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Re:  Report 2002-F-21 

 
Dear Mr. Travis and Mr. Bruno: 
 
 Pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article V, Section 1 of the State 
Constitution, and Article II, Section 8 of the State Finance Law, we have reviewed the actions taken 
by officials of the New York State Division of Parole (Division) and the Office of Alcoholism and 
Substance Abuse Services (OASAS) as of January 27, 2003 to implement the recommendations 
contained in our report:  Contract Management  (Report 99-S-1).  The report, issued January 11, 
2001, examined whether the Division and OASAS had established contract management controls 
over relapse prevention contractors that were likely to help parolees make the transition from the 
State’s correctional system to their communities. 
 
Background  
 

State law and other mandates require the Division to provide aftercare services to parolees 
who have histories of abusing drugs and alcohol (substance abuse).  Division records show that 85 
percent of parolees have such histories, and thus are at risk of committing criminal acts to support 
their addictions after they are released from confinement.  Within New York City (City), the 
Division contracts directly with not-for profit agencies that provide aftercare services to the parolees. 
The Division also has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with OASAS that allows OASAS to 
enter into direct contracts with providers to obtain aftercare services outside of the City. 
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Within the City, the Division selects, oversees, and pays contractors for delivering services 
that include relapse prevention counseling and case management.  Effective July 2001, the Division 
awarded new contracts for relapse prevention treatment services in New York City and upstate areas. 
A total of 1,572 outpatient/day treatment and residential slots became available in New York City 
beginning in October 2001.  Six programs provide treatment to parolees residing in non- New York 
City areas on a fee-for-service basis.  It has 20 direct contracts costing $6.8 million per year and 
serving 1,452 parolees at any given time (NYC and non- NYC fee-for-service) as of October 31, 
2002.  In addition to the Division’s direct contracts, OASAS contracts with more than 100 providers 
whose services are to be paid under the MOU with an allocation from the Division’s annual 
appropriation.  The terms of the MOU provide payment for case management only; the annual 
expenditure for these services is limited to $650,000.  Third parties such as Medicaid pay MOU 
contractors for actual counseling services.  As of December 31, 2002, the total enrollment under the 
MOU was 512 parolees. 
 
Summary Conclusions 
 

Our prior audit identified several improvement opportunities in the Division’s and OASAS' 
oversight of contractors providing substance abuse treatment services to parolees.  We found that 
some contractors had not corrected problems identified by the Division.  We also identified 
contractor problems that had not been detected by the Division, including contractors not providing 
required counseling or not conducting required urine testing.  We also found that contractors were 
not reporting positive urine tests or missed counseling sessions to parole officers, as required by the 
contract. 
 

With MOU providers, we determined that several providers either did not submit required 
reports to the Division or submitted the reports late.  Our visits to contractors who were deficient in 
submitting required reports indicated several areas of non-compliance with contract requirements. 
 

Our follow-up review found that both the Division and OASAS have significantly 
strengthened their oversight efforts.  They have formalized procedures for audits of contractors, 
increased enforcement against contractors that are delinquent in submitting reports, provided 
training to their contract managers, trained both agency and contractor personnel, and increased 
cooperation in monitoring between the two agencies. 
 
Summary of Status of Prior Recommendations. 
 

Of the five prior audit recommendations, the Division has implemented the four 
recommendations addressed to it, and the Division and OASAS implemented the recommendation 
addressed jointly to them. 
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Follow-Up Observations 
 

Recommendation 1 
 
To the Division: 
 
Verify that corrective action plans and follow-up reviews address the findings generated by the 
Division’s program reviews of contractors. 
 
Status - Implemented 
 
Agency Action - Division officials advised us that due to staffing shortages, they were unable to 

conduct audits of contractors between September 2001 and August 2002.  However, the 
Division provided us with documentation that its contract managers continued to monitor 
contractors during this period.  When instances of noncompliance were identified, 
contractors were required to complete a corrective action plan.  We reviewed copies of 
reports for 13 site visits that were conducted between September 2001 and August 31, 2002 
by contract managers.  One of these visits resulted in the preparation of a corrective action 
plan.  In addition, the Division has established an audit/review schedule for the period 
September 2002 through April 2004.  The Division has also established formal guidelines 
and reports for audits/reviews. 

 
Recommendation 2 

 
To the Division: 
 
Establish formal procedures that contract managers can follow when monitoring contractors.  These 
procedures should specify the frequency of site visits, the scope and objectives of the reviews, and 
the method used in selecting the sample of case files for review. 
 
Status - Implemented 
 
Agency Action - The Division has established formal procedures that contract managers must follow 

when monitoring contractors.  These procedures require a minimum of four visits a year to 
each contractor, and specify the scope and objectives of the reviews, and the method to be 
used in selecting a sample of case files for review.  The Division has also designed a 
standardized Quarterly Program Site Visit Report form to track site visits. 

 
Recommendation 3 

 
To the Division: 
 
Follow-up to verify that contractors are correcting the findings we identified during our site visits, 
especially those related to Contractor 3. 
 
 
Status - Implemented 
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Agency Action - We had provided the Division with the results of our site visits in January 2000.  

The Division followed up with the contractors on the findings we identified during these 
visits.  Regarding Contractor 3, a corrective action plan was submitted to the Division on 
February 8, 2000.  The Division conducted a follow-up review of Contractor 3 on August 29, 
2000 to verify that the findings identified by our prior audit were corrected.  (It should be 
noted that as of October 1, 2001, this contractor is no longer a service provider.) 

 
Recommendation 4 

 
To the Division: 
 
Strengthen oversight efforts of MOU contractors to ensure that they comply with MOU reporting 
requirements. 
 
Status - Implemented 
 
Agency Action - Division officials have trained regional parole staff regarding provider reporting 

requirements.  Parole supervisors send notices to providers for those cases for which 
monthly status reports are not received.  Further, as discussed regarding Recommendation 5, 
the Division and OASAS have implemented an improved process to better ensure contractor 
compliance with MOU reporting requirements. 

 
Recommendation 5 

 
To the Division and OASAS: 
 
Coordinate efforts to monitor and improve contractor compliance with MOU requirements. 
 
Status - Implemented 
 
Agency Action - The Division now provides OASAS with a monthly listing of contractors that are 

delinquent in submitting monthly status reports.  OASAS responds by following up with 
each contractor to ensure that the required reports are submitted.  In addition, the Division 
and OASAS have implemented controls to prevent delinquent contractors from being paid 
until all outstanding monthly reports have been submitted.  The Division and OASAS also 
sent a joint letter to all contractors highlighting the MOU requirements and the plan to 
conduct regional training sessions. 

 
The major contributor to this report was Barry Mordowitz. 
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We thank the management and staff of the Division of Parole and the Office of Alcoholism 
and Substance Abuse Services for the courtesies and cooperation extended to us during this review. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
 

William P. Challice 
Audit Director 

 


