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Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Office of the State Inspector General
Selected Operations of the Office of the State
Inspector General

The Office of the State Inspector General (OSIG) was established in 1986 to
receive inquiries and conduct investigations of fraud, abuse, and corruption
within most State agencies; report any findings; and recommend measures
for preventing misconduct in the future.  Since a restructuring in 1996, OSIG
has replaced a group of separate, semi-independent deputy inspectors general
who covered 47 agencies.  Total appropriations for the 1998-99 fiscal year
were $6.1 million, which was intended to support a workforce of 97.  For the
calendar years of 1997 and 1998, OSIG logged 2,262 allegations of wrongdo-
ing.

We audited selected OSIG activities for the period of January 1, 1996 through
July 15, 1999, and addressed the following question:

! Does OSIG conduct its investigations effectively and in a timely
manner?  

We informed OSIG of our intention to audit the effectiveness of its operations
in June 1998.  However, our fieldwork was delayed several months because
of extended discussions regarding the extent of access to records OSIG would
provide the Office of the State Comptroller.  OSIG officials denied our
access to confidential witness statements, including references to them
contained within investigative files.  As a result of audit scope limitations, we
were unable to reach conclusions concerning whether the evidence gathered
during investigations supported the decision-making process.  Therefore, we
cannot provide an independent opinion on this aspect of the effectiveness of
OSIG’s operations.  (See pp. 2-4)

In recent years OSIG has not produced any periodic accountability reports
(e.g., an annual report) similar to those produced by the previous State
Inspectors General. The previous reports provided a description of opera-
tions, including staffing and fiscal resources, as well as the number of
allegations received and the number of investigations closed during the
period, a breakdown of cases resulting in a prosecution or disciplinary action,
and an estimate of the total cost savings associated with investigations.
Information such as this provided the Governor, the Legislature, and the
public with a measure of the scope, efficiency and effectiveness of prior
State Inspector General operations.  We also concluded that OSIG should
prepare a formal mission statement, formalize its activities into a strategic
plan, and develop relevant performance measures.  (See pp. 7-12)

We found that OSIG has developed adequate procedures and a computerized
system for case management, and our tests of 54 investigative case files
revealed that OSIG employees generally comply with its documentation and



Comments of OSIG
Officials 

processing requirements.  Timeliness is a significant factor in OSIG’s
operation.  For example, OSIG case management procedures specify that
complaints are to be forwarded to the Intake Unit after no more than 2
business days.  Our review of 75 cases with intake dates after February
1998, identified 24, or 32 percent, for which this requirement was not met.
In contrast, 90 percent of the 1,376 cases we reviewed were assigned to a
Deputy Inspector General within 2 days after they reached the Intake Unit,
as required.  Within 10 days after receipt, the Deputy Inspector General is
to recommend an appropriate course of action to be taken regarding the
complaint. This requirement was met for 91 percent of the cases we
reviewed.  Finally, if a preliminary investigation is initiated, it is to be
concluded within 60 days.  This requirement was met in 52 percent of the
cases we reviewed.  In addition, we followed up on four allegations we
received suggesting that OSIG ignored a report of wrongdoing.  We found no
evidence of inappropriate conduct by OSIG with regard to the related four
investigations.  (See pp. 15-18)

OSIG owns 35 vehicles for operational use.  OSIG does not require its staff
to report or otherwise substantiate that they themselves paid for the gasoline
they consumed when they used the vehicles for personal commuting.  We
determined that 14 of the 23 employees who reported commuting miles in
February 1999 paid for their own gasoline while commuting.  We also found
that OSIG employees had not reported any commuting to the Division of the
Budget, during 1997 or 1998, as required.  OSIG officials told us they will
be reporting the taxable value of commuting with State vehicles for the 1999
tax year and would clarify the vehicle policy for all employees.  (See pp. 19-
21)

We reviewed training information for all OSIG investigators, Deputy
Inspectors General, and Deputy Chiefs from January 1, 1997 to April 29,
1999, and determined that all had received training in subjects related to their
duties.  All of the OSIG employees we interviewed stated they were satisfied
with the extent of training being provided.  (See pp. 23-24)

We provided draft copies of the matters in this report to OSIG officials for
their review and comment.  We considered their responses in preparing this
final report.

Unfortunately, OSIG management’s response to our draft report presents
misleading and inaccurate information regarding the manner in which this
audit was conducted as well as the conclusions reached.  However, we are
pleased that, despite the negative rhetoric of OSIG’s response, it appears our
audit has added value to OSIG operations.  For example, OSIG indicates that
it has already made some changes to improve operations as a result of this
audit in relation to vehicle usage, and plans to take some additional actions
regarding improving case management.  In addition, we remain hopeful that
OSIG will reconsider our recommendations concerning public accountability
for overall performance results.
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Background

Introduction

The Office of the State Inspector General (OSIG) was established in 1986,
pursuant to an Executive Order, to receive inquiries and conduct investiga-
tions of fraud, abuse, and corruption within most State agencies; report any
findings; and recommend measures for preventing misconduct in the future.
OSIG was restructured in June 1996 pursuant to Executive Order 39 (Order),
which provided for the consolidation of most of the State’s inspector general
activities in a single office. The restructured OSIG replaces a group of
separate, semi-independent deputy inspectors general who covered 47
agencies.  Total appropriations for the 1998-99 fiscal year were $6.1 million,
which was intended to support a workforce of 97.  Although just 79 of the 97
positions were filled as of February 1999, this operation is a dramatic change
from the one authorized for fiscal year 1994-95, when appropriations totaling
$1.7 million were expected to support a workforce of 29.

