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Executive Summary
New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission
New York City Police Department
Monitoring Drivers of Medallion Taxis and For-Hire
Vehicles
Scope of Audit

The New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC) licenses and
regulates medallion taxis and other for-hire vehicles used by private car
services, such as limousines, paratransit vans and commuter vans. As of
August 12, 1999, the TLC had issued active licenses to about 42,000 taxi
drivers and 55,000 drivers of other for-hire vehicles. The TLC also
establishes and enforces rules and regulations intended to promote the safety
of the riding public. During the fiscal year ended June 30, 1999, the TLC
had about 400 employees and spent about $20.8 million The New York City
Police Department (NYPD) is authorized to help enforce the rules and
regulations pertaining to medallion taxis.
Our audit addressed the following questions about the activities of the TLC
and the NYPD for the period July 1, 1998 through December 31, 1999:
!

Did the TLC effectively identify and take corrective actions against
drivers who violated TLC rules and regulations?

!

Did the NYPD effectively enforce the TLC rules and regulations
pertaining to medallion taxis?

This audit was suspended in 1997 when our audit staff was asked to leave the
audit site by TLC and NYPD management. At that time, the City of New
York challenged the State Comptroller’s legal authority to conduct nonfinancial audits of City agencies. The State Comptroller’s authority to
conduct these audits was confirmed by the New York State Court of Appeals
in a decision rendered April 1, 1999.

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

We found that TLC did not always maintain accurate information about its
license holders’ driving violations and, as a result, did not identify potentially
unsafe drivers whose TLC licenses should be suspended or revoked. We also
identified a number of drivers who were licensed by the TLC even though
they may not have satisfied important licensing requirements such as being
checked for a criminal history, tested for the use of a controlled substance,
or certified by an approved taxi school. We made several recommendations
that, if implemented by TLC, should improve TLC’s monitoring and licensing
practices.

The TLC is required to monitor the driving violations committed by its
licensed drivers. If an excessive number of violations are committed by a
driver within a certain period of time, the driver’s TLC license is to be
suspended or revoked. However, we found that TLC does not always identify
such drivers on a timely basis and, in some cases, not at all. For example,
we identified ten drivers who, over a period of seven months, accumulated
at least six points on their New York State driver’s license as a result of
convictions for driving violations. However, TLC’s records did not show any
points for these drivers during the same period. We recommend TLC
improve its information processing practices and, in particular, its process for
sharing information with the New York State Department of Motor Vehicles.
(See pp. 7-15)
Operators of taxis and for-hire vehicles must meet certain requirements
before they can be licensed by TLC. We randomly selected 203 TLC license
holders to determine whether they had met certain of these requirements.
We found that 149 of the 203 license holders may not have met at least one
of the requirements. For example, we found no indication in TLC’s records
that 129 of the license holders had been checked for a criminal history or that
78 of the 94 taxi drivers had been certified by an approved taxi school. In
total, we identified 276 instances where a driver’s compliance with an
important requirement was not documented in TLC’s records. We therefore
conclude that the licensing process used by TLC does not always provide
assurance that all applicable licensing requirements are met. We attribute
the weaknesses in TLC’s licensing process, to some extent, to the lack of
written procedures that can be used by TLC employees to help ensure the
applicable requirements are checked for each driver. (See pp. 17-22)
According to TLC records, during the year ended June 30, 1999, it distributed
a total of 108,550 blank summonses to TLC inspectors and to the NYPD.
These summonses are to be issued when TLC rules and regulations are
violated. If the summonses are not adequately controlled, they could be used
for unauthorized purposes, such as soliciting bribes from violators. We
identified weaknesses in TLC’s and NYPD’s controls over these summonses.
For example, TLC does not periodically attempt to account for the blank
summonses to make sure they are used for authorized purposes only. We
identified a number of such summonses that could not be accounted for. (See
pp. 23-25)

Comments of TLC
and NYPD Officials

We provided TLC and NYPD officials draft copies of this report for their
review and comment. Their comments were considered in preparing this
final report and are included as Appendices B and C.
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Introduction
Background

