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Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Department of Taxation and Finance 
Tax Compliance Division
Installment Payment Agreement Program

The Department of Taxation and Finance (Department) administers the State's
tax  laws and serves as the State's general tax collection agency.  The Tax
Compliance Division (Division) is responsible for collecting delinquent taxes.
One collection technique the Division uses is the Installment Payment
Agreement (IPA).  These agreements allow taxpayers who are not financially
able to pay the full amount of their tax liability all at once, the opportunity to
pay in installments over a set period of time, usually no more than 24 months.
Both personal and business taxpayers with delinquent taxes may apply for
participation in the IPA program.  For the fiscal year ended March 31, 1995,
the latest fiscal year data available, the Department reported that it issued
72,065 IPAs with a projected amount due of $357.8 million.  

Our audit addressed the following questions concerning the Division's IPA
program for the period September 1, 1993 thorugh March 31, 1996:

! Has  the Division developed a system to effectively measure the
performance of this program?

! Are adequate controls in place over the administration of the program?

We found that the Division does not have a system to effectively measure the
performance of the IPA program.  As a result, Division officials cannot
determine whether the IPA program provides an effective method to collect
delinquent taxes.  We also found that various aspects of IPA program
administration need improvement to ensure the program operates properly.

Division officials have not attempted to measure the effectiveness of the IPA
program.  They also have not developed performance indicators or measurable
goals and objectives. As a result, we could not conclusively determine whether
the IPA program is yielding effective results in terms of increased and cost
effective collection of revenues.  However, the Division maintains data that
could be useful in developing a performance measurement system.  We asked
Division officials to provide us with this data so that we could analyze program
performance.  For the five fiscal years ended March 31, 1995, we found that
the number and average dollar amount of IPAs increased significantly.  At the
same time, the overall collection rate declined, and the default rate increased.
Such statistics indicate the need for management to better monitor program
performance.  (See pp. 5-7 )



Comments of
Department
Officials

The Division’s policy is to grant IPAs to taxpayers based on their financial
need.  However, the Division’s representatives and agents do not have
benchmarks to assist them in determining what constitutes financial need.
Therefore, IPAs are being granted based solely on the judgement of the
representatives and agents.  This can lead to inconsistencies in the granting of
IPAs.  In addition, we found that agents and representatives are generally not
documenting their reasons for granting IPAs to particular taxpayers, and
therefore we could not determine whether certain taxpayers had a legitimate
need for their IPAs.  We also found that after an IPA is granted, a subsequent
financial review is not performed by Division representatives to determine
whether the taxpayer's financial condition had improved.  Such a review could
result in increased monthly payments and ensure that taxpayers with IPAs make
payments commensurate with their ability to pay.  (See pp. 9-13)

The Division grants IPAs to businesses without substantiating their ability to
make full repayment, when the requests involve debts of a relatively low value
and short repayment term.  This is done to expedite the approval process.  Our
review showed that these business IPAs may reach default status at a
significantly  higher rate than overall IPAs.  The Division should study the
effect of this approval policy and consider making changes to more thoroughly
review the financial condition of businesses prior to granting such IPAs.  (See
pp. 13-14)

Until our audit, the Division had not been pro-active in searching for instances
of fraud, abuse or misconduct in the IPA program.  During our audit period,
three instances of misconduct were identified by Department officials, which
involved nine employees who were approving the issuance of IPAs to
themselves, co-workers or relatives.  In the instances cited, the Division reacted
to situations identified by district office management.  Based on our verbal
discussions of these findings, the Division took immediate steps to develop and
to put in place  procedures which address the pro-active identification of
employee misconduct.  (See pp. 14-15)

We have included eight recommendationsin the body of this report that address
the concerns we identified during this audit.

Department officials generally agree with our recommendations and indicate
they have already taken steps to implement many of them.
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Background

Introduction

The Department of Taxation and Finance (Department) administers the State's
tax laws and serves as the State's general tax collection agency.  The
Department is responsible for collecting over $31 billion in State revenue
annually.  The Tax Compliance Division (Division) is responsible for collecting
delinquent taxes.  The Division has about 1,072 employees located in its
central office in Albany and 12 district offices throughout the State.  The
Division's appropriations for the 1995-96 fiscal year were about $33 million.
 