The new Order is intended to strengthen OSIG’s ability to detect, investigate,
and deter wrongdoing in State agencies and thereby promote integrity in
government. With the consolidation of the various inspector general activities,
OSIG has expanded its investigative resources to include former prosecutors,
detectives, and Federal agents.  In addition, the Order gives OSIG the
following duties and responsibilities:

! to receive and investigate complaints from any source, or to act on
the initiative of OSIG, concerning allegations of corruption, fraud,
criminal activity, conflicts of interest, or abuse in any covered
agency;

! to inform agency heads of such allegations and progress of investiga-
tions unless special circumstances require confidentiality;

! to determine with respect to such allegations whether disciplinary
action, civil or criminal prosecution, or further investigation by an
appropriate Federal, State, or local agency is warranted, and to
assist in such investigations;

! to prepare and release to the public written reports of such investiga-
tions, as appropriate and to the extent permitted by law, subject to
redactions to protect the confidentiality of witnesses (The release of
all or portions of such reports may be deferred to protect the
confidentiality of an ongoing investigation.);

! to periodically review and examine the policies and procedures of
covered agencies with regard to the prevention and detection of
corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts of interest, or abuse;
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Audit Scope,
Objective, and
Methodology

! to recommend remedial action that will prevent or eliminate
corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts of interest, or abuse in
covered agencies; and 

! to establish training programs for State officers and employees
regarding the prevention and elimination of corruption, fraud,
criminal activity, conflicts of interest, or abuse in covered agencies.

For the calendar years of 1997 and 1998, OSIG logged 2,262 allegations of
wrongdoing. OSIG’s disposition of these allegations, as of March 31, 1999,
is shown in the following table:
  

Allegations Logged by OSIG

Disposition 1997 1998 Total

Completed Investigation 342 118 460

No Action Deemed Necessary 134 214 348

Referred to Other Agency 579 645 1,224

Cases Remaining Open 55 175 230

Total Allegations Logged 1,110 1,152 2,262

We audited selected activities of the Office of the State Inspector General for
the period of January 1, 1996 through July 15, 1999.  The objective of our
performance audit was to evaluate selected operations of OSIG in conducting
investigations, including both the effectiveness and timeliness of the
investigations, pursuant to Executive Order 39.  We informed OSIG of our
intention to audit on June 3, 1998, and we planned to start the survey portion
of our audit work during the week of June 29, 1998. However, OSIG delayed
the start of our fieldwork several months.  For example, OSIG provided
some background information such as its investigative procedures manual,
staff roster, Executive Order 39 and general budget information on August
21, 1998.  However, the first audit meeting OSIG would agree to conduct did
not occur until October 7, 1998, over three months after we intended to begin
fieldwork.

Our fieldwork was also delayed because of extended discussions regarding
the extent of access to records OSIG would provide the Office of the State
Comptroller (OSC). Due to the confidential nature of OSIG’s mission, OSIG
officials denied our auditors access to confidential witness statements,
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including references to them contained within investigative files.  In an effort
to be productive during this period, our auditors gathered information related
to OSIG from external sources such as, the State Accounting System, the
Office of General Services and the New York State Thruway Authority.
However, this information had only limited value until it could be matched to
OSIG records.

Further, between October and December of 1998, OSIG would not allow
auditors to interview any of its staff without OSIG Counsel present.  This
served to create an environment where OSIG employees might not feel
comfortable speaking freely.  After considerable discussion, OSIG permitted
auditors access to its employees without Counsel present.  In addition, OSIG
would not allow auditors access to its investigation case files without officials
first reviewing every record and redacting information at their discretion.
Although we found no indication that case files had been altered, other than
for the redactions noted, the fact that OSIG officials did pre-screen all files
before providing them to our auditors means we have no way to know if files
were actually altered.

Between October 1998 and March 1999, OSIG allowed our auditors access
to only non-confidential information, such as case tracking information,
vehicle usage reports, and payroll and personnel records.  To mitigate some
of the effects of the limited access and the protracted deliberations over how
confidential materials would be handled, members of the audit team were
temporarily reassigned to a different audit.

Discussions concerning our protocol for access to confidential information
ultimately culminated in an agreement, whereby OSIG would continue pre-
screening and redacting confidential witness statements, or references to
them, and any identifying information relating to a witness.  This condition
remained in place through the remainder of the audit, with the exception of
our inquiry into four specific allegations, where we were allowed to review
the case files in their entirety.  

Investigations conducted by OSIG are of a sensitive and confidential nature,
as they can result in civil or criminal actions against individuals.  Further-
more, at times, these investigations involve outside agencies, such as the
State Police or the Federal Bureau of Investigation.  Each investigatory
agency shares information on a joint investigation with the understanding that
this information will not be disclosed to unauthorized parties.  However,
these concerns must be reconciled with the State Comptroller’s authority to
audit State operations.  Typically, the State Comptroller’s Office enters into
agreements with State agencies allowing auditors to review confidential
material related to an audit.  Despite our assurances of maintaining the
confidentiality of any records we reviewed, OSIG management would not
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Response of OSIG
Officials to Audit

agree to provide access to all of the particulars of an investigation.
Specifically, witness statements or references to them, and any identifying
information relating to the witness was redacted.  In some cases, the
information identifying the accused party was also redacted.  As a result of
these audit scope limitations, we were unable to reach conclusions concerning
whether the evidence gathered during investigations supported the decision-
making process.  Therefore, we cannot provide an independent opinion on this
aspect of the effectiveness of OSIG’s operations.

To accomplish the remaining aspects of our audit objective, we reviewed
procedures and regulations, interviewed responsible managers, and analyzed
program statistical and financial information. We tested the pre-screened
investigation case files and analyzed the database containing investigative
milestones such as date received, assigned, and completed. We also tested
vehicle usage reports to determine staff compliance with OSIG policy, and
reviewed personnel folders to assess staff qualifications.  We contacted 11
Inspector General Offices to obtain information about their operations.

Except for the previously-noted restriction on access to confidential informa-
tion and the fact that case files were pre-screened by OSIG officials, we
conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and perform our
audit to adequately assess those operations of OSIG which are included within
the audit scope.  Further, these standards require that we understand OSIG’s
internal control structure and compliance with those laws, rules and
regulations that are relevant to the operations which are 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 circum-
stances.  An audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments, and
decisions made by management.  We believe that our audit provides a
reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

We provided a draft copy of this report to OSIG officials for their review
and comment.  We considered their response to the draft report in preparing
this final report, and their response to the draft report is included as
Appendix B to this report.  In addition, we have included a Chronology of
Audit Activity as Appendix C.

