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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

OFFICE OF MENTAL RETARDATION AND 
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES 
SUITABILITY OF DIRECT CARE WORKERS 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he Office of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities coordinates 
and provides services for people with developmental disabilities, as well as 

their families; and researches the causes and prevention of such disabilities.  It 
operates 14 Developmental Disabilities Services Offices that serve 
developmentally-disabled individuals at more than 1,100 State-operated 
programs throughout New York State.  As of March 4, 2004, the State’s payroll 
system reported the Service Offices employed approximately 22,400 workers.  

 
According to OMRDD officials, it is important to recruit, hire and retain suitable 
workers to provide direct care to consumers.  OMRDD expects each Service 
Office to secure the safety and well-being of its vulnerable consumers with direct 
care workers who are competent, qualified and of good character.  The Service 
Offices evaluate applicants’ suitability by fingerprinting the applicants, sending 
fingerprints to the Division of Criminal Justice Services for criminal background 
checks, verifying driver license information, and searching the State Central 
Registry under the Child Abuse Prevention Act.  Until this process is complete, 
newly-hired direct care staff are allowed to work only under appropriate 
supervision, are not assigned to work with consumers under 18 or to work the 
night shift, and are not expected to engage in personal care activities that require 
privacy unless they are assisting experienced staff. OMRDD officials told us the 
responsibility for implementing the evaluation procedures rests with the Service 
Offices; OMRDD provides general guidance, policy direction, and participates in 
processing fingerprints and criminal history records for the Service Offices. 
 
Our audit addressed the following question about OMRDD’s oversight of its 
Service Offices’ hiring practices for the period of April 1, 2002, through March 31, 
2004: 

 
• Does OMRDD ensure its Service Offices fully comply with established 

procedures for investigating the character, background and suitability of 
job applicants at State-operated facilities that provide direct client care? 
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AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
MRDD has a responsibility to ensure its Service Offices employ only suitable 
workers to provide consumers with direct care, since it is involved in 

processing fingerprints and criminal history records.  Although OMRDD does 
have procedures for investigating the character, background and suitability of 
prospective employees, we found it has not established controls that will indicate 
whether Service Offices are complying with these procedures.   Despite the 
importance of hiring suitable direct care workers, we found the Service Offices do 
not always follow OMRDD procedures, and some Service Offices had hired 
direct care workers without performing the required fingerprinting and criminal 
background checks.  We also found the Division of Criminal Justice Services’ 
criminal background check is limited to a review of the prospective employee’s 
criminal background in New York State.  We recommend OMRDD perform 
periodic reviews of Service Offices’ practices to determine whether they are 
complying with established procedures; and consider obtaining criminal history 
information from other states. 
 

COMMENTS OF OFFICIALS 
MRDD officials agreed with the report’s recommendations and indicated 
actions planned to implement them.  A complete copy of OMRDD’s 

response is included as Appendix B. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

he mission of the Office of Mental Retardation and 
Developmental Disabilities (OMRDD) is to coordinate and 

provide services for people with developmental disabilities, as 
well as their families, and to research the causes and prevention 
of such disabilities.  OMRDD operates 14 Developmental 
Disabilities Services Offices serving developmentally-disabled 
individuals at more than 1,100 State-operated programs 
throughout New York State.  As of March 4, 2004, data obtained 
from the State’s payroll system indicates the OMRDD Service 
Offices employed approximately 22,400 workers. 
 
Service Offices provide each consumer with specially-designed 
assistance that has been requested by either the consumer or 
the consumer’s family. In partnership with consumers, families, 
staff, private care-givers and local governments, Service Office 
staff seek to improve the quality of life for consumers and their 
families through cost-effective housing and employment and 
family support services.  OMRDD officials expect each Service 
Office manager to secure the safety and well-being of its 
vulnerable consumers by recruiting, hiring, and retaining direct 
care workers who are competent, qualified and of good 
character.   
 