One collection technique the Division uses is the Installment Payment
Agreement (IPA).  These agreements provide for payment of delinquent taxes
on an installment basis over an extended period of time, generally no more
than 24 months.  IPAs are granted at the discretion of the Department and the
judgment of Division representatives and agents.  After a number of automated
collection  actions have been taken (e.g., billing, notice of demand), this
technique is generally the first in a series of progressive collection actions
taken by the Division.  Both personal and business taxpayers with delinquent
taxes may apply for participation in the program.  Taxpayers may request IPAs
in letters to the Department or over the telephone. For the fiscal year ended
March 31, 1995, the Department reported that it issued 72,065 IPAs with a
projected amount due of $357.8 million.  For the same year, the Department
also reported overall IPA collections of $144 million and defaults (taxpayers
who do not meet the terms of the agreement) totaling about $185 million.

The  Division uses the Department's Case and Resource Tracking System
(CARTS) as the official record keeping system for IPAs.  CARTS is  a
computerized system which tracks the creation, assignment and reporting of all
tax compliance  case work.  IPAs  are established and approved on CARTS by
Tax Compliance Representatives (representatives) in the central office and Tax
Compliance Agents (agents) and representatives in the 12 district offices.
CARTS monitors each IPA to ensure that the taxpayer is making the required
monthly payments.  

CARTS generates monthly reports of IPAs that exhibit the potential for
default.  Such reports identify taxpayers who did not meet the terms of their
IPA.  This generally occurs when the taxpayer misses a payment or makes a
payment that is less than the required amount.  The representatives and agents
are required to follow up on all potential defaults.  When it is determined that
an IPA is in default, the IPA is canceled and the next progressive collection
action occurs, e.g., the assignment of the case to an agent for a field visit.
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Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

Response of
Department
Officials to Audit

We audited the Division's IPA program for the period September 1, 1993
through March 31, 1996.  The objectives of our program results audit were to
determine whether the IPA program is yielding effective results in terms of
increased  and cost effective collections of revenues and whether adequate
controls are in place over the approval, issuance, oversight and modification
of IPAs.
 
To accomplish these objectives, we reviewed Division policies and procedures,
interviewed Division officials, and analyzed program statistics. We also
requested and received a download of CARTS computer information for all
IPAs which were created during our audit period.  We used the CARTS to
review pertinent documentation for the IPAs we sampled.  We also interviewed
officials from the Office of the State Comptroller and the  Division of the
Budget.   In addition, we contacted 16 states that have IPA programs to
determine what performance measures and controls they were utilizing.

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 which are included within our audit
scope.  Further, these standards require that we understand the Department's
internal control structure and its 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 circumstances.
An audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments and decisions made
by agency management.  We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis
for our findings, conclusions and recommendations.

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

A draft copy of this report was provided to Department officials for their
review and comment.  Their comments have been considered in preparing this
report and are included as Appendix B.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170 of
the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the Department of Taxation and
Finance shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller and the leaders of
the Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were taken to



3

implement the recommendations contained herein and where recommendations
were not implemented, the reasons therefor.
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Performance Measurement

Governmental agencies are accountable for the effective, efficient and
economical use of publicly funded resources provided to accomplish their
missions.  To provide this accountability, agency management should
determine and report measurable results of performance to the public, executive
management and elected officials.  Through such reporting, management and
the public  become aware of actual performance, as well as needed improve-
ments.  

One of the cornerstones of a performance measurement system is the
establishment of goals and objectives which are pertinent to an agency's
mission and are measurable.  Another cornerstone is the establishment of
performance indicators. A performance indicator is a particular value or
characteristic that measures outputs or outcomes which are indicative of
progress towards goals and objectives.  A performance measurement system
should be built upon a comprehensive set of measurable goals, objectives and
performance indicators.

Tax  Compliance Division management has not attempted to measure the
effectiveness of the IPA program.  Division officials also have not developed
performance indicators or measurable goals and objectives. The Division has
developed general goals which are identified in its mission statement.  For
example, the mission statement defined one Division goal as the collection of
delinquent tax payments and another Division goal as maximizing the cost
efficiency of the overall collection process.  These goals, however, are not
readily measurable. Goals and objectives need to include qualitative and
quantitative expectations.  As a result, we could not determine whether the IPA
program is yielding effective results in terms of increased and cost effective
collection of revenues. 