We are disappointed by OSIG management’s misleading and inaccurate
response to our draft report.  Their response distorts the facts regarding the
manner in which this audit was conducted as well as the conclusions reached.
We are pleased that, despite the negative rhetoric of its response, our audit
apparently has added value to OSIG operations.  For example, OSIG
indicates that it has already made some changes to improve operations as a
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result of this audit in relation to vehicle usage, and plans to take some
additional actions to improve case management.  In addition, we remain
hopeful that OSIG will reconsider our recommendations concerning public
accountability for overall performance results.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170
of the Executive Law, the State Inspector General 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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Measuring and
Reporting
Performance

Accountability for Results of Operations
Officials who manage government programs should render an account of
their activities to the public.  Public officials, legislators, and citizens want
to know whether government programs are achieving their purposes and
whether these programs are operating economically and efficiently.
Although OSIG has established the policies and procedures necessary to
carry out its responsibilities and tracks the timeliness of investigative
milestones, we found that it has not established the comprehensive
measurement standards (benchmarks) necessary to allow its management
and others to readily evaluate its accomplishments.  OSIG is in compliance
with the public accountability requirements of Executive Order 39, which
provides for the issuance of separate public reports for each completed
investigation.  We recommend that OSIG summarize all of its accomplish-
ments in comprehensive annual reports.  We also recommend the use of
strategic planning and the development of additional quantitative and
qualitative performance measures to increase OSIG’s public accountability.
This would allow for comparisons between reporting periods, and could
help demonstrate improvement or improvement opportunities.

Combined with the lack of any published summary reports reflecting overall
activity, or standards and benchmarks to measure against, government
officials and the public’s ability to assess OSIG’s overall effectiveness is
diminished.

Performance measurement systems provide a basis for improving the
quality of public sector programs, as well as addressing waste and
inefficiency in government programs.  Such systems serve as the foundation
for organizational improvement; and provide all concerned parties, agency
staff and managers, the Executive, the Legislature and the public, with
information about the efficiency and effectiveness of programs and
operations.  Because they provide information about a program’s success
and serve as a warning system for potential undesired results, it is
important that relevant performance measures be developed to ensure that
the goals and objectives of a program are being achieved.  
In February 1999, OSC issued a revised edition of its Standards for Internal
Control in New York State Government. This document addresses the
important role played by internal controls in protecting government
resources against fraud, waste, mismanagement, or misappropriation.  It
discusses the five components of internal control —  control environment,
communication, assessing and managing risk, control activities, and
monitoring — and addresses two other items that support a good internal
control system and keep an organization’s focus on its mission:  evaluation
and strategic plans.  Management uses the evaluation process to assess the
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effectiveness of an organization’s operations in terms of its mission.
Strategic plans provide a course of action that will make it possible for all
of an organization’s activities to be consistent with its mission and enable
it to achieve its objectives or desired outcomes.

Internal control is the integration of the activities, plans, attitudes, policies,
and efforts of an organization’s employees to provide reasonable assurance
that it will achieve its objectives and fulfill its mission.  An effective
system of internal control is oriented around the organization’s mission,
which provides all members of the organization with a sense of purpose.
Without a mission that is defined and communicated clearly and is known
and understood by its employees, an organization may become inefficient
or even ineffective.  

Strategic planning should include the establishment of the organization’s
broad objectives and the development of strategies that should be followed
to achieve them. Along with the mission statement, management should
provide employees with written organizational and operational objectives as
well as goals that can be translated into specific, measurable targets.  

At the Federal level, the Inspector General Act of 1978 mandated the
reporting of certain statistics and related quantitative data to Congress.
These statistics, which included the number of reports issued, the dollar
amount of savings, dollar amount of fines, and the number of convictions,
became the basis for the development of the first formal performance
measures for the Federal Inspector General (IG) community.  Amendments
to the Act in 1988 expanded the reporting of such statistical accomplish-
ments to include the reporting of statistics by Federal agencies.  In 1994,
the President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency (PCIE) formed a task
force to consider approaches that IGs could use to develop performance
measures that would help them determine whether their efforts have
resulted in significant improvements in the effectiveness, quality, economy,
efficiency, and integrity of agencies; or in program functions or activities.
The task force asked IG members of the PCIE to submit three to five
office-specific goals they had established.  It then compiled a composite
summary of these goals that individual IGs could use or modify for their
own use.  Some examples of the goals and performance measures
established with the help of the summary were:

Example 1:

! Goal — Provide independent, objective, and timely audit, investiga-
tion, and inspection services for agency programs.  
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! Performance measure — measurement of time required to
initiate/resolve allegations.

Example 2:

! Goal — Train agency personnel in the prevention and detection of
fraud, waste, and abuse.  

! Performance measure — hours of training per agency staff on the
strengthening of practices and the prevention of fraud, waste, and
abuse.

In establishing its system of internal control, OSIG has succeeded in hiring
qualified staff, establishing written policies and procedures, and developing
a system for case management and tracking that collects relevant
investigation data. OSIG policies incorporate several concepts contained
within PCIE’s Quality Standards for Investigations, which include standards
for investigative planning, training, staff qualifications, and reporting. OSIG
has also certified to the State Division of the Budget its compliance with
provisions of Article 45, Section 951, of the Executive Law.  Known as the
Internal Control Act, this law requires agencies to identify their functions
and assess the risks and consequences that are likely to occur if those
functions are not performed properly.  Agencies are to review correspond-
ing controls to determine whether control weaknesses exist, then to take
corrective actions to address any such weaknesses that are identified.

We believe OSIG should next formalize a strategic plan and develop
relevant performance measures.

OSIG has not prepared a formal mission statement or strategic plan.
According to OSIG officials, their strategic plan is set forth in various
documents such as the budget request and Executive Order 39.  As
discussed in the Case Management section of this report, OSIG collects the
data necessary for a performance measurement system.  Also, OSIG
officials have developed maximum time frames for some steps within the
investigation process and a monitoring system for identifying exceptions.
However, beyond these case tracking time frames, OSIG officials have not
established overall goals, objectives, standards or benchmarks for
monitoring their effectiveness in fulfilling the duties and responsibilities
specified in Executive Order 39. 

In recent years, OSIG has not produced any periodic annual reports
similar to those produced by previous State Inspectors General. The
previous reports provided a description of operations, including staffing and
fiscal resources and the number of allegations received during the period.
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The reports also included the number of investigations closed during the
period, including a breakdown of cases resulting in a prosecution or
disciplinary action, and provided an estimate of the total cost savings
associated with investigations. Information such as this provided the
Governor, the Legislature, and the public with a measure of the scope,
efficiency and effectiveness of prior State Inspector General operations. 