The mission of the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC)
is to license and regulate the for-hire vehicle industry in New York City
(City). This industry comprises medallion taxis and the for-hire vehicles used
by private car services, such as limousines, paratransit vans and commuter
vans. Only medallion taxis may accept passengers who hail rides from the
street (a medallion is affixed to the hood of the taxi to indicate to passengers
that the taxi is authorized to operate in this manner). The other types of forhire vehicles regulated by TLC are permitted to provide service only through
pre-arrangement (these vehicles are collectively referred to as “for-hire
vehicles” throughout this report).
The TLC licenses and regulates vehicle operators, the owners of vehicle
dispatching bases, and the agents of the operators and owners. It is also
responsible for setting taxi fare rates. (The rates charged by the other types
of for-hire vehicles are not set by TLC.) In addition, under Chapter 65,
Section 2303 of the City Charter and under Sections 19-503 and 19-505 of the
Administrative Code of the City of New York, TLC is empowered to
establish and enforce the rules and regulations necessary to protect the riding
public.
As of August 12, 1999, TLC had issued approximately 97,000 active licenses
to drivers. About 42,000 were licensed to operate medallion taxis, and about
55,000 were licensed to operate for-hire vehicles. During the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1999, TLC had about 400 employees and spent about $20.8
million.
On April 1, 1995, the New York City Police Department (NYPD) was
authorized to help TLC enforce City rules and regulations pertaining to
medallion taxis. In January 1996, the NYPD created its Taxi Unit for this
purpose, and by July 1999, the Taxi Unit included 45 uniformed officers.
The officers in the Taxi Unit enforce the general laws and regulations
relating to the operation of any motor vehicle, such as speed limits, as well
as the particular TLC rules and regulations relating to the operation of
medallion taxis, such as the requirements relating to the acceptance of
passengers. Violations of general motor vehicle laws and regulations are
monitored by the New York State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV),
and are referred to as DMV violations throughout this report.
TLC rules and regulations are also enforced by 176 uniformed TLC
enforcement inspectors. The inspectors are responsible for inspecting an
average of 300 medallion taxis a day, and are authorized to seize for-hire
vehicles that are operating without a TLC license. For the fiscal year ended

June 30, 1999, the inspectors issued a total of 34,786 summonses for
violations of TLC rules and regulations (such as unsafe driving or driving
without a valid TLC license), and seized 6,459 for-hire vehicles that were
being operated without a valid TLC license. During this same year, Taxi
Unit police officers issued a total of 42,166 summonses for violations of TLC
rules and regulations. Violations of TLC rules and regulations (referred to
as TLC violations in this report) are adjudicated in hearings conducted by
TLC administrative law judges.
TLC relies primarily on two programs to monitor vehicle operators: the
Persistent Violator Program and the Critical Driver Program. The
Persistent Violator Program monitors TLC violations committed by drivers.
The Critical Driver Program monitors the DMV violations committed by
drivers. Under both programs, TLC may suspend or revoke the TLC license
of drivers who commit an excessive number of violations.
In May 1998, TLC approved a package of industry reforms in the form of
rule changes designed to enhance passenger and public safety, hold drivers
and owners accountable for violations, and ensure their compliance with the
rules and regulations of the City as well as the State's vehicle and traffic
laws. These reforms, which became effective on July 26, 1998, included a
one-year probationary period for all newly-licensed drivers, mandatory filing
of accident reports, and amendments to the Persistent Violator Program that
expanded the program to include drivers of for-hire vehicles.

Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

We audited selected operating practices of TLC and the NYPD for the period
July 1, 1998 through December 31, 1999. The objectives of our performance
audit were to determine whether TLC effectively identified and took
corrective actions against vehicle operators who violated TLC and DMV
rules and regulations, and whether the NYPD effectively enforced TLC rules
and regulations pertaining to medallion taxis. To accomplish these objectives,
we interviewed officials at TLC, the NYPD, and selected vehicle dispatching
bases. We also reviewed records maintained by TLC and the NYPD. In
addition, because the DMV maintains the authorized records relating to
drivers’ DMV violations, we interviewed officials and reviewed records at
DMV. We reviewed the computer files obtained from DMV using a
computer assisted audit technique, called Audit Command Language (ACL)
software. ACL allows us to query the computerized records and select those
records that meet specific criteria.
In our review of the records maintained by TLC, we selected a random
sample of 203 drivers, out of a population of 94,773 listed as licensed per
TLC records in October 1999. To determine whether these 203 drivers met
certain TLC licensing requirements, we reviewed records maintained by TLC
in individual driver folders as well as information maintained on TLC’s
automated City Agency Management Information System (CAMIS). We also
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selected a random sample of 203 of the blank TLC summonses from a
population of 108,550 summonses that were distributed for issuance during the
year ended June 30, 1999. We also reviewed automated TLC records for the
Persistent Violator Program and the Critical Driver Program, and manual
TLC and NYPD records relating to the distribution of TLC summonses.
As is our practice, we notify agency officials at the outset of each audit that
we will be requesting a representation letter in which agency management
provides assurances, to the best of their knowledge, concerning the relevance, accuracy and competence of the evidence provided to the auditors
during the course of the audit. The representation letter is intended to
confirm oral representations made to the auditors and to reduce the likelihood
of misunderstandings. In the representation letter, agency officials assert
that, to the best of their knowledge, all relevant financial and programmatic
records and related data have been provided to the auditors. Agency officials
further affirm that either the agency has complied with all laws, rules, and
regulations applicable to its operations that would have a significant effect on
the operating practices being audited, or that any exceptions have been
disclosed to the auditors.
However, officials at the New York City Mayor's Office of Operations have
informed us that, as a matter of policy, Mayoral agency officials will not
provide representation letters in connection with our audits. As a result, we
lack assurance from TLC and NYPD officials that all relevant information
was provided to us during this audit. We consider this refusal to provide a
representation letter to be a scope limitation on our audit. Therefore, readers
of this report should consider the potential effect of this scope limitation on
the findings and conclusions presented in this report.
In addition, during the course of our audit, TLC management did not always
provide us with access to the information we requested. For example, even
though we requested a list of all TLC-licensed vehicle dispatching bases, TLC
management refused to provide us with such a list. In addition, some of the
information requested was provided after unreasonably long delays. While
we were able to satisfy our overall audit objectives, we often had to develop
alternative audit methodologies, and the audit progress was delayed. We
consider this lack of cooperation on the part of TLC management to be a
scope limitation on our audit. Therefore, readers of this report should
consider the potential effect of this scope limitation on the findings and
conclusions presented in this report.
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Such standards require that we plan and perform our
audit to adequately assess those operations of TLC and NYPD which are
included in our audit scope. Further, these standards require that we
understand TLC’s and NYPD’s internal control structure and compliance with
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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 management. We believe our audit
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and recommendations.
We use a risk-based approach to select activities for audit. We therefore
focus our audit efforts on those activities we have identified through a
preliminary survey as having the greatest probability for needing improvement. Consequently, by design, we use finite audit resources to identify
where and how improvements can be made. We devote little audit effort to
reviewing operations that may be relatively efficient or effective. As a
result, we prepare our audit reports on an “exception basis.” This report,
therefore, highlights those areas needing improvement and does not address
activities that may be functioning properly.

Comments of TLC
and NYPD Officials

We provided TLC and NYPD officials draft copies of this report for their
review and comment. Their comments were considered in the preparation
of this final report and are included as Appendices B and C.
TLC officials do not agree they need to make a number of improvements in
their monitoring and licensing practices. They believe that both the Critical
Driver Program and the Persistent Violator Program are operating efficiently
and effectively. They dismiss the findings related to vehicle dispatching bases
by claiming that it has no relevance to the enforcement of sanctions against
the licensed drivers. Also, TLC officials claimed that a large number of the
exceptions found for licensing vehicle operators were for drivers licensed
prior to July 1998, and therefore prior to the audit scope. TLC officials also
replied they are reasonably assured that all summonses are used for
authorized purposes only.
We believe that both the Critical Driver Program and the Persistent Violator
Program are good for monitoring vehicle operators and improving public
safety. However, one of the characteristics of an effective licensing process
is its ability to keep potentially unsafe drivers from being licensed to operate
a vehicle. Therefore, we maintain that TLC management needs to formally
assess the accuracy and completeness of the information in their records and
on CAMIS before they take the position that the programs are effective. For
example, TLC’s response indicated that the Critical Driver Program’s
records did not have information for about 340 drivers who, according to
DMV, had multiple violations. Regarding the audit scope, TLC officials have
rejected our results that show their licensing requirements were not always
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met based on their narrow interpretation of scope. The fact is that during the
time frame covered by the audit, these individuals were licensed by TLC
without evidence that the requirements were met.
Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request the Commissioner of the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission and the
Commissioner of the New York City Police Department to report to the State
Comptroller, advising what steps were taken to implement the recommendations contained in this report, and where recommendations were not
implemented, the reasons therefor.
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Monitoring Vehicle Operators
The TLC is required to monitor the driving violations committed by vehicle
operators who are licensed by TLC. If an excessive number of violations are
committed by a driver, the driver’s TLC license is to be suspended or
revoked. However, we found that, because of TLC weaknesses in
communicating with the DMV and in processing information about driving
violations, TLC is less likely to identify drivers who commit a number of
violations in a relatively short period of time and whose TLC licenses should
be suspended or revoked. We also found that, because of weaknesses in
communicating with vehicle dispatching bases, TLC is less able to enforce
sanctions against drivers whose TLC licenses have been suspended or
revoked.