The Division maintains data that could be useful in developing a performance
measurement system.  Division officials told us that they have considered
measuring the effectiveness of the IPA program, but due to other priorities,
work on this project has not yet occurred. Although no attempts have been
made to measure the success of the IPA program, we would expect that a
successful IPA program would result in increased collections of IPA tax
liabilities with a consistent decline in the number and amount of defaults.

In the absence of any Division attempts to measure the effectiveness of the
program, we asked officials to provide us with pertinent business and personal
income tax data for the IPA program for the five fiscal years ended March 31,
1995.  Our objective was to determine the number and dollar amount of IPAs
issued over the five year period,  as well as the amounts actually collected and
defaulted.  This data could serve as  indicators of  the effectiveness of the IPA
program, but would not necessarily show conclusive results on the success of
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the entire program.  Figure 1 and Figure 2 which follow, show the results of
our analysis of the data provided and the IPA activity during the five fiscal
years ended March 31, 1995.  This was the most current data available at the
time of our audit.

ANALYSIS OF DATA PROVIDED
FIGURE 1

ORIGINAL
FISCAL IPAs PERCENT PROJECTED PERCENT AVERAGE
YEARS ISSUED INCREASE AMOUNT INCREASE AMOUNT
1990-91 20,220 $35,600,000 $1,760

1991-92 27,398  35 $78,900,000 122 $2,880

1992-93 36,961  35 $161,100,000 104 $4,359

1993-94 59,885  62 $291,600,000  81 $4,869

1994-95 72,065  20 $357,800,000  23 $4,965

TOTAL 216,529 256 $925,000,000 905 $4,272

IPA ACTIVITY
FIGURE 2

FISCAL AMOUNT AMOUNT PERCENT PERCENT
YEARS COLLECTED DEFAULTED TOTAL COLLECTED DEFAULTED
1990-91 $20,100,000 $17,400,000 $37,500,000 54 46

1991-92 $41,900,000 $41,900,000 $83,800,000 50 50

1992-93 $77,600,000 $94,800,000 $172,400,000 45 55

1993-94 $133,000,000 $178,700,000 $311,700,000 43 57

1994-95 $144,700,000 $185,100,000 $329,800,000 44 56

TOTAL $417,300,000 $517,900,000 $935,200,000 45 55
Note: The difference between the original projected amount in Figure 1 and
the total of the amount collected and amount defaulted in Figure 2 represents
amounts  that will be collected or defaulted in future years, or additional
penalties and interest that accrued.
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As shown above in Figures 1 and 2:

! Over the five year period, the number of issued IPAs increased 256
percent, from 20,220 in 1990-91 to 72,065 in 1994-95.  The dollar
value of these IPAs also increased by 905 percent, from $35.6 million
in 1990-91 to $357.8 million in 1994-95.

! Over the five year period, the average approved IPA increased from
$1,760 in 1990-91 to $4,965 in 1994-95.

! Over the five year period, IPA collections declined from 54 percent of
the amounts due in 1990-91 ($20.1 / $37.5) to 44 percent of the
amounts due in 1994-95 ($144.7 / $329.8).  During the same period,
the level of  defaults climbed from 46 percent of the amounts due
($17.4 / $37.5) in 1990-91 to 56 percent of the amounts due in 1994-
95 ($185.1 / $329.8).

The fact that the program is growing (more IPAs are being issued and at higher
dollar amounts), while the collection rate is declining and the default rate is
increasing, indicates that management needs to enhance monitoring of program
performance.  In our judgment, the establishment of performance indicators
together with clearly defined goals and objectives would enable the Division
to determine whether the program is yielding effective results.

In  response to our preliminary audit findings, officials stated that they have
recently initiated an intensive review of all IPA program goals, objectives and
measurement systems.  The review will evaluate existing program measure-
ments and suggest changes necessary to more accurately reflect overall program
results.

