38) of his response.  There was no authorization on the form
from either the Deputy Inspector General or the Director of Operations for these three disbursements.

51. The problems we encountered with the 10 payments are clearly defined on page 27 of the report.
Since Department officials have chosen not to review our work papers or request information
supporting these findings, they do not know which ten payments and cases are discussed in the
report. Moreover, they provided no documentation to support their statements that they found no
discrepancies in the eight cases they reviewed.  Furthermore, our report does not state or recommend
that Office investigators obtain receipts from “street snitches”.

52. The response regarding the case of commingled funds by the Deputy Inspector General of the
Narcotics Unit is inaccurate.  It indicates that the employee cashed the check in October 1994, paid
his investigators for money they spent and used the remaining funds from the check to replenish the
currency fund.  It then states that this person was able to deposit the same check in his own checking
account in December of 1997, three years and two months after he had cashed it.  It is impossible
for this employee to cash the check in October and deposit the same check into his personal checking
account over three years later.  

The Deputy Inspector General of Narcotics maintains a manual record of all receipts and
disbursements to and from this cash fund.  We repeatedly asked for the pages that covered the period
from October through December 1994, they were not provided to our auditors.  

53. According to both past and current IG employees, the monthly letters we cited were for the Inspector
General’s private charter boat business, not for a not-for-profit environmental group.


