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Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

State Office For The Aging
Monitoring Of Selected Programs

The State Office for the Aging (SOFA) promotes, coordinates, and administers
Federal, State, and local programs and services for the nearly 3.2 million New
York residents aged 60 or older. SOFA has established a network of 59 local
area agencies on aging (area agencies) to provide services. Most area agencies
subcontract with private agencies (mainly not-for-profit agencies) to provide
the services, while some provide services directly. The area agencies include
53 sponsored by municipal governments (including New York City), four by
not-for-profit organizations, and two by tribal governments.

The major State funded programs are Expanded In-Home Services for the
Elderly (EISEP), Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and
Community Services for the Elderly (CSE). For the 1995-96 State fiscal year,
State expenditures totaled $23.9 million for EISEP, $13.9 million for SNAP,
and $13.9 million for CSE. These programs place a high priority on reaching
low-income, frail, and at-risk New York residents aged 60 or older.

Our audit addressed the following question concerning SOFA's monitoring of
major State funded aging programs and services for the period April 1, 1995
through June 30, 1997:

! Are SOFA’s policies and procedures adequate to ensure the services
that area agencies report to SOFA are being provided to the intended
recipients?  

We found that SOFA’s policies and procedures are generally adequate to
ensure the services area agencies report to SOFA are being provided to the
State’s residents aged 60 or over. However, we found SOFA could improve
existing procedures by adding certain requirements. In addition, we found that
area agencies and SOFA were not always adhering to existing monitoring
procedures.

The area agencies report quarterly to SOFA the number of units of service
provided to program recipients, such as meals served. However, SOFA
management has not established procedures requiring SOFA staff to verify,
even on a test basis, the accuracy of data reported by the area agencies.  As
a result, SOFA does not have assurance that the information reported is
accurate.  In addition, adequate procedures are not in place to ensure SOFA
staff determine whether the area agencies are  meeting their monitoring
requirements.  Hence, there is increased risk that area agencies and subcontrac-
tors are not providing the reported services.  Our report recommends that
procedures be strengthened in these areas.  (See pp. 3-4)



Comments of SOFA
Officials

SOFA requires area agencies to monitor subcontractors to ensure they comply
with all applicable statutes, regulations, policies and standards in providing
services.  We visited four of the larger area agencies in terms of funding
(Albany, Monroe, Nassau and Onondaga) to determine whether they were
complying with SOFA monitoring requirements and whether area agencies
were verifying units of service provided and expenditures claimed.  We
selected 31 subcontractors for review.  We found that the four area agencies
did not complete 9 of the 62 required annual visits.  The four area agencies
identified 124 findings that required an action plan for proper resolution as
well as a follow-up review to ensure that corrective actions were taken.
However, the area agencies did not ensure that subcontractors completed the
required action plan for 19 findings and did not conduct follow-up reviews for
22 findings.  In addition, three of the four area agencies we visited were not
doing any fiscal monitoring, or verifying the units of services claimed by the
subcontractors.  Because area agencies were not always complying with SOFA
requirements for monitoring subcontractors, they lack assurance that subcon-
tractors are complying with all applicable statues, regulations, policies and
standards in providing services to the State’s residents age 60 and over.  SOFA
needs to ensure that the area agencies are adhering to monitoring requirements.
(See pp. 4-6)

In addition, SOFA requires its program staff to monitor area agencies’ delivery
of program services through four types of monitoring activities.  These include
overall program monitoring, nutrition monitoring, EISEP monitoring and fiscal
monitoring.  SOFA has set annual monitoring goals for each type of monitor-
ing.  We found that SOFA met the EISEP monitoring goals, but did not meet
the program, nutrition or fiscal monitoring goals.  Staffing shortages helped to
explain why the monitoring goals were not being achieved, and SOFA officials
indicated that steps have been, or will be taken to address the need to achieve
monitoring goals.  Since SOFA was not always meeting its area agency
monitoring goals, it lacks assurance that area agencies are complying with
applicable statues, regulations, policies and standards. In addition, SOFA lacks
assurance that area agencies are reporting actual units of service delivered.
SOFA should ensure that annual field visit goals for each type of monitoring
are met.  (See pp. 6-8)

SOFA officials agreed with our recommendations and indicated that actions
have been initiated to implement them.
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Background

Audit Scope,
Objective and
Methodology

Introduction

The State Office for the Aging (SOFA) promotes, coordinates, and administers
Federal, State, and local programs and services for the nearly 3.2 million New
York residents aged 60 or older. SOFA has established a network of 59 local
area agencies on aging (area agencies) to provide services. While most area
agencies subcontract with private agencies (mainly not-for-profit agencies) to
provide the services, some provide services directly. The area agencies include
53 sponsored by municipal governments (including New York City), four by
not-for-profit organizations, and two by tribal governments. 