Critical Driver
Program

The DMV maintains a database of drivers who hold a TLC license. Prior
to February 15, 1999, if one of these drivers committed a violation that
resulted in the suspension or revocation of his or her New York State
driver’s license, the DMV would notify TLC of the suspension or revocation.
The TLC would then decide whether to suspend or revoke the driver’s TLC
license, as well.
With the implementation of the Critical Driver Program, which became
effective on February 15, 1999, TLC’s monitoring of drivers’ DMV
violations was strengthened. Under this program, covered by Sections 2-07
and 6-17 of Title 35 of the City Rules and Regulations, if one of the drivers
in the DMV database of TLC license holders commits a violation that adds
points to their New York State driver’s license, DMV reports the number of
points to TLC. TLC monitors the number of points accrued by each of its
drivers, and if a driver accrues six points within a 15-month period, TLC
should suspend the driver’s TLC license. If the driver accrues ten points
within a 15-month period, the driver’s TLC license is revoked.
To keep DMV’s database of TLC drivers up-to-date, TLC must inform DMV
when new licenses are issued and when existing licenses expire or are
revoked. TLC officials told us that they send this information to the DMV
on a monthly basis. The officials also told us that the DMV informs TLC
when points are added to the licenses of TLC drivers on a daily basis, and
TLC processes these updates into its system on a weekly basis.
The purpose of the Critical Driver Program is to alert TLC to potentially
unsafe drivers. If the program is to be effective, TLC must maintain
accurate information about the violation points accrued on TLC license
holders’ New York State driver’s licenses. To evaluate the accuracy of the
violation point information maintained by TLC, we compared it to the
information maintained by DMV.
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According to the DMV database of TLC drivers, as of September 23, 1999,
a total of 1,074 TLC drivers had accumulated six or more points on their
DMV licenses since February 15, 1999. The most current information
provided by TLC officials for the Critical Driver Program was a report dated
August 12, 1999. This report showed that between February 15 and July 8,
1999 only 161 TLC drivers had accumulated six or more points on their
DMV licenses. We were able to match all 161 of these drivers to the DMV
database. However, 913 of the 1,074 TLC drivers from the DMV database
were not identified by the report for the Critical Driver Program.
In addition to the file matches, we selected a judgmental sample of 22 of the
1,074 drivers from the DMV database and compared the number of violation
points recorded by the DMV as of September 23, 1999 to the number of
points recorded on the CAMIS for these 22 drivers as of November 24,
1999. We found that DMV records agreed with CAMIS records for only 2
of the 22 drivers. Both sets of records showed that these two drivers had
accumulated six or more points on their DMV license since February 15,
1999, and both drivers were included on the Critical Driver Program report
that was current through July 8, 1999. However, for 20 of the 22 drivers,
the DMV and CAMIS records did not agree, as follows:
!

For ten drivers, there was no indication on CAMIS that they had
accumulated any points on their DMV license since February 15,
1999. (DMV’s records show all ten drivers had accumulated six or
more points since that date.)

!

For six drivers, the number of points recorded on CAMIS was lower
than the number of points recorded by DMV.

!

Four drivers did not renew their TLC licenses, and should not have
been in DMV’s database as of September 23, 1999.