According to Section 66.4 of Title 4 of the New York Codes, 
Rules, and Regulations for Civil Service, OMRDD may conduct 
investigations concerning the qualifications of prospective 
employees.  The scope of these investigations could include 
assessing applicants’ training, experience and character, as well 
as any other qualifications that help management evaluate their 
suitability for direct care work. Service Office managers are 
responsible for evaluating applicants’ suitability by requesting 
criminal background checks from the Division of Criminal 
Justice Services (DCJS) under an agreement with OMRDD, 
verifying driver license information, and searching for data in the 
State Central Registry under the Child Abuse Prevention Act.  
Service Office procedures for evaluating the suitability of 
prospective direct care workers are expected to be consistent 
with the guidelines contained in OMRDD’s Fingerprinting Guide, 
issued in December 2000; and in its Personnel Memo, issued in 
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August 2003.  According to the Fingerprinting Guide, all persons 
hired at a Service Office are to be fingerprinted.  The OMRDD 
Central Office staff collects these fingerprints from the Service 
Offices and forwards them to DCJS for comparison with 
information in its criminal history database.  These results are 
returned to the Central Office, which then forwards them to the 
respective Service Office for appropriate action.  Central Office 
staff also retains the information in a fingerprint database that 
includes the names of employees, the dates their fingerprint 
cards were received from the Service Offices, the dates the 
comparative results were received from DCJS, and the dates 
the DCJS results were sent to the Service Offices.   
 
According to the Personnel Memo, until the Service Offices 
receive and evaluate the results of the DCJS criminal 
background check, the driver license verification, and the search 
of the State Registry, the Service Offices must provide the 
maximum protection for consumers by giving careful 
consideration to the deployment of newly-hired direct care 
workers.  For example, newly-hired direct care staff are allowed 
to work only under appropriate supervision, are not assigned to 
work with consumers under 18 or to work the night shift, and are 
not expected to engage in personal care activities that require 
privacy (for example, bathing or dressing) unless they are 
assisting experienced staff.   
 
OMRDD officials told us the responsibility for implementing the 
procedures contained in the Fingerprinting Guide and Personnel 
Memo rests with the Service Offices. The Central Office staff 
provides general guidance and policy direction and participates 
in processing fingerprints and criminal history records for the 
Service Offices.   Central Office staff does provide oversight by 
reviewing reporting trends and performing reasonableness 
checks. According to OMRDD officials, this general oversight is 
designed to discover any systemic problems that may exist at 
the Service Office level; it is not intended to determine if all new 
employees have been fingerprinted and criminal background 
checks conducted as required, despite the fact the Central 
Office is involved in processing fingerprints and criminal history 
records for the Service Offices. 
 
Since October 1, 1997, all fingerprints submitted to DCJS have 
been processed as “search and retain” - besides the initial 
fingerprint match, DCJS is to notify the Central Office if 
employees are subsequently arrested and/or convicted of any 



 

9 

crimes during their time of employment.   According to the 
Fingerprinting Guide, all employees who transfer between 
Service Offices, and who are not on “search and retain” status 
because they were hired before October 1, 1997, must be 
fingerprinted at the time of transfer.   
 
Article 23-A of Corrections Law (Article 23-A) prohibits unfair 
discrimination against persons with a criminal history.  When a 
criminal background check indicates an employee has such a 
history, Article 23-A requires Service Offices to consider several 
factors in determining whether the employee would be a 
suitable direct care worker.  Some of those factors include: 
 

• the nature, seriousness, and circumstances of the 
offense;  

• the amount of time elapsed since the offense was 
committed;  

• the individual’s age at the time of the offense;  
• the social conditions that may have fostered the 

offense;  
• any possible relationship between the nature of the 

offense and the type of position sought;  
• the number of criminal convictions; the level of honesty 

exhibited by the candidate concerning the conviction 
record; and 

• the evidence of rehabilitation as demonstrated by the 
individual’s good conduct.  

 

Audit Scope, Objective and Methodology 
 

e audited OMRDD’s oversight of its Service Offices 
procedures for evaluating the suitability of prospective 

employees for the period of April 1, 2002, through March 31, 
2004.  The objective of our performance audit was to determine 
whether OMRDD officials ensure the Service Offices fully 
comply with OMRDD’s established procedures for investigating 
the character, qualifications, background, and suitability of 
prospective employees at State-operated facilities and 
programs that provide direct client care. 
 
To accomplish our objective, we interviewed officials at the 
Central Office and at the 14 Service Offices.  We obtained data 
from the State’s Payroll System as of November 25, 2003, and 
identified 2,650 employees who had been hired by the Service 
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Offices since April 1, 2002.  We compared the records of these 
recently-hired employees with information in OMRDD’s 
fingerprint database to verify all of them had been fingerprinted 
as required.   
 