Recommendation

1. Develop a system to measure the IPA program's effectiveness.  This
system should include measurable goals and objectives and the use
of performance indicators.
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Determination and
Documentation of
Need

Controls Over the IPA Program

The purpose of an IPA is to allow taxpayers, who are not financially able to
pay the full amount of their tax liability all at once, the opportunity to pay
their tax liability in installments over a set period of time.  According to
Department publication 131, in order to qualify for an IPA, taxpayers must
substantiate their present financial condition and their present inability to make
full payment.  The publication also states that the Department may modify or
terminate the IPA if the taxpayer's financial condition changes significantly.
The taxpayer may be requested to supply the Department with updated
information regarding their financial condition in order to determine whether
payment terms need to be adjusted.

We found that the Division does not ensure that only taxpayers who have
demonstrated a need for an IPA receive them.  The Division has not developed
specific written benchmarks to guide representatives and agents in determining
whether a need exists and does not ensure that employees document the reasons
for granting IPAs.  Our audit further showed that, in cases where the request
involved debts of a relatively low value and short repayment term, the Division
grants IPAs to businesses without substantiating their ability to make full
payment.  In addition, no further review of financial data is made after the
initial approval, to determine whether the taxpayer's financial condition
improved such that his monthly payment could be increased.  We also found
that the Department needs to develop procedures to ensure the integrity of the
IPA issuance process.

The Division's policy is to grant IPAs to taxpayers based on their financial
need.  The representatives and agents only review pertinent financial
information (such as State and Federal tax returns, wage data, and interest
earnings) for individual taxpayers who request an IPA.  They also request and
review financial questionnaires, for both individuals and businesses that request
IPAs, which have relatively high dollar values and long repayment terms.
However, the Division has not provided representatives and agents with formal
guidelines or benchmarks to assist them in determining what constitutes
financial need.  Therefore, IPAs are being granted based solely on the
judgement of the representatives and agents.  Since benchmarks have not been
developed to help representatives and agents in making their determinations,
need based decisions may be made inconsistently.

According to Division officials, specific written benchmarks to aid representa-
tives and agents in making need determinations are not necessary.  They
believe such decisions should be purely judgmental, based on a variety of
factors.  However, we believe the establishment of specific criteria is
necessary; such criteria could serve as benchmarks in the approval process.  For
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example, at the outset of an IPA request, such benchmarks could include: (a)
an income limitation for obtaining an IPA, (b) evidence that a personal loan
was requested from a financial institution and denied, (c) evidence supporting
an approved IPA with the Federal Internal Revenue Service, or (d) an
agreement for the use of automated bank debits to enhance the opportunity of
timely monthly payments.

As part of our audit, we randomly sampled 138 IPAs, with a value of
$712,681, which were issued during our audit period.  We reviewed the
available financial data to determine the sufficiency of the taxpayer's financial
resources at the time of IPA approval.  Our purpose was to identify taxpayers
whose financial need may be questionable.  For example, in a recently issued
report on the Internal Revenue Service, Federal auditors found that some
taxpayers, who were financially able to make full payment when filing their
returns, entered into installment agreements.  We are concerned that this may
have been done  in an effort to invest their own funds at a  higher interest
yield than what they were required to pay in penalty and interest.  We,
therefore, asked officials to work with us to establish an income limitation
benchmark that might be used as one possible basis to request more specific
information from the taxpayer prior to approval of the IPA.  Division  officials
questioned the need to establish  such a benchmark since they believe a variety
of factors, not just income, should enter into the approval consideration.
Officials also stated that delays in the approval process could jeopardize
payment by the individual or business.

In the absence of an agreed upon benchmark, we arbitrarily chose taxpayers
whose annual income, when the IPA was granted, exceeded $40,000.  We
recognize that each of these taxpayers may be justifiably entitled to an IPA,
as income is not  the sole indicator of IPA need.  However, established
benchmarks such as an income limitation may serve to highlight certain groups
of delinquent taxpayers that may require further screening.  Our sample of 138
IPAs identified 33 taxpayers whose annual income exceeded $40,000.
Fourteen of the sampled taxpayers' annual income exceeded $60,000, while
three exceeded $100,000 in annual income.  One taxpayer in our sample who
was approved for an IPA totaling $5,125 (payment over 12 months), had an
annual income of $203,000.