During our audit, we contacted 11 other Inspector General Offices to
determine whether they had developed strategic plans and performance
measures —  5 in Federal agencies (Departments of Agriculture, Justice,
Labor, Treasury, and the Environmental Protection Agency); 4 in the states
of Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Florida, and Louisiana; and 2 at the New
York State Metropolitan Transit Authority (NYSMTA) and the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA). 

We found that the five Federal IGs had developed strategic plans that
included mission statements, as well as the following types of performance
measures:

S number of complaints received;

S number of cases/investigations to be completed;

S percentage of investigations completed within 12 months;

S average number of days investigations are open;

S percentage of cases that should yield convictions or other
civil/administrative action;

S number of fraud reports issued;

S percentage of fraud investigations resulting in criminal prosecu-
tions;

S percentage of fraud investigations resulting in fines, penalties,
recoveries, etc.; and 

S percentage of customers indicating satisfaction with investiga-
tions.

While these performance measures provide useful information, they need
to be compared to established goals, standards or benchmarks in order to
assess an agency’s overall performance.  Some Federal agencies had not
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developed specific benchmarks for their performance measures. Instead,
they compared current-year performance to that of prior periods.

One of the four state IGs we contacted, the Office of the State Inspector
General in Louisiana, has established performance measures.  It has a
strategic plan that includes a mission statement, objectives, goals, and
performance measures.  Records maintained through the Louisiana
performance measures include such items as: number of cases opened per
year; percentage of cases closed within one year of receipt; number of
reports issued; and number of report recommendations that increase
efficiency and effectiveness, recover state resources, and refer wrongdoing
to other authorities.

Officials at the NYS MTA have a strategic business plan containing nine
separate goals for the NYS MTA IG, who has also identified performance
measures for each of the goals.  Although the LACMTA has not developed
performance measures, it does produce a semiannual report detailing its
accomplishments.  It provides such information as the number of investiga-
tions opened, closed, and ongoing; and narrative information on audit
reports issued and investigations closed. 

We compared the duties and responsibilities of OSIG listed in Executive
Order 39 with those contained in the performance plans we received from
the other IGs we contacted.  The following chart contains a list of OSIG’s
duties and responsibilities, as well as performance measures adopted by
other IGs for use in similar circumstances.  OSIG should refer to this list
for guidance as it establishes performance measures applicable to its
operations:
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RESPONSIBILITIES AND SUGGESTED PERFORMANCE MEASURES
USED BY OTHER INSPECTORS GENERAL

OSIG Responsibilities Suggested Performance Measures

1. To receive and investigate complaints concerning allegations Number of complaints received; number of investigations in
of corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts of interest, open status; percentage of investigations completed within 12
or abuse in covered agencies. months; average number of days investigations are open;

average number of days to assign a complaint; number of
investigations resulting in significant findings of fraud, waste,
and mismanagement; and number of instances in which fraud
and abuse were eliminated.

2. To inform agency heads about such allegations and to Average elapsed time between completion of a finding and
report progress of investigations, unless circumstances communication with responsible management, as well as number
require confidentiality. of customer satisfaction surveys conducted and results of same.

3. To determine whether disciplinary action, civil or criminal Number of cases referred for criminal prosecution and/or
prosecution, or further investigation by another agency is administrative action, percentage of cases that should yield
warranted; and to assist in that activity. convictions or other civil/administrative action, number of joint

investigations, and working relationships developed with other
agencies.

4. To prepare and release to the public written reports of such Average elapsed time between completion of field work and
investigations. issuance of a document detailing OSIG findings; and number

of investigation reports issued.

5. To periodically review and examine the policies and None specifically identified.  OSIG should consider developing
procedures of covered agencies with regard to the prevention its own performance measures. 
and detection of corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts
of interest, or abuse. 

6. To recommend actions intended to prevent or eliminate Average number of days to implement recommendations; number
corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts of interest, or of recommendations accepted by the agencies; number of
abuse in covered agencies. investigations resulting in significant findings of fraud, waste,

and mismanagement; and number of instances in which fraud
and abuse were eliminated.

7. To establish training programs for State officers and Number of employee briefings delivered; number of employees
employees regarding the prevention and elimination of who have received training in these areas; number of presenta-
corruption, fraud, criminal activity, conflicts of interest, or tions to State employees concerning OSIG’s mission and
abuse in covered agencies. purpose; and number of training sessions and meetings devoted

to awareness of fraud, waste, and abuse.

OSIG officials told us they agree with the concept of using performance
measures; they also agreed they could increase the use of data they
currently collect on their case management system. However, they noted
that the use of performance measures in law enforcement is a difficult
process that remains controversial.  For example, they can raise the
specter of quotas which can intentionally lead to abuse of authority.  We
encourage OSIG officials to develop the performance measures they
believe can help them track the accomplishment of their goals and
objectives, and to enhance public accountability.
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Recommendations

1. Develop a formal strategic plan that includes a mission statement,
objectives, goals, and performance measures.  Communicate the
plan to all OSIG employees, and monitor OSIG’s performance in
the accomplishment of its goals and objectives.  Periodically update
the plan to reflect changing conditions.

(OSIG’s response addresses this recommendation in three sections:
Strategic Planning, Mission Statement, and Performance
Measures.  Within its strategic planning narrative, OSIG agrees
that it does not have a written plan, but does not indicate whether it
will develop one.  OSIG, in stating that Executive Order 39
satisfies the requirement of a mission statement, demonstrates a
lack of understanding regarding this concept.  A mission statement
expresses why an organization exists, not what they do or how they
do it.  The response concerning performance measures also
demonstrates a misunderstanding of this concept and includes
several inaccurate statements.  First, OSIG states it is a major
proponent of performance measures, then follows by explaining
why it cannot subject itself to any real assessment of its
performance.  OSIG is incorrect in stating that the performance
measures we suggest are virtually identical to those already
established by it.  As we state in the body of the report, OSIG has
not developed any qualitative performance measures.  OSIG is also
incorrect in stating that we minimized the system it has in place, as
we describe in detail the time monitoring system OSIG has
developed.  Further, we used information from its system to test
OSIG adherence to its standards.)
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Recommendations (Cont’d)

2. Develop and publish a comprehensive annual report reflecting the
results of OSIG operations to enhance public accountability.