We also visited 6 of the 14 Service Offices: Brooklyn, Broome, 
Capital District, Finger Lakes, Hudson Valley, and Long Island.  
We selected these six because they accounted for 80 percent of 
the employees for whom criminal background checks may not 
have been conducted and because they had hired almost 54 
percent of the 2,650 new employees since April 1, 2002.  During 
these visits, we interviewed Service Office officials and 
randomly selected a sample of 60 newly-hired employees (10 
from each Service Office) from the 1,390 employees these 
Service Offices hired during April 1, 2002 to November 25, 
2004. We reviewed the records for these 60 employees to 
determine whether the Service Offices had complied with 
OMRDD’s established procedures for evaluating the suitability 
of prospective direct care workers.  At each of the six Service 
Offices, we reviewed examples of up to 10 more employees 
who had transferred to that worksite between April 1, 2002, and 
December 31, 2003.  We selected a total of 56 employees from 
transfer lists maintained by the Service Offices (10 each from 
Brooklyn, Broome, Capital District, Hudson Valley, Long Island, 
and 6 from Finger Lakes), and reviewed their files.  We sought 
to determine whether the Service Offices had complied with 
OMRDD procedures for employees who transfer from one 
Service Office to another.  We also randomly selected a sample 
of 59 of 204 employees (10 each from Brooklyn, Broome, 
Capital District, Finger Lakes, and Hudson Valley; plus 9 from 
Long Island) who had been hired despite their criminal histories.  
We selected these samples using fingerprint information 
provided by Central Office officials. The purpose of our review 
was to determine whether the Service Offices had complied with 
Article 23-A of the Corrections Law, properly evaluated criminal 
histories during the hiring process, and properly decided 
whether to hire these employees. 
 
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 of OMRDD that 
are within our audit scope.  Further, these standards require that 
we understand OMRDD’s internal control structure and its 
compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are 
relevant to the operations included in our audit scope.  An audit 



 

11 

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, judgment, and decisions made by 
management.  We believe our audit provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs 
certain other constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as 
the chief fiscal officer of New York State, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State contracts, refunds, 
and other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints 
members to certain boards, commissions and public authorities, 
some of whom have minority voting rights.  These duties may 
be considered management functions for purposes of evaluating 
organizational independence under generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct 
independent audits of program performance. 
 

Response of OMRDD Officials to Audit 
 

raft copies of this report were provided to OMRDD officials 
for their review and comment.  Their comments were 

considered in preparing this report and are included as 
Appendix B. 
 
Within 90 days of final release of this report, as required by 
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the 
Office of Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities 
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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SUITABILITY OF DIRECT CARE WORKERS 

 
e found OMRDD has established adequate procedures 
the Service Offices can follow in assessing the suitability 

of employees who will be providing direct care to consumers.  
Despite the importance of hiring suitable direct care workers, we 
found most Service Offices do not always follow OMRDD’s 
procedures contained in its Fingerprinting Guide or its 
Personnel Memo.  We found some Service Offices had hired 
direct care workers without performing the required 
fingerprinting and criminal background checks.  We also found 
the DCJS criminal background check is limited to a review of the 
prospective employee’s criminal background in New York State.  
If a new-hire lives in another state or has been in this State for a 
short time, the DCJS criminal background check would not 
include arrests or convictions from those other states.  We 
recommend OMRDD periodically review the practices of the 
Service Offices to determine whether they are complying with 
established procedures.  In addition, we recommend that 
OMRDD consider obtaining criminal history information from 
other states.  
 

Performing Background Checks 
 

ccording to OMRDD officials, each Service Office is 
responsible for ensuring all newly-hired employees are 

fingerprinted and criminal background checks are done as 
required.  The Service Offices fingerprint employees, then 
submit the fingerprints to the Central Office.  The Central Office 
reviews the fingerprints, adds them to its fingerprint database, 
and sends them to DCJS for processing.  DCJS returns the 
results of the background checks to the Central Office, which 
forwards the results to the Service Offices. The Service Offices 
use the results of this background check to evaluate the 
employee’s suitability as a direct care worker, in accordance 
with OMRDD procedures.  OMRDD officials noted this process 
is subject to the general oversight of their Central Office.   
 