To determine the number of drivers on the September 23, 1999 database with
six or more points on or before July 8, 1999, we analyzed the database using
July 8, 1999 as the cutoff date. This analysis showed there were 502 drivers
with six or more points. Therefore, 341 drivers from DMV’s database were
not identified on TLC’s report for the Critical Driver Program.
In light of the discrepancies we identified between the information maintained
by TLC and the information maintained by the DMV, we conclude that TLC
did not always maintain accurate information about drivers’ DMV violations.
As a result, the Critical Driver Program is less likely to provide the benefits
intended by law, because TLC is less likely to identify potentially unsafe
drivers whose TLC licenses should be suspended or revoked.
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TLC officials acknowledged that they had problems providing DMV with
timely information about the drivers who should be added to or deleted from
the DMV’s database of TLC drivers. Even though TLC officials told us they
provide this information to DMV on a monthly basis, we found that the
information was actually provided less often. The Critical Driver Program
became effective on February 15, 1999, but TLC did not provide DMV with
updated information about TLC license holders until May 1999, and did not
provide the next update until September 1999. If DMV is not informed about
the drivers who are to be monitored in the Critical Driver Program, many
of the drivers will not be monitored. We note that, for the year ended June
30, 1999, TLC issued a total of 2,384 new licenses to taxi drivers and 12,747
new licenses to for-hire vehicle drivers; therefore, in the absence of timely
updates from TLC, thousands of new drivers may not be monitored on a
timely basis.
TLC also did not always update its own records with the information provided
by DMV in a timely manner. To evaluate TLC’s timeliness in this area, we
selected 100 of the 203 TLC drivers in our sample who held active licenses
in October 1999. We then reviewed CAMIS as of October 1999 to determine
whether certain general information that is to be routinely obtained from
DMV was available on CAMIS for these 100 drivers. We found that, for
7 of the 100 drivers, no DMV information was recorded on CAMIS, and for
12 drivers, DMV information had not been updated.
TLC officials told us that, for four of the seven drivers, DMV information
was not recorded on CAMIS because the driver’s motorist identification
number (as recorded on the DMV driver’s license) had either been entered
incorrectly by TLC at the time of licensing or had changed since the TLC
license was issued. In addition, DMV information was not recorded on
CAMIS because one driver was never issued a license by TLC. We believe
these five examples further indicate that improvements are needed for the
information maintained by TLC to be accurate and reliable. TLC officials
also told us that they believe DMV information was updated for 5 of the 12
drivers we identified, and the information provided to us by DMV was not
accurate.
We note that TLC management could not provide us with written procedures
for the processes used by TLC to send information to, and receive information from, DMV. In the absence of such procedures, TLC management has
less assurance that information will be sent to DMV on a timely basis, as
well as less assurance that information will be processed on a timely basis
after it is received from DMV.
TLC officials also told us that DMV is often months behind in updating its
records of convictions. We note, however, that DMV database we
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reviewed, which was dated September 23, 1999, contained convictions that
had occurred in September of 1999.

Recommendations
To the TLC:
1.

Provide DMV with timely information about the drivers who should
be added to and deleted from DMV’s database of TLC drivers, and
update TLC records on a timely basis with the information provided
by DMV. To help ensure that TLC and DMV communicate
effectively with one another, periodically reconcile TLC records
with DMV database of TLC drivers.
(Responding to our draft report, TLC officials indicated that during
our field work they were in the process of upgrading and converting
their entire information technology (IT) systems from 27 separate
PC applications connected via end-of-day data uploads to one live
system known as CAMIS. They also indicated revisions were
made to the DMV program. TLC officials claim that all
information is forwarded to DMV in a timely manner and that the
error noted in the audit occurred during the implementation phase
and, since then, all driver information is accurate. They also
provided an analysis of the 1,074 DMV records that indicates
TLC’s took the correct action in all cases they handled. For the 310
cases that were not processed TLC attributed these to a DMV
error.)
Auditors’ Comments: We do not accept that the discrepancies in
the information in DMV’s and TLC’s databases were due to the
conversion to a new system because TLC’s explanation for some of
these cases is incorrect. For example, TLC indicated that in 75
cases the auditors miscounted the points. However, we did
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Recommendations (Cont’d)
not count any points, the values were assigned by DMV. We used
ACL, an automated audit tool, only to select those cases with a
certain number of points. In addition, TLC reported that it properly
identified and suspended 147 licenses and revoked 36 licenses,
totaling 183. This is not logical since TLC only had 161 drivers on
its Critical Driver Program database. We also point out that our
sample of 22 drivers on CAMIS as of November 24, 1999 showed
that for only 2 of the 22 cases did DMV and CAMIS agree. We
recognize that TLC officials have taken action to make its data
accurate and suggest that they continue to do so.
2.

Develop and issue written procedures for the exchange of
information between TLC and DMV.
(TLC officials reply to our draft report that the written procedures
for the exchange of information exist as part of the TLC/DMV Data
Transfer Agreement.)
Auditors’ Comments: On August 11, 1999, we requested a copy of
the TLC/DMV Data Transfer Agreement (Agreement) but TLC
officials refused to provide the document. Therefore, we cannot
comment about the contents of the Agreement. However, based on
the discrepancies found between DMV and TLC information for
licensed drivers, we conclude that TLC officials need to determine
whether the procedures are adequate and monitor employee
compliance with the process. If this does not correct the condition,
then they need to determine why the data is inaccurate.