(OSIG does not indicate whether or not it plans to produce an
annual report.  OSIG’s response concerning this recommendation
includes several inaccurate statements.  For example, OSIG states
that we did not examine its compilation of investigative reports.
During our audit, we noted that OSIG produces individual public
reports for completed investigations.  This is the evidence we used
to conclude that OSIG was in compliance with the requirements of
Executive Order 39.  However, at no time during the audit did
OSIG officials make available to our auditors any documents
referred to as statistical summaries.  Regardless, OSIG officials
seem to miss the point that the State’s citizens cannot be expected
to read hundreds of individual investigative reports in an attempt to
evaluate its overall performance.)
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Case Management
OSIG has developed processing procedures for investigating cases as well
as a computerized case management system for recording and monitoring
case activities.  OSIG notified its employees of these  interim procedures
in February 1998, and in October 1998 incorporated them into its overall
operations manual.  The policy statement for these procedures indicates that
OSIG shall conduct all investigations in a professional and thorough manner
and shall conclude all cases promptly.  The case management procedures
include maximum allowable time frames for completion of specified steps
within an investigation.
 
The case management system provides management with information
regarding the number of cases classified as Open, Closed, No Action, and
Referred.  The system includes key dates such as the date an allegation is
received, the date an investigation is assigned to the responsible employees,
and the date the investigation is completed.  OSIG upgraded its computer
tracking system in June 1998 to provide management with certain status or
activity reports, including investigations that do not meet a designated time
frame.  It is currently working with an outside vendor to further improve
its computerized case management system. 

When we initially planned our audit, we wanted to determine the overall
effectiveness of OSIG’s investigative process.  However, the limits OSIG
placed on our ability to review and evaluate its case files precluded us
from reaching such a conclusion.  We were able to conclude that OSIG has
developed procedures and a computerized case management system that are
adequate.  From the 2,262 allegations processed during our audit scope
period, we reviewed 54 cases.  We judgmentally selected these 54 cases
to include cases that were open, closed, no action, and referred.  We
concluded that, except in the instances noted in this report, employees of
OSIG generally comply with its documentation and processing requirements.

We received allegations that OSIG choose to either totally or partially
ignore four reported instances of wrongdoing.  Each of the four allegations
we reviewed suggested that OSIG ignored a report of wrongdoing entirely,
or performed only a superficial investigation resulting in a failure to
uncover the reported wrongdoing.  In an exception to the normal OSIG
procedure for this audit, we were provided with immediate and unrestricted
access to each of the four investigation case files.  We found no evidence
of inappropriate conduct by OSIG with regard to these four investigations.
For one case, OSIG concluded that wrongdoing had occurred, had
recommended disciplinary action, and referred the case to the State
Attorney General to consider for prosecution.  For two other cases, OSIG
concluded that the original allegation was unsubstantiated.  The final case
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Timeliness of
Complaint Intake 

Timeliness of
Deputy Inspector
General
Assignments

was still classified as an open investigation at the time of our review, and
was being actively pursued. 

During our audit, we obtained a download of selected data from OSIG’s
case management system.  To determine whether OSIG staff had complied
with the time frames specified in their case management policies and
procedures, we analyzed selected data for 1,376 cases with intake dates of
February 1, 1998 through March 31, 1999. 

OSIG’s Intake Unit is responsible for processing all complaints and
answering the Hot Line.  Its policies and procedures for case management
specify that the Intake Unit prepare a complaint intake form for all
complaints received by OSIG.  This form serves as the basis for all
investigative actions, and no investigation is to be initiated without prior
approval by the Deputy Chief, and until a complaint is assigned a case
number.  OSIG also encourages its employees to receive complaints.  In
such cases, the Deputy Inspector General (DIG) is responsible for
forwarding the complaint to the Intake Unit “as soon as practical,”
generally described by OSIG officials as no more than two business days.

We obtained information for 75 cases with intake dates after February
1998, including the date the complaint was received by OSIG.  We
identified 24 cases (32 percent) in which the complaint information had
been received by an OSIG employee but had not been forwarded to the
Intake Unit within 2 business days, as required.  The elapsed time between
the date the complaint was received and the date it was forwarded ranged
from 3 to 144 business days and averaged 23 days for these 24 cases.

OSIG’s case management policies and procedures specify that the Intake
Unit will open a complaint folder within two business days after a
complaint has been received and enter the complaint information, as well
as the identity of the assigned DIG, into the case management system.
Therefore, the DIG should be assigned to the case within the same time
period — two business days after a complaint is received.

To determine whether the DIGs had been assigned within the required
period of time, we reviewed the 1,376 cases with intake dates of February
1, 1998 through March 31, 1999.  Referring to the data we were provided
from the case management system, we compared the intake date with the
date the DIG was assigned.  For approximately 90 percent of the cases, the
2-day time frame was met; for the remaining 10 percent (143 cases), the
elapsed time ranged from 3 to 19 business days and averaged 4.2 days.
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Timeliness of
Recommended
Course of Action

Timeliness of
Preliminary
Investigations 

 
OSIG’s policies and procedures manual indicates that the assigned DIG will
recommend to the Deputy Chief an appropriate course of action within ten
days of receiving the completed complaint intake form.  The DIG may
recommend one of the following actions:

!! No Action — There will be no investigative activity in response to the
complaint.

! Referral — The complaint will be referred to the affected agency or
another agency that has jurisdiction and OSIG will take no further
action.

! Investigation — The complaint warrants a full investigation and
becomes an open investigation case.

! Preliminary Investigation — A complaint warrants initial action, short
of a full investigation, to determine whether an investigation should be
opened.  In these cases, limited investigative steps will be taken to
determine the appropriate course of action.

We also reviewed the 1,376 cases to determine whether the DIGs had
recommended a course of action within 10 business days, as required.  We
compared the date the DIG was assigned with the date the case status was
assigned on the case management system.  For 91 percent of the cases, the
10-day requirement was met.  For the remaining 9 percent (117 cases), the
elapsed time ranged from 11 to 20 business days for 92 cases, and 21 to
95 days for the remaining 25 cases.
 

According to OSIG’s case management policies and procedures, a DIG can
recommend that a preliminary investigation be initiated.  Such an
investigation is undertaken when a complaint warrants something short of
a full investigative effort to determine whether an investigation should be
opened.  Within 60 business days, the DIG is to conclude the preliminary
investigation by recommending one of three actions: No Action, Referral,
or Investigation.