We compared the records of the 2,650 Service Offices 
employees hired between April 1, 2002, and November 25, 
2003 with entries in OMRDD’s fingerprint database of all 
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Service Office employees. We determined the Service Offices 
had fingerprinted 2,453 (93 percent) of the new hires. One 
Service Office, Bernard Fineson, had fingerprinted all 123 of its 
newly-hired employees. We identified 197 employees (7 
percent) from the remaining 13 Service Offices who may not 
have been fingerprinted as required.  To determine whether 
these 197 employees had been fingerprinted and whether DCJS 
criminal background checks had been completed for them, we 
visited six Service Offices (Brooklyn, Broome, Capital District, 
Finger Lakes, Hudson Valley, and Long Island) that had hired 
149 of them.  OMRDD followed up with the remaining seven 
Service Offices (Central, Metro NY, Staten Island, Sunmount, 
Taconic, Valley Ridge and Western) that had hired the 
remaining 48 employees. As a result of these combined 
reviews, we accounted for 143 of the 197 employees as follows: 
the Service Offices had, in fact, fingerprinted and checked the 
backgrounds for 89 employees; fingerprints and background 
checks were not required for 54 additional employees. However, 
for the remaining 54 employees, we determined the Service 
Offices either had not fingerprinted the new employee or had 
not sent the fingerprints to the Central Office.   In either case, 
the DCJS criminal background check was not performed for 
these employees hired by the Service Offices between April 1, 
2002, and November 25, 2003.   As a result, these employees 
were not placed on restrictive duty, as specified in OMRDD’s 
Personnel Memo, and had been providing direct care to 
consumers for 3- to 24-month periods.  
 
In response to our preliminary audit findings, OMRDD officials 
reported fingerprints and background checks were completed 
for 42 of the 54 employees we identified.  For 7 of these 42 
employees, DCJS reported a criminal history, but this criminal 
history did not affect the employee’s suitability as a direct care 
worker. The remaining 12 of 54 employees had been 
terminated.   Although OMRDD no longer employs these 
individuals, they did work for several months as direct care 
workers without the required background checks. 
 
By not exercising sufficient oversight, OMRDD has limited 
assurance the Service Offices are implementing the procedures 
developed for hiring suitable direct care workers.  In addition, 
the Central Office has not established controls capable of 
ensuring Service Offices fingerprint all new employees as 
required. For example, OMRDD officials have not matched data 
in their fingerprint database to the State’s master payroll records 
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of the State’s Electronic Personnel System, to verify Service 
Offices have fingerprinted all new employees and to identify 
employees who may not have had the required criminal 
background checks.  In addition, even though each Service 
Office has procedures for tracking the receipt of DCJS criminal 
background checks for all prospective employees whose 
fingerprints are submitted to the Central Office, none has 
procedures for ensuring all new employees are fingerprinted 
and the fingerprints are submitted to the Central Office. We 
recommend OMRDD officials periodically match the fingerprint 
database to the State’s master payroll records or the State’s 
Electronic Personnel system to identify any employees the 
Service Offices may not have fingerprinted.   
 
In response to our preliminary audit findings, OMRDD officials 
indicated, as a result of several months of development efforts, 
they will begin quarterly new-hire matches with Department of 
Civil Service data in July 2004.  In addition, they reported they 
are conducting a retroactive review with Civil Service to confirm 
criminal background checks have been completed for OMRDD 
employees hired since 1994. 
 

Thoroughness of Background Checks 
 

uring our visits to the six Service Offices, we reviewed our 
sample of 60 newly-hired employees to determine whether 

the Service Offices’ evaluation of the employees’ suitability 
included verification of the following OMRDD requirements:  
personal and professional references, college transcripts and 
degrees, minimum job qualifications and professional licenses.  
We also sought to verify the Service Offices had completed 
criminal background checks, State Registry searches and driver 
license checks, as required.   
 
In conducting out review of these six Service Offices, we 
determined just one Service Office, Broome, had complied with 
OMRDD’s requirements for all ten of its employees in our 
sample.  We noted the following exceptions at the remaining 
five Service Offices: 
 

• Long Island Service Office had not verified the 
references of the ten employees in our sample.  Long 
Island officials told us they do not verify the 
references of new hires because only minimal 
information is received from former employers.  
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According to these officials, prior employers will 
indicate only the dates a person was hired and/or left 
their employ; they will not provide information about 
the quality of the employee’s work or the reason the 
employee departed. 