We reviewed all pertinent CARTS data in an effort to determine the basis for
the IPA approval.  We found no documentation to support the need for an IPA
for  any of the 33 taxpayers whose annual income exceeded $40,000.  We
question how the Division can properly grant IPAs under these circumstances
if clear benchmark indicators are not promulgated for the approval of IPAs.

In addition, we found that the representatives and agents are not adequately
documenting the reasons for granting IPAs.  In our sample of 138 IPAs, we
found that for 83 of the 133 individual IPAs (62 percent) and for three of the
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Subsequent
Financial Review
After Approval

five business IPAs (60 percent) there was no documentation of the reasons for
granting the IPA to the taxpayer.  Therefore, we could not determine whether
or not these taxpayers had a legitimate need for their IPAs.  Consequently,
there is increased risk that the taxpayers were not eligible.

Recommendations

2. Develop written benchmarks to be used by representatives and agents
to assist them in determining taxpayer need for an IPA.

3. Develop written policies and procedures for required documentation
to support taxpayer need.

The Division's procedures do not require that a taxpayer’s financial condition
be reviewed after the initial IPA is approved.  Officials stated their belief that
since taxpayers are subject to the payment of penalty and interest amounts as
part of their IPA, the payment of these penalty and interest amounts, in
addition to the initial tax liability, is a sufficient incentive for taxpayers to
repay quickly.  However, we believe a comprehensive review of updated
financial information may allow the Department to expedite the collection of
IPA payments.  This is important since the taxpayer's ability to pay may
change and any unpaid balance may be lost to the State.

From our sample of 138 IPAs, we attempted to determine whether the
taxpayers' financial condition had improved after their original IPA was issued.
Since the financial information posted on the CARTS system is not always
updated timely, we were not able to determine whether the taxpayers’ ability
to repay improved.  For example, when we performed our review in February
1996, we found that the latest Federal tax return data available was from tax
year 1993 and the latest State tax return data was for tax year 1994.

As part of our audit, we also contacted 16 other states that offer taxpayers who
are in financial distress, the ability to pay their tax liabilities in installments.
We asked the various State officials if they perform financial reviews after an
IPA is granted to determine whether the taxpayer has the ability to increase
their  payments.  Seven states (California, Connecticut, Illinois, Michigan,
North Carolina, Washington, and Wisconsin) perform updated financial reviews
after an IPA is granted, usually after a set period of time (for example, every
six months or one year) and require increased payments when appropriate.
Officials of these states told us that this method has led to collections being
paid more timely and a decrease in the default rate.  
  
In  order to collect sufficient financial information to determine whether
taxpayers' ability to pay has improved, the Division could develop a procedure
to pro-actively seek out the necessary financial information.  Similar to other
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states, this could be accomplished by developing an automated financial
questionnaire which could be mailed to taxpayers periodically.  The financial
information returned to the Division could then be analyzed to determine
whether the taxpayers' monthly payment should be increased.  If taxpayers have
the ability to increase their payments, revised payment agreements may
increase the timeliness of revenue payments to the State and decrease the level
of taxpayer default.

In the Department's response to our preliminary findings, officials stated that
they will require taxpayers to submit updated financial information at specified
intervals only if the tax liability is spread over a period exceeding four years.
They believe that requiring updated financial information for the longer
amortization periods (greater than 48 months) will enable them to increase the
taxpayer's monthly payments if their financial condition improves.  We believe
the action plan developed by Division officials may not be as effective as
intended if officials concentrate only on those IPAs with long amortization
periods.  As we have previously demonstrated, the default rate for low value,
short-term business IPAs exceeds 50 percent.  If the Department wants to
decrease this default rate, their procedure should address all IPAs.
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Approval Process
for Certain Business
IPAs

Recommendations

4. Periodically  review taxpayers' financial condition to determine
whether the ability to pay their tax liability has improved.

5. Increase  IPA payment amounts in those instances where it is
determined that the taxpayer’s ability to pay has improved.

6. Review the activities of other states to determine those aspects of
their  IPA collection operations which could be assimilated into
Department practice.