OSIG officials supplied us with a report from their case management
system.  This report was a listing of cases that had been classified as
preliminary investigations but had later been classified as No Action,
Referral, or Investigation cases.  It included 280 cases that had been
categorized as preliminary investigations at some point between February
1998 and June 1999.  Using this data, we determined the amount of time
that had been allotted for a preliminary investigation in each case.  We
found that the 60-day time limit specified in OSIG’s policies and procedures
had been met in about 51 percent of the 280 cases.  For the remaining 49



18

Recommendation

3. Continue efforts to enforce staff compliance with time frames
specified in OSIG’s policies and procedures for case management.

(OSIG’s response calls for even greater disclosure of a point which
we clearly make within this report.  The report provides a complete
breakdown of the number of cases tested, the number in
compliance, the number exceeding the time frame, and the range
of days and the average time frame for the exceptions.  Concerning
our finding related to complaints received in the field, OSIG
indicated that, as a result of our audit, it will be amending the policy
to implement a two-business day period for forwarding complaints
to the Intake Unit.)

percent (136 cases), 112 of them were completed between 61 and 65 days.
For the remaining 24 cases, these delays ranged from 66 to 181 days.
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Vehicle Usage by OSIG Employees
OSIG owns 35 vehicles for use in conducting its operations.  Each vehicle
has a gasoline credit card and New York State Thruway EZ PASS
authorization (EZ PASS).  OSIG Policy (Policy) O170, Operation of State
Vehicles and Radio Procedures indicates that assignment, use, and
maintenance of State vehicles by OSIG employees will be conducted in a
manner consistent with the mandate and authority of OSIG in accordance
with Item D-750, State Vehicles, of the New York State Budget Policy and
Reporting Manual. The Policy states that a vehicle shall be assigned to each
of seven top officials (the Inspector General, First Deputy, Executive
Deputy, Chief Inspector, and each of three Deputy Chiefs).  The remaining
vehicles are to be considered pool vehicles for general use of OSIG staff
when conducting investigations or other official business.  At the time of
our audit, OSIG had 61 staff in investigative titles who might need a car
for investigative purposes.

OSIG policy requires employees who have an assigned vehicle to complete
monthly usage reports.  These are to be filled out every time a vehicle is
used, with notations of the dates used, the beginning and ending mileage,
and both the destination and relevant OSIG case number.  Original copies
of repair bills and gasoline credit card receipts are to be attached to this
form.  OSIG policy requires employees who use the vehicles for
commuting to and from work to pay for the gasoline they use during their
commute, and they are not allowed to use the agency EZ PASS at that
time.  They are also responsible for the taxable value of the personal use
of the assigned vehicle.

We reviewed vehicle usage reports, gasoline credit card receipts, and EZ
PASS billings for each of the vehicles for the months of May, August, and
November 1998 and February 1999.  The purpose of this review was to
determine whether employees were adhering to OSIG policy.  We found
that a total of 26 employees had reported using a State vehicle for
commuting during the 4 months we tested.  Vehicles assigned to agency
heads are classified for “unrestricted use” and are exempt from certain
policies issued by the State Division of the Budget (DOB) governing usage
of State vehicles.  Therefore, we did not include the usage data regarding
the vehicle assigned to the State Inspector General in our audit work.  The
observations contained within this document are based on our analysis of the
remaining vehicles operated by OSIG.
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Use of Gasoline
Credit Cards

Although the majority of OSIG employees use their assigned vehicles for
commuting at least some of the time, OSIG does not require its staff to
report or otherwise substantiate that they themselves have paid for the
gasoline consumed during that commutation.  Nor does it perform any other
type of analysis to ensure that employees pay for their own gasoline while
commuting.  OSIG officials told us they have not identified a methodology
that would serve such a purpose.

During the four months we tested, we obtained the State gasoline credit
card receipts for each vehicle.  We reviewed the miles each vehicle
traveled, using the mileage employees had categorized as either commuting
or business use, and determined whether the State gasoline credit card
purchases were reasonable in relation to the business miles.  For this
calculation, we used 20 miles per gallon as an average.  For example, an
employee may travel 1,000 miles in a month — 500 commuting miles and
500 business miles.  In this case, we would expect that State credit card
purchases would not exceed 25 gallons, because at 20 miles per gallon, 25
gallons of gas would be required for the 500 business miles. If more than
25 gallons of gasoline were purchased using the State credit card, we
concluded that the employee did not pay for gasoline to cover his or her
personal use of the vehicle.

We recognize that our approach is not an absolute measure; however, it
provides an approximation of whether or not the employee is purchasing
gasoline for commuting.  Using this approach, we determined that 14 of the
23 employees who reported commuting miles in February 1999 paid for
their own gasoline while commuting in accordance with OSIG policy.  The
following chart reflects our estimation of the degree to which State gasoline
credit cards were used for personal vehicle usage by the remaining nine
employees.

Employee
 Number

Business Purchased Using Gallons Needed Purchased with
Miles State Credit Card for Business State Credit Card

Actual Gallons Excess Gallons 

1 629 45 32 13

2 314 67 16 51

3 744 84 38 46

4 93 101 5 96

5 248 45 13 32

6 226 52 12 40

7 1,065 107 54 53

8 693 66 35 31

9 86 36 5 31
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Taxable Value of
Commuting

When we discussed these observations with OSIG officials, they told us
they believed employees may not have understood the policy requiring them
to pay for gasoline.  Officials stated that some employees had been
employed previously by police organizations, which often provide all the
gasoline an employee uses, regardless of how the vehicle is being used.
They said they intended to discuss this aspect of their policy with DOB;
modify some aspects, if necessary; and clarify the policy for all employees.

When employees use a State vehicle for commuting, the value is considered
a taxable fringe benefit. The employer is to determine the value of this
benefit and add it to the employees’ W-2 earnings statements as documenta-
tion for the Internal Revenue Service.  Moreover, OSIG considers any
commuting mileage to be personal and requires the employee to report the
taxable value of that use, consistent with OSIG Policy A160 and all
applicable State policies and procedures.  A160 indicates that employees
must report to DOB the taxable value of personal use as reported in payroll
bulletins issued by OSC.  A160 also indicates that DOB forwards forms
and instructions to drivers each year, to help them determine the fringe
benefit they have derived in the past year.  The reports are supposed to be
completed by the employee and returned to the Director of Administration,
who reviews the data provided, checks it for accuracy, and forwards the
forms to the payroll office of the DOB Administrative Services Unit.