3.

Accurately identify on a timely basis all the drivers whose licenses
should be suspended or revoked under the Critical Driver Program
and take appropriate action.
(In response to the draft report, TLC officials indicated that during
the audit, it was discovered that data between DMV and TLC was
inaccurately transferred in at least 310 cases. They added that they
are working with DMV to correct the problems.)
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Persistent Violator
Program

In the Persistent Violator Program, covered by Sections 2-70 and 6-23 of
Title 35 of the City Rules and Regulations, TLC monitors drivers’ violations
of TLC rules and regulations, such as refusing to pick up passengers or the
failure to maintain a clean taxi. The program, implemented in 1989, applied
only to taxi drivers until July 1998, when it was extended to other for-hire
vehicles. Under the program, drivers are assigned a certain number of
points for violations, and if a driver accrues more than six points within a 15month period, TLC is supposed to suspend the driver’s TLC license. For a
driver who accrues more than 10 points within a 15-month period, the
driver’s TLC license should be revoked. Points are automatically assigned
to the drivers by a computerized system developed by TLC. In addition to
violations that carry a certain number of points, there are violations that
individually have no point value, but will have one point assigned if a driver
accumulates three of these violations during a period of time. As a result of
having this point assessed, the driver may reach the next level; i.e., six
points for a license suspension. We found that the assignment of points for
recurring no point violations was not working properly.
To determine whether points are accurately assigned by TLC’s computerized
system, we reviewed the points assigned during July and August 1999. We
found that the points often were not assigned accurately, as we identified 60
instances involving 34 drivers where one or two points should have been
assigned to a driver as a result of certain violations, but no points were
assigned to the driver. As a result, the Persistent Violator Program is less
likely to provide the benefits intended by law, as TLC is less likely to identify
on a timely basis drivers whose TLC license should be suspended or revoked.
We shared our findings with TLC Legal Unit. They agreed with our
observations and stated that they will follow up with TLC’s Management
Information Services Unit to correct the problems we identified.
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Recommendation
To the TLC:
4.

Review the internal controls in the Persistent Violators Program to
ensure that points are appropriately assigned to drivers who commit
violations, and correct all errors.
(TLC replied to our draft report that although the computer runs for
the Persistent Violator Program did contain some incorrect
information concerning point assignments, they indicated this does
not present a problem because the Administrative Law Judges do
not base their review on computer-generated point runs. As a
result, the effect of the incorrect points is lessened. They added that
there is a complete independent analysis of the record and CAMIS
is not relied upon. TLC officials stated that the Program is working
effectively and efficiently and any errors in the program tables will
be corrected through continuous CAMIS modifications.)
Auditors’ Comments: The absence of a properly functioning system
has the potential to affect the accurate calculation of points and, as
such, may decrease the effectiveness of the Persistent Violator
Program. Under the current practice all cases have to be manually
reviewed to determine whether a driver has accumulated no point
value violations that are the equivalent of one point. Until the error
is detected by manual review or the automated process is repaired,
there is a chance that a driver’s points are understated.

Vehicle Dispatching
Bases

For the fiscal year ended June 30, 1999, TLC reported that there was a total
of 704 licensed owners of for-hire vehicle dispatching bases (taxis are not
dispatched from such bases). Section 6-08 of Title 35 of the City Rules and
Regulations, requires all owners of vehicle dispatching bases licensed by TLC
to send TLC, on a quarterly basis, a list of all affiliated drivers and affiliated
for-hire vehicles operating from their sites. We were told by TLC officials
that they had neither received nor requested these lists. If TLC received this
information from the bases, it could match the information to its database of
licensed drivers and identify drivers who were operating for-hire vehicles
without a valid TLC license. The matching process would be facilitated if the
information were maintained electronically. However, since TLC does not
receive this information, it is less able to identify unlicensed drivers and less
able to enforce sanctions against drivers with suspended or revoked licenses.
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According to Section 6-12 (k)(1 & 2) of Chapter Six of the TLC Rules and
Regulations, TLC is required to mail a list of TLC drivers with suspended or
revoked licenses to all licensed owners of dispatching bases and for-hire
vehicles, and these owners may be fined or have their licenses revoked if
they use any of the drivers on the list. TLC officials told us they mail this
list only to industry associations or base owners who request the list, because
it is too voluminous to mail to all owners and industry associations. While
this practice helps TLC enforce sanctions against some of the drivers who
violate TLC rules and regulations, it does not help TLC enforce sanctions
against drivers who are affiliated with bases or associations that do not
request the list. In light of the problems presented by the voluminous
mailings, TLC should determine whether the process could be facilitated by
the use of technology such as the electronic transmission of information to
base owners.
We requested a list of TLC drivers with suspended or revoked licenses as
well as a list of all the vehicle dispatching bases licensed by TLC. TLC
officials refused to provide us with these lists, because they believe the
information requested was outside the scope of our audit. We disagree;
TLC’s effectiveness in monitoring drivers is explicitly addressed by our audit
scope. Sharing information about TLC drivers with suspended or revoked
licenses is one method for monitoring drivers. We also asked TLC officials
for the names of the licensed bases that had requested the list of TLC drivers
with suspended or revoked licenses. TLC officials also refused to provide
this information. Instead, the officials gave us a list containing 21 names of
industry associations or companies that were authorized to get the list of
suspended drivers.
In the absence of a comprehensive list of licensed bases, we reviewed the
listing of vehicle dispatching bases in the yellow pages of a telephone book,
and judgmentally selected ten bases (two bases in each of the five boroughs)
for review. We visited the ten bases to determine whether they had a valid
TLC operating license. We found that eight of the ten bases did have such
a license. However, TLC operating license for two of the bases had expired
in June 1997.
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Recommendations
To the TLC:
5.