SOFA spent $159.4 million in Federal and State funds in fiscal year 1995-96,
including $9.4 million for administration and $150 million for aid to localities.
Federal funds are provided under the Federal Older Americans Act. The major
State funded programs are Expanded In-Home Services for the Elderly
(EISEP), Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and Community
Services for the Elderly (CSE). State expenditures for these programs totaled
$23.9 million for EISEP, $13.9 million for SNAP, and $13.9 million for CSE.
These programs place a high priority on reaching low-income, frail, and at-risk
New York residents aged 60 or older.

EISEP provides non-medical in-home services, case management, non-
institutional respite, and ancillary services to the functionally impaired New
York residents aged 60 or older who need assistance in daily living. SNAP
provides funds for home-delivered meals, congregate meals, and other related
nutritional services to the nutritionally at-risk New York residents aged 60 or
older. CSE fills gaps in services and provides funding to support the needs of
the New York residents aged 60 or older, their families, and informal care
givers. Examples of locally determined services available include transporta-
tion, shopping assistance, adult day care, and homemaking and housekeeping
services. 

We audited SOFA's policies and procedures for ensuring that its major State
funded programs effectively served New York residents aged 60 or older for
the period April 1, 1995 through June 30, 1997.  Our objective was to
determine whether SOFA’s monitoring policies and procedures ensure the
services that area agencies report are provided to New York residents aged 60
or older. To accomplish our objective, we reviewed applicable laws, rules,
regulations, policies, and procedures, and interviewed SOFA officials. We
reviewed SOFA’s monitoring records and reports for compliance with
established criteria. We also visited four of the larger area agencies in terms
of State funding (Albany, Monroe, Nassau and Onondaga) to test the accuracy
of reported data (expenditures and units of service) and the adequacy of
their monitoring of subcontractors and directly provided services. We did
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Response of SOFA
Officials to Audit

not test client eligibility for program services or observe the delivery of
services. We did not visit the New York City area agency, which is the
largest area agency in terms of aging funds received, because its aging
programs were reviewed in a separate audit report (Report 96-N-8).

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 SOFA’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 recommenda-
tions.

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 function-
ing properly.

A draft copy of this report was provided to SOFA 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 Director of the State Office for the Aging 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 recommen-
dations contained herein and where recommendations were not implemented,
the reasons therefor.
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Strengthen Existing
Procedures

Monitoring of Major State Funded Programs and
Services

SOFA has established two levels of monitoring for its programs for New York
residents aged 60 or older. First, SOFA requires area agencies to monitor
directly provided and/or subcontractor provided services. In addition, SOFA
requires its program staff to monitor area agencies’ delivery of program
services.

We found that SOFA has developed extensive policies and procedures that
provide for adequate monitoring of its major State funded programs. For
example, SOFA officials have issued Technical Assistance Memorandums and
Program Instructions to assist area agencies in carrying out program objectives
and SOFA staff in evaluating program results. Also, SOFA has developed an
annual evaluation guide that provides guidance to SOFA staff in their
evaluation of area agencies’ implementation of programs for New York
residents aged 60 or older.  However, we found SOFA could improve existing
procedures by adding certain requirements. In addition, we found area agencies
and SOFA were not always adhering to existing monitoring procedures.

We found SOFA could strengthen its existing procedures by requiring staff to
verify the accuracy of units of service reported by area agencies. In addition,
SOFA should revise its annual evaluation questionnaire to include whether area
agencies are performing all required monitoring activities. 

The area agencies report quarterly to SOFA the number of units of service
provided to New York residents aged 60 or older.  An example of a unit of
service is a home-delivered meal, which would be a hot or other appropriate
meal that meets nutritional requirements and is provided to an eligible person
for home consumption. SOFA’s monitoring procedures should ensure that the
number of units of service reported by the area agencies is accurate and based
on actual results of their operations. SOFA’s Aging Services Representatives
(ASRs) are the primary liaisons to the area agencies and are responsible for
providing technical assistance and program oversight to an assigned group of
area agencies. The ASRs conduct annual program evaluations of the area
agencies. We found, however, that SOFA management has not established
procedures that require the ASRs to verify, even on a test basis, the accuracy
of the units of service data that is reported to SOFA. As a result, SOFA lacks
assurance that the units of service reported by area agencies are accurate.

The annual evaluation guide contains questions concerning the area agencies’
procedures for ensuring that the units of service data reported to SOFA are
accurate. However, the guide does not require the ASRs to verify the accuracy
of any units of service data by comparing the information to supporting
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Area Agency
Monitoring

documentation maintained at the area agency. As a result, SOFA lacks
assurance that area agencies are reporting the actual units of service delivered.