DOB processes OSIG payroll and asks OSIG employees each year to
report the taxable value of their personal commuting, if any.  We found
that OSIG employees did not report any commuting to DOB during 1997 or
1998.  OSIG officials told us they had a misunderstanding with DOB
concerning this requirement, and that DOB instructed OSIG to require its
employees to report this additional income directly on their Federal and
State tax returns.  They expressed the belief that all of their employees had
handled the matter individually by reporting their commuting expenses on
their personal returns.  

Following our initial discussion with them regarding this matter, OSIG
officials met with DOB representatives.  After that meeting, OSIG officials
informed us that they will be reporting the taxable value of commuting with
State vehicles to DOB for the 1999 tax year and that they would clarify the
policy with all OSIG employees.
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Recommendations

4. Remind employees of OSIG policy concerning personal commuting
in State vehicles, including the requirement to pay for gasoline
consumed during the commute.

5. Develop a procedure for obtaining reasonable assurance that
employees pay for their own gasoline when commuting in State
vehicles.

(OSIG indicates that it has already changed its internal policies with
regard to the manner in which it monitors vehicle usage to ensure
that staff understand the importance of and comply with agency
requirements.)

6. Report to DOB the value of employees’ personal commutation with
State vehicles so that it can be included in their W-2 statements.
Issue amended W-2 statements for 1997 and 1998 for affected
employees.

(OSIG indicates that it has conducted discussions with DOB and that
the issue has been resolved.  Further, OSIG indicates that 1999 W-2
forms for all employees utilizing State vehicles reflect the taxable
value of that usage.  OSIG does not indicate whether it is pursuing
amendments to the 1997 and 1998 W-2 statements as we
recommended.)
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Staff Qualifications and Training
When the current State Inspector General was appointed in 1996, OSIG had
just six employees.  One of OSIG’s first priorities was to re-staff the
organization with qualified individuals, but the SIG has indicated that
selecting qualified staff was more important than filling vacant positions
quickly.  As of February 1999, OSIG has filled 79 of its 97 authorized
positions.

The control environment is an integral part of an organization’s system of
internal control, and includes management’s attitude toward internal control
and the control consciousness of the employees.  The employment of
competent staff who have the skill, knowledge, and ability necessary to
perform their assigned tasks is a key factor in the organization’s control
environment.  Management is responsible for hiring qualified staff and
providing them with the training they need to do their jobs.

In the President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency’s Quality Standards
for Investigations, the first general standard for investigative organizations
states that individuals assigned to conduct investigative activities must
collectively possess professional proficiency for the task required.  In
addition, the PCIE standards state that the training of investigators should
be a continuing process, based on a continuous career development program
that provides proper preparation, training, and guidance to employees and
enables them to develop into professionally-qualified investigators and
supervisors.

Recognizing that the investigative staff of OSIG should have the necessary
educational background and experience to conduct investigations properly,
OSIG has established specifications for its Confidential Investigator titles.
For example, the specifications for its entry-level Confidential Investigator
call for at least three years of experience in law enforcement or criminal
investigations, or in forensic or field accounting/audit work.  Possession of
a bachelor’s degree in criminal justice, accounting, or another re-
lated/relevant field plus a demonstrated commitment to investigative or audit
work may be substituted for practical experience.  To be promoted to a
higher title within the Confidential Investigator series, an employee is
required to obtain additional years of experience.

During our audit, we tested to determine whether ten OSIG employees,
including the top five managers, were hired in accordance with the
standards set by OSIG.  We interviewed each employee and reviewed their
personnel folders, which are maintained by the New York State Division
of the Budget.  We determined that the ten tested employees all had
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qualifications that appear to provide them with the necessary knowledge,
skills, and abilities to perform their duties.  For example, a number of
employees each had several years of experience in working for the Federal
Bureau of Investigation or the New York City Police Department; some
had military experience; and others had received medals, awards, and
citations while working in a previous position.

We also reviewed summary training information for all OSIG investigators,
Deputy Inspectors General, and Deputy Chiefs from January 1, 1997 to
April 29, 1999.  We determined that all of these employees had received
some degree of training in subjects related to their OSIG duties, such as
surveillance techniques, fraud investigation, and techniques of interviewing
and interrogation.  We also spoke with several OSIG employees about the
amount of training OSIG offers its employees.  All of the employees we
interviewed stated they were satisfied with the extent of training they and
their subordinates were receiving.  No recommendations are therefore
made in this area.

(Since our audit tests concluded that OSIG hired qualified staff, we made
no recommendation in this area.  This is a clear example of our commit-
ment to produce a balanced report, giving credit where appropriate.
Nevertheless, OSIG felt compelled to attach the backgrounds of all of its
employees to its response to our draft report.)
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Appendix C

Chronology of Audit Activity

The following is a chronology of the key events during this audit.  This brief summary portrays the
patience and effort extended by OSC auditors and management in coping with the many delays resulting
from the actions of the Office of the State Inspector General (OSIG).  As can be seen, from the very
beginning of the audit, OSIG management was uncooperative and took actions to limit or delay our
progress by restricting access to personnel and information.  Due to this general lack of cooperation from
OSIG management, this audit, for which fieldwork was originally scheduled to be completed in four
months, actually extended over a 21-month period.  

  Date                                                Event                                           
   

06/03/98 OSC sent the audit engagement letter to State Inspector General Roslynn Mauskopf.  The
letter stated OSC’s intention to begin audit work during the week of June 29, 1998.
During phone calls to the OSIG to set up an opening conference, it became apparent that
OSIG officials were resistant to the audit.  In fact, several weeks went by before the OSIG
agreed to attend an opening conference.

07/20/98 At the insistence of OSIG, the opening conference was held on OSC’s premises. This is
highly unusual, as opening conferences are typically held at the agency’s place of business.
At the meeting, OSIG officials expressed concerns about OSC’s audit scope, and said they
would get back to us regarding the beginning date of audit fieldwork. 

08/10/98 Senior OSC management met with OSIG officials to attempt to resolve concerns over
access to personnel and records, as well as the scope of the audit.  The audit team
continued to gather background information from sources outside of OSIG. 