Determine whether the process of communicating with vehicle
dispatching bases and vehicle owners could be facilitated by the use
of electronic technologies. If not, either comply with the
requirements for (1) obtaining information about affiliated drivers
and vehicles from the dispatching bases and (2) informing base and
vehicle owners of the drivers with suspended or revoked licenses,
or propose that the requirements be changed.
(TLC officials response indicates that on-line access to TLC
drivers’ database will be made available to any subscribing base
owner.)
Auditors’ Comments: We believe this is a step in the right
direction, but since no target date was mentioned in TLC’s
response, we believe that in the meantime, TLC should comply with
the requirements of the law.

6.

Periodically take actions to determine whether vehicle dispatching
bases are operating with a valid TLC license.
(TLC officials claim that their Enforcement Division regularly
conducts base enforcement operations. In their response, TLC
officials stated “Concerning the mailing of suspension lists to
licensed bases pursuant to Section 6-12 (k)(2)...this rule was
established years ago to prevent a base owner from asserting an
affirmative defense that he/she unknowingly dispatched a driver
who may be on suspension. This list has absolutely no relevance to
the enforcement of any sanctions against drivers in any way.”)
Auditors’ Comments: We disagree with TLC’s conclusions. In
fact, working with the licensed bases may have provided better
program results. It is interesting that TLC officials indicate that a
process that is meant to keep owners from allowing drivers whose
license is suspended from operating one of their vehicles is not
relevant to enforcing sanctions. Clearly, placing an owner on notice
would help to enforce the suspension.
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Licensing Vehicle Operators
Title 35 of the Rules and Regulations of the City of New York, stipulates that
drivers of medallion taxis and other for-hire vehicles must meet certain
requirements before they can obtain or renew their TLC operator license.
For example, applicants for a taxi license must pass a medical examination,
be certified by an approved taxi school, and meet continuing education
requirements. In addition, applicants for a license to operate either a taxi or
other for-hire vehicle must be tested for drug use, must be checked for a
criminal history, and must complete an authorized course in defensive
driving. If an applicant meets all the licensing requirements, documentation
of this compliance should be maintained by TLC’s Licensing Unit and
recorded on CAMIS.
To evaluate whether the licensing process used by TLC provides adequate
assurance that drivers meet all applicable licensing requirements, we
randomly selected 203 of the 94,773 licensed drivers listed as current on
CAMIS in October 1999 (94 taxi drivers and 109 drivers of for-hire
vehicles). We reviewed CAMIS to determine whether they met the
following six requirements (where applicable):
!

certified by an approved taxi school

!

continuing education requirements

!

completed an authorized course in defensive driving

!

tested for drug use

!

checked for a criminal history

!

passed a medical examination

We found that 149 of the 203 license holders may not have met at least one
of the first five requirements, as their compliance with these requirements
was not documented on CAMIS. For example, we found no indication that
129 of the license holders were checked for a criminal history, 37 of the
license holders had been tested for drug use, and no indication that 78 of the
94 taxi drivers had been certified by an approved taxi school. In total, we
identified 276 instances in which a driver’s compliance with one of these
requirements was not documented on CAMIS, as follows:
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Requirement