The annual evaluation guide format is a question/answer checklist where the
ASRs check “yes” or “no” to answer each question. In addition, space is
provided for the ASRs to add narrative comments. The annual evaluation
covers a wide range of subjects and includes questions concerning the area
agencies’ monitoring of direct and/or subcontractor provided services.

When conducting annual evaluations, the ASRs should ensure that the area
agencies’ monitoring requirements are met. However, the annual evaluation
questions concerning area agencies’ monitoring of direct and/or subcontractor
services do not ask the ASR to determine whether the area agency is meeting
its monitoring requirements.

For example, the questions on subcontractor monitoring ask whether the area
agency has a system for monitoring subcontractors on an annual basis and
whether documentation of on-site monitoring activities by the area agency
meets the standards included in SOFA procedures.  Neither question asks
whether the area agency has monitored each subcontractor annually as
required. In fact, all the annual evaluations we reviewed for the area agencies
we visited had all questions concerning subcontractor monitoring answered
“yes”, although we determined that none of the area agencies monitored all
subcontractors as required. The question on directly provided services asks how
the area agency conducts internal monitoring of directly provided services. The
question does not ask whether the area agency has monitored all of its directly
provided services annually as required or whether the monitoring provided
meets the standards.

Since the ASRs are not determining that the area agencies are meeting their
monitoring requirements, there is an increased risk that the area agencies and
subcontractors are not providing the reported services.

SOFA requires area agencies to monitor subcontractors to ensure they comply
with all applicable statutes, regulations, policies and standards in providing
services to New York residents aged 60 or older. At a minimum, area agency
staff must make at least one on-site visit to each subcontractor annually.
During these site visits area agency staff should document their monitoring
activities, including the dates of each review and the areas reviewed. In
addit ion, area agencies should detail each review finding and ensure
development of a corrective action plan for each finding. Area agencies should
conduct follow-up reviews to ensure that corrective actions were taken. Finally,
area agencies should be doing fiscal monitoring (ensuring that accounting
records agree with amounts reported on vouchers) in addition to verifying the
units of service claimed by the subcontractors.
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SOFA Monitoring of
Area Agencies

We visited four of the larger area agencies in terms of funding (Albany,
Monroe, Nassau and Onondaga) to determine whether they were complying
with SOFA monitoring requirements and to determine whether area agencies
were verifying units of service provided and expenditures claimed. At these
four area agencies we judgementally selected 31 subcontractors receiving the
largest grants to determine whether area agencies made the 62 required
monitoring visits for the 1995-96 and 1996-97 fiscal years and whether other
monitoring requirements were met. As shown in the following chart, these area
agencies did not always make the required number of site visits and did not
always comply with other monitoring requirements.

AREA AGENCY MONITORING

Item Albany Onondaga Monroe Nassau Total

# of subcontractors 5 8 9 9 31

# of required visits 10 16 18 18 62

# of visits not done 3 0 4 2 9

# of findings 42 34 31 17 124

no action plan 9 0 1 9 19

no follow-up review 7 5 3 7 22

As shown in the chart above, the four area agencies did not complete 9 of the
62 (15 percent) required annual visits. At Monroe two of the four visits were
supposedly done, but not documented in writing as required. The four area
agencies identified 124 findings during the 53 monitoring visits done. The area
agencies did not ensure completion of a required action plan for 19 (15
percent) of these 124 findings. In addition, the area agencies did not conduct
follow-up reviews for 22 (18 percent) of the findings to ensure that corrective
actions were taken. Finally, we found that three of the four area agencies we
visited were not doing any fiscal monitoring, or verifying the units of services
claimed by the subcontractors. Officials at these three area agencies told us
they believed SOFA guidelines were not clear in articulating that such fiscal
monitoring and units of service monitoring were required. Therefore, these
three area agencies did not do these types of monitoring. Because area
agencies were not always complying with SOFA requirements for monitoring
subcontractors, they lack assurance that subcontractors are complying with all
applicable statutes, regulations, policies and standards in providing services to
the State’s residents aged 60 or over. 

SOFA determines that the area agencies provide program services according
to established laws, rules and regulations through four types of monitoring



6

activities: ASRs provide program monitoring, Aging Services Nutrition
Consultants (ASNCs) provide nutrition monitoring, EISEP liaisons provide
EISEP specific monitoring (these activities are performed by the Division of
Local Program Operations), and Grants Management Budget Specialists
(GMBSs) of the Division of Finance and Administration provide fiscal
monitoring.

SOFA management establishes the annual monitoring goals for each monitoring
type in SOFA’s Division Management Plans. The Division of Local Program
Operations also transmits its goals to the area agencies in annual Goals for
Field Presence memorandums.  SOFA should meet its monitoring goals to
maintain its field presence at the area agencies and to ensure program services
are provided according to established laws, rules and regulations.  For both the
1995-96 and 1996-97 fiscal years, the annual monitoring goals were as
follows: 

! Program monitoring - a minimum of four visits, including an annual
evaluation of the area agency.