10/07/98 The first on-site meeting between the audit team and OSIG was held.  OSIG provided
audit team members with a brief overview of their case tracking and management system.
The audit team focuses on reviewing expenditure data obtained from outside sources.

11/09/98 The audit team conducted its second interview with OSIG officials, including Ms.
Mauskopf.  The four-week delay since the first interview is attributed by OSIG to a
shutdown in communications resulting from them learning about our attempt to contact a
prior OSIG employee to follow through on an allegation regarding OSIG operations.
OSIG provided the audit team with an overview of Executive Order 39.
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12/07/98 Following a series of meetings with OSIG officials, it is clear that OSIG’s Counsel plans
to attend all meetings involving the auditors and OSIG staff.  This is seen as an impairment
to the audit and is discussed at a meeting between OSC and OSIG management. 

12/14/98 OSIG will not allow the audit team access to investigation case files without OSIG officials
pre-screening and redacting the files.  The audit team discusses this situation internally with
OSC management and it is agreed that we should proceed tentatively in order to complete
the audit survey as best we can under the circumstances.  A redaction scenario is
reluctantly agreed to where the audit team sees a count of papers in a case file prior to
redaction by OSIG.  This proved to be a very time consuming process with little assurance
we would see all relevant information in an unaltered form.

01/05/99 Examples of redacting by OSIG Counsel are shared with OSC management.  Redaction
is determined to negatively affect OSC’s ability to draw conclusions on the appropriateness
of OSIG activity.  

01/06/99 OSIG Counsel asks our auditor-in-charge to sign an access agreement as a condition of
allowing meetings between OSC auditors and OSIG staff without Counsel’s attendance.
OSC management concludes that the agreement is too restrictive.  On 1/27/99, OSC
management wrote to Ms. Mauskopf requesting adequate access to staff and records. 

02/10/99 Due to the extended delays, most of the audit team is reassigned to another audit.  This
assignment ended on 3/26/99.  During this period, a meeting with OSIG is scheduled and
postponed several times and finally is held on 3/8/99.  At this meeting, senior OSC
management met with Ms. Mauskopf and her staff to attempt to resolve access issues.
OSC agreed to allow the OSIG to redact only confidential witness statements in case files.
In addition, OSIG agrees to allow OSC staff to interview OSIG staff without Counsel
being present.

04/20/99 Audit team begins receiving access per 3/8/99 agreement.  Some progress is being made
on reviewing the “Vehicle Usage by OSIG Employees,” and “Staff Qualifications and
Training” areas of the audit.

06/02/99 Audit supervisor and auditor-in-charge met with OSIG officials to discuss OSC’s audit plan
for proceeding with the audit.

07/02/99 Preliminary audit findings are issued to OSIG covering “Vehicle Usage by OSIG
Employees,” and “Staff Qualifications and Training.”  OSIG has provided about half of
the 35 cases we intended to test per the audit plan. 

7/22/99 Preliminary audit finding is issued to OSIG covering “Use of Performance Measures.”
The OSIG has provided the remaining half of the cases to be tested per the audit plan. 
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8/23/99 OSC issued the last preliminary finding on “Case Management.”  

9/01/99 OSC completed audit fieldwork and provided OSIG with a sample audit representation
letter and requested that they provide us with a signed audit representation letter.  

9/29/99 A copy of the Background, and the Scope, Objectives and Methodology sections of the
draft report was provided to OSIG for review and comment.

10/2/99 OSC audit staff held a meeting with OSIG officials to discuss the Background, and the
Scope, Objectives and Methodology sections.  OSIG officials were concerned that the
impairments relating to excessive delays and access restrictions cited in the report presented
them as being overly secretive of their operation.  Further, they stated their belief that
because OSC ultimately agreed to conduct an audit of their process and not the
effectiveness of their operations, we shouldn’t note this change in the audit objectives.
OSIG officials also stated that OSC auditors were not capable of assessing their
effectiveness.  OSC staff stated that these sections reflected what actually occurred, and
was relevant and necessary disclosure so that the reader of the report would understand
the cause of this very significant shift in audit direction. OSC disagreed with OSIG
officials’ conclusion that we could not assess the effectiveness of OSIG’s operations and
explained how we could have made such an assessment.  OSC auditors reminded OSIG
officials that the allegations which gave rise to the audit could not be adequately addressed
given the limitations they imposed.  

11/3/99 OSC submitted a preliminary copy of our draft report to OSIG for discussion at a closing
conference.

12/3/99 OSC audit staff held a meeting with OSIG officials to discuss the preliminary audit
findings.  At OSIG’s request, the audit director attended.  As a result of valid concerns
raised by OSIG, some changes to the preliminary findings were agreed to.  OSIG officials
reiterated their previous aversion to describing the audit scope changes in the report.  OSC
staff once again explained our position and stated that we would have to reflect these
relevant facts as they had a direct bearing on the direction and outcome of the audit.

1/06/00 OSC submitted revised preliminary audit findings to the OSIG reflecting edits made based
on prior meetings.  In the cover letter accompanying the revised preliminary audit findings,
OSC indicated that the audit was over and that we were prepared to formally issue the
draft report.  As such, OSC staff stated that we would like the next meeting to be
considered the formal exit conference.

1/14/00 Another meeting was held with OSIG officials by the audit staff.  OSIG officials indicated
that they were happy with some of the edits made, but still objected to the narrative
reflecting the change in audit scope and the assertion that there were audit delays caused
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by their actions.  OSC staff again pointed out that the statements were based on facts and
unless proven incorrect would remain in the report.  The facts were not challenged,
however, OSIG officials still maintained their objection to presenting this information in
the report.

1/18/00 A telephone conference call was held between OSIG officials, the OSC audit director and
the audit team.  OSC participants stated that this was the closing conference.  OSIG
objected, stating that Ms. Mauskopf would like to meet with OSC officials at a meeting
scheduled for January 31, 2000.  We agreed to the meeting, but indicated that the draft
audit report would be issued prior to that meeting.

1/20/00 OSC issued the draft report requesting a response by February 22, 2000.

1/31/00 Ms. Mauskopf canceled the scheduled meeting due to weather conditions.

2/16/00 OSC granted OSIG a two-week extension for responding to the draft report.

3/06/00 OSIG responded to the draft report.