 
• Capital District Service Office had not performed the 

driver license verification for two employees in our 
sample and had not performed a State Registry 
search for another sampled employee. 

 
• Finger Lakes Service Office hired two employees in 

our sample whose job required a college degree, but 
did not verify the employees’ information. 

 
• Because the Hudson Valley Service Office did not 

fingerprint two employees in our sample, it did not 
receive a DCJS criminal background check for these 
two employees. (These employees were included in 
our previously-reported results). 

 
• At the Brooklyn Service Office, one employee in our 

sample did not have a job application on file. 
 
Four Service Offices (Brooklyn, Broome, Capital District, and 
Hudson Valley) maintained a checklist in the personnel folders 
of each new hire that listed all required steps in the job 
application process.  However, the Service Offices did not have 
procedures for reviewing the checklists for completeness before 
the decision to hire new employees is made.  To ensure the 
safety and well-being of consumers is adequately protected, the 
Service Offices should comply with OMRDD procedures for 
hiring suitable direct care workers.  We recommend OMRDD 
review Service Offices practices periodically to determine 
whether the Service Offices are evaluating the suitability of 
employees by verifying training, experience, and character 
qualifications. 
 
In response to our preliminary audit findings, officials at one 
Service Office (Capital District) indicated they had developed a 
spreadsheet that would now be used to help ensure all new 
employees met all suitability requirements prior to starting work.  
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Employees Transferring Between Service Offices 
 

ccording to the Fingerprinting Guide, all fingerprints 
submitted to DCJS prior to January  1, 1994, were 

processed as “search and return,” meaning DCJS provided 
OMRDD officials with criminal background information for these 
employees up to the date of the initial hiring inquiry.  However, if 
the employee was subsequently arrested or convicted while still 
employed by OMRDD, DCJS did not notify OMRDD of these 
subsequent events.  A different policy was implemented from 
January 1, 1994, until October 1, 1997, when “search and 
retain” processing was followed for certain direct care titles.  
During this period, DCJS would notify OMRDD if any employee 
holding one of those titles was subsequently arrested or 
convicted.  Since October 1, 1997, all employees fingerprinted 
by OMRDD have been afforded “search and retain” processing 
by DCJS.  Service Offices now receive criminal background 
information up to the date of the initial hiring inquiry, and are 
also notified if any of these employees is subsequently arrested 
or convicted.  
 
The Fingerprinting Guide also specifies that, when an employee 
is transferred from one Service Office to another, the receiving 
Service Office must contact the Central Office to determine 
whether the employee is on “search and retain” status.   If that is 
the case, Service Office officials must notify the Central Office 
and DCJS, informing them the employee has been transferred.  
If the employee is not on search and retain status, the receiving 
Service Office must fingerprint the employee and send the 
fingerprints to the Central Office for processing by DCJS.  
 
In total we reviewed files for 56 transferred employees at the six 
Service Offices we visited to determine whether the Service 
Offices had complied with OMRDD’s procedures for employees 
who transfer between Service Offices.  In 7 of the 56 files we did 
not find evidence that the Service Offices had notified the 
Central Office or DCJS of the transferring employee.  We 
determined 29 of the 56 employees were on “search and retain” 
status at the time of transfer and did not have to be 
fingerprinted.  Of the remaining 27, the Service Offices had 
fingerprinted 26 employees and obtained DCJS criminal 
background checks as required.  Hudson Valley Service Office 
did not fingerprint one employee who transferred to the Service 
Office in May 2002.   This employee had been hired at Taconic 
Service Office in 1990, before implementation of the “search 
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and retain” policy.  As a result, if this employee had been 
arrested during that period of employment, DCJS would not 
have notified OMRDD officials. 
 
To ensure the safety of OMRDD’s vulnerable consumers, 
Service Offices need to comply with transfer procedures.  At 
present, if transferring employees do not have a “search and 
retain” status, and those employees are arrested for offenses 
that could affect their retention as direct care workers, OMRDD 
and Service Offices officials will not be notified.  We recommend 
OMRDD review Service Offices practices periodically to 
determine whether the Service Offices are complying with 
notification procedures and are verifying the “search and retain” 
status for transferring employees. 
 