In  order to expedite the approval process of certain IPA requests made by
businesses, Division procedures stipulate that no financial disclosure is required
in order to demonstrate the financial need for business IPAs which have the
following conditions:

! < $20,000 original liability and < 24 months repayment,

! > $20,000 to $50,000 original liability and < 12 months repayment,

! or > $50,000 original liability and < 6 months repayment.

In contrast, before  granting IPAs to individuals having the same liability and
payment conditions, Division representatives or agents must review the
individual’s financial information on the CARTS system, including all Federal
and State tax returns, wage earnings, and interest earnings.  Similar financial
information is not available on CARTS for businesses.  In addition, all IPA
requests, from both individuals and businesses, which have a higher dollar
value  liability or a longer repayment term, undergo a review and approval
process based on the submission of a financial questionnaire.

Division officials told us that their policies and procedures do not require the
submission of a financial questionnaire for these lower dollar value  business
IPA requests in order to expedite the approval process.  The officials stated
their belief that the time it takes to request, receive and review financial
questionnaires for these lower value IPAs would be lengthy, and would
increase the risk of default.  Although officials could not demonstrate to us the
basis for the amounts they have established in their procedures, they told us
that these liability balance categories were adapted from criteria widely used
in all the Division's procedures.

Our review showed that as a result of this expedited process, these type of
business  IPAs may reach default status at a significantly higher rate than
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Monitoring
Employee Activities

overall IPAs.  We compared the overall default rate for the 139,254 IPAs
issued between September 1, 1993 and August 31, 1995 with the default rate
for the 21,087 business IPAs issued without financial disclosure, in accordance
with the above noted criteria.  We found that the overall default rate,
regardless of the value of the IPA or the length of repayment, was 33 per cent
(46,129 defaults).  Although we believe this percentage is high, the default
rate for business IPAs considering the same conditions was 53 percent (11,249
defaults).  Because of the high IPA default rate, the existing IPA approval
process may result in potential lost revenue to the State.  Although we
recognize that the Division may undertake other collection actions, in our
judgement, Division officials should study the existing IPA approval process
and consider revising their policies and procedures to more thoroughly review
the financial condition of businesses prior to granting IPAs.

Recommendation

7. Study the existing approval process and consider revising the policies
and procedures to more thoroughly review the financial condition of
businesses prior to granting IPAs.

To underscore the importance that all Division activities be free from instances
of fraud, abuse or misconduct, the Department issued its Code of Conduct and
Sections 73  and 74 of the Public Officers Law to its employees.  These
documents set forth  policies concerning conflict of interest.  Accordingly, all
employees who are assigned collection cases, including IPAs, upon receipt of
a case, must immediately review the case to determine whether an actual or
potential conflict of interest exists.  If a conflict of interest does exist, the
employee must notify their imme-diate supervisor who must ensure that the
case is transferred to another employee.

We asked Department officials to identify any instances of fraud, abuse or
illegal  activity identified in the IPA program during our the audit period.
Officials responded that three instances of improper conduct involving nine
employees had been identified.  These instances involved an employee creating
his own IPA and an employee creating an IPA for a co-worker or relative.
These instances were identified by Division management during routine
conversations with employees.

Although the Division had clearly defined to its employees the activities that
constitute a conflict of interest, the Division had not developed monitoring
procedures that would routinely identify employees who were not complying
with the policy.  In the instances cited, the Division reacted to situations
identified by district office management.  These situations were identified only
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because employees mentioned an activity they were performing that district
office management recognized as improper.

In our judgement a more pro-active approach is needed to identify and
discourage misconduct.  For example, the improper acts cited above could have
been identified by the Division if it had:  developed specific procedures for
employee IPA approval, kept separate records of Department employees with
IPAs, and programmed the computer to match the social security numbers of
employees against taxpayers with IPAs.  As neither the Department nor the
Division performs pro-active investigations to search for employee misconduct,
there may be additional  instances of illegal or improper activity in the IPA
program which the Department has not discovered.

It is important to note that, based on our discussions of these findings,
Division  officials took immediate steps to put in place  procedures which
address the pro-active identification of these improper activities.

Recommendation

8. Develop policies and procedures to proactively search for instances
of employee abuse and misconduct in the IPA program.
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