! Nutrition monitoring - visits to approximately half of the area agencies.

! EISEP monitoring - for 1995-96, visits to all area agencies and for
1996-97, visits to approximately half of the area agencies.

! Fiscal monitoring - visits to each area agency every two years; perform
a voucher verification review once every two years; and, perform a
more comprehensive fiscal assessment once every four years.

We found that SOFA did not always meet its monitoring goals. SOFA met the
EISEP monitoring goals each year but did not always meet the program,
nutrition, or fiscal monitoring goals, as follows.

Program monitoring - During the 1995-96 fiscal year, the ASRs made four or
more program monitoring visits to 48 of the 59 area agencies (81 percent).
During the 1996-97 fiscal year, the ASRs made four or more program
monitoring visits to 37 of the 59 area agencies (63 percent).  Although their
monitoring goals were not always attained, each area agency received at least
one monitoring visit each fiscal year and the average number of visits to each
area agency exceeded four each year (5.9 visits in 1995-96 and 4.5 visits in
1996-97). Additional visits above the requirement are often made based on the
area agencies’ need for technical assistance and to resolve problems they are
experiencing. During the 1995-96 fiscal year, 38 area agencies (64 percent)
received more than four visits, and during the 1996-97 fiscal year, 21 area
agencies (36 percent) received more than four visits.
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According to SOFA officials, the primary reason for the program monitoring
goals not always being attained is significant staffing shortages in the ASR
position. Between September 1994 and June 1996, five of the 13 ASR
positions were vacant due to retirements and resignations, with no positions
being filled until October 1996. To adjust to these staff shortages, ASRs were
assigned additional area agencies to monitor and ASR supervisors were
assigned the responsibility of monitoring some area agencies. This stretching
of resources significantly reduced the ASRs ability to make four monitoring
visits to each area agency. 

SOFA does an annual evaluation of each area agency as part of its program
monitoring requirements. SOFA’s annual evaluation procedures state that ASRs
should record in the annual evaluation guide specifically what documents were
reviewed to verify the answers to questions in the annual evaluation guide.
This ensures that an auditor or area agency oversight person would be able to
go back to the same document used by the ASR and find what the ASR found.

We reviewed ten randomly selected annual evaluations for the 1996-97 fiscal
year and found that the ASRs are not always adequately documenting what
specific records they reviewed to support their conclusions. Only 4 of the 10
annual evaluations had specific information that identified what records were
reviewed to answer the question on subcontractor monitoring and only 5 of the
10 had specific information that identified what records were reviewed to
answer the question on directly provided services monitoring. For example,
often the narrative states the ASR reviewed a report of a subcontractor
monitoring visit on a certain date. However, the information provided does not
state which subcontractor was monitored. Therefore, it can not be determined
which if any records were reviewed to document the answers to the monitoring
questions.

Nutrition monitoring - During the 1995-96 fiscal year, the ASNCs made
nutrition monitoring visits to approximately half of the area agencies - 25 of
the 59 area agencies (42 percent). However, during the 1996-97 fiscal year,
the monitoring goal was not met as visits were made to only 15 area agencies
(25 percent).  According to SOFA officials, the primary factor in not meeting
the monitoring goal was that one of the three ASNCs was on medical leave.

Fiscal monitoring - The GMBSs made no fiscal monitoring visits to seven of
the 59 area agencies (12 percent) in either the 1995 or 1996 calendar years.
Again, the primary reason for not meeting their monitoring goals was staffing
shortages. At one time, the Division of Finance and Administration had six
teams of two employees each (12 employees in total) to perform the monitoring
activities. Currently, they have three teams of two employees each and two
teams consisting of only one employee, a total of eight employees, to perform
the monitoring.
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Since SOFA was not always meeting its area agencies monitoring goals, it
lacks assurance that area agencies are complying with applicable statues,
regulations, policies and standards. In addition, SOFA lacks assurance that area
agencies are reporting actual units of service delivered.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen existing monitoring procedures by:

! requiring staff to test the accuracy of data related to units of
service reported by area agencies; and,

! revising the annual evaluation questionnaire to include
whether area agencies are performing all required monitoring
activities.  

2. Ensure the area agencies are monitoring subcontracted and directly
provided services as required.
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Recommendations (continued)

3. Provide technical assistance to the area agencies to ensure they
understand all monitoring requirements.

4. Ensure the annual field visit goals for each type of monitoring are
met.

5. Ensure ASRs are complying with the requirement for documenting
what specific records were reviewed to answer questions on area
agencies’ annual evaluations.  
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