Hiring Employees with Criminal Backgrounds 
 

ccording to Article 23-A of the Corrections Law (Article 23-
A), it is illegal to deny employment based on an applicant’s 

criminal history unless there is a direct relationship between the 
criminal offense and the employment sought.  When a DCJS 
criminal background check indicates a prospective employee 
has a criminal history, the Service Office must consider several 
factors, outlined in Article 23-A, in deciding whether to hire the 
individual.  For example, the Service Office should consider the 
nature, seriousness, and circumstances of the offense, as well 
as the relationship between the nature of the offense and the 
nature of the position sought – a direct care worker.  Central 
Office officials do not review Service Offices practices 
periodically to determine whether Service Offices are complying 
with Article 23-A. 
 
At the six Service Offices we visited, we reviewed our sample of 
59 of 204 employees with criminal histories to determine 
whether the Service Offices had complied with Article 23-A, 
comparing information on the employees’ job applications with 
data in the DCJS criminal background reports, to verify the 
accuracy of the entries on the applications; and considering the 
contents of the reports in terms of factors in the hiring decision.  
 
For the 59 hiring decisions we reviewed, we determined all six 
of the Service Offices had complied with Article 23-A.  These six 
Services Offices properly evaluated the criminal history 
information during the hiring process and properly decided 
whether to hire these employees.  However, our review did not 
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extend to the remaining eight Service Offices.  We recommend 
OMRDD officials perform periodic reviews of the hiring practices 
of all 14 Service Offices to verify they are complying with Article 
23-A. 
 

Employees from Other States 
 

MRDD’s programs operate in many locations throughout 
the State and some OMRDD employees reside in 

neighboring states. As of March 4, 2004, the State’s payroll 
system reported 287 Service Offices employees with out-of-
State addresses.   However, the DCJS criminal background 
check performed for all direct care staff is limited to a review of 
a prospective employee’s criminal background in this State.  
The background check for a new-hire who lives in another state 
or has lived in this State for a short time before being hired by 
OMRDD would not include arrests and/or convictions that may 
have occurred in another state.  In addition, the OMRDD job 
application does not ask how long the applicant has lived in 
New York State.   
 
Of the 287 Service Offices employees with home addresses in 
other states, we determined 16 had been hired between April 1, 
2002, and November 25, 2003.  Although these employees’ 
fingerprints were sent to DCJS, an out-of-state criminal record 
would not be detected by the DCJS process.  In addition, the 
287 employees could be on “search and retain” status at 
present.  Should these employees be arrested in the state 
where they live, DCJS officials would not be informed and thus 
would not forward that information to OMRDD and the Service 
Offices. 
 
OMRDD officials told us their authority to request criminal 
background information is limited to arrests and or convictions 
that occurred in this State, with one exception.  Central Office 
can request criminal history information from other states for 
peace officer applicants. To improve its controls over the hiring 
of direct care workers with suitable character, OMRDD officials 
should obtain criminal background information for prospective 
employees who reside in other states or who have recently 
moved to New York State, similar to the procedures in place for 
peace officer applicants.  In order to determine when this 
process is necessary, OMRDD should request historical 
residency information from prospective employees during the 
application process.  
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Recommendations 
 
1. OMRDD Central Office staff should perform periodic 

comparisons of the OMRDD fingerprint database with 
master payroll records, such as the New York State 
Electronic Personnel System or New York State’s Payroll 
System, to verify Service Offices are fingerprinting and 
checking the backgrounds of all newly-hired direct care 
workers.  

 
2. OMRDD Central Office staff should periodically review 

Service Offices’ practices to determine whether Service 
Offices have established controls and practices that 
comply with OMRDD procedures for determining the 
suitability of direct care workers. At the least, these 
reviews should include site visits and steps to verify the 
Service Offices: 

 
● fingerprint all newly-hired employees and submit the 

 fingerprints to the Central Office, to be sent to DCJS; 
 

● perform thorough evaluations of prospective 
 employees by verifying their training, experience, and 
 character; 
 

● contact OMRDD and DCJS to verify the “search and 
 retain” status of transferring employees; and 
 

● comply with Article 23-A of the Corrections Law, 
 properly evaluate criminal history information during 
 the hiring process, and properly decide whether to 
 hire employees with a criminal history. 
 
3. The OMRDD Central Office should obtain criminal 

background information for prospective employees who 
reside outside New York State or who have recently 
moved to the State, similar to the procedures in place for 
peace officer applicants.   
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