Compliance With
Requirement
Documented

Compliance With
Requirement
Not Documented

Compliance With
Requirement
Not Applicable

Taxi School Certification

16

78

109

Continuing Education

86

6

111

Defensive Driving Course

177

26

0

Drug Test

166

37

0

74

129

0

519

276

220

Criminal History Check

We therefore conclude that the licensing process used by TLC does not
provide assurance that all applicable licensing requirements are met. If these
requirements are not met by the drivers of taxis and for-hire vehicles, the
safety of the riding public could be jeopardized. We note that TLC officials
could not provide written procedures for their licensing process. We believe
the weaknesses we identified in the licensing process are caused, to some
extent, by this lack of written procedures.
TLC officials disagree with most of our findings relating to the taxi school
certification and criminal history requirements, which together account for
207 of the 276 instances of noncompliance identified by our audit. According
to TLC officials, since these two requirements must be met only when a
driver first applies for a TLC license, and most of the drivers in our sample
were first licensed prior to the beginning of our audit period (July 1, 1998),
any noncompliance with these two requirements is not relevant to our audit,
because any weaknesses in the licensing process prior to July 1, 1998 were
outside the scope of our audit. TLC officials also believe that the licensing
requirements are no longer relevant for 81 of the 149 potentially
noncompliant drivers in our sample, because CAMIS indicates that TLC
licenses of these 81 drivers have expired.
We do not agree with TLC’s position regarding the relevance of some of our
findings because they relate to a licensing requirement that the driver had to
meet prior to our audit period. This is a limited view of how the
requirement should be applied because the fact remains that all 203 of the
drivers in our sample were actively licensed during our audit period, and if
any of these drivers were not checked for a criminal history or certified by
an approved taxi school, the safety of the riding public was at risk.
Therefore, it is important that TLC officials properly address the instances
of potential noncompliance identified by our audit and take appropriate action
if a requirement was not met. In addition, they should make every effort to
improve procedures intended to make sure licenses are issued or renewed
only for applicants who have met all licensing requirements.
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Regarding the TLC licenses that have expired, we note that these drivers
were able to obtain a license even though they may not have met an
important licensing requirement. We also note that it is not unusual for a
TLC license to be renewed three or more months after it has expired, so
some of the 81 drivers identified by TLC may have renewed their licenses.
Moreover, if actions are not taken by TLC to correct the weaknesses we
identified, TLC officials cannot be assured that future licenses will be issued
only to applicants who have met all licensing requirements.

Compliance with
Licensing
Requirements

Instruction from a Taxi School
According to Section 2-02(9) of Title 35 of the City Rules and Regulations,
an applicant for a license to operate a medallion taxi must hold a certificate
of attendance for the required hours of instruction in taxi-related subjects at
a school approved by TLC. The applicants are required to undergo a
minimum of 80 hours of taxi-driver training at one of the two schools
approved by TLC.
However, our review of the records maintained on CAMIS found no
indication that 78 of the 94 taxi drivers in our sample had ever attended a taxi
school. All 78 drivers held a valid TLC license at the time of our review.
TLC officials could not explain why a license was issued when there was no
indication that they had met this important requirement. On the basis of our
test, we conclude that TLC officials cannot be reasonably assured that
licensed taxi drivers received the required instruction from an authorized taxi
school.
Continuing Education
According to Section 2-11 of Title 35 of the City Rules and Regulations, all
licensed drivers of medallion taxis who have renewed their licenses at least
once should have taken a four-hour continuing education course in taxi-related
subjects. This course is authorized by TLC and is provided by La Guardia
Community College.
Two of the 94 taxi drivers in our sample were new drivers who had yet to
renew their licenses at the time of our review. We reviewed the records
maintained on CAMIS for the other 92 drivers to determine whether they had
fulfilled the continuing education requirement. We found no indication that
6 of the 92 drivers had fulfilled this requirement. Two of the six drivers had
their license renewed, on October 30, 1998.
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Defensive Driving Course
According to Sections 2-02a(10), 2-11d, 6-02a(5), and 6-02a(6) of Title 35 of
the City Rules and Regulations, all applicants seeking to obtain or renew a
license to operate either a taxi or other for-hire vehicle must complete a
course in defensive driving. The course must be authorized by TLC and
certified by DMV. For new applicants, the course must be completed at
least six months before the date of application. For renewal applicants, the
course must be completed no more than three years before the date of
application. The CAMIS records for 26 of the 203 drivers in our sample
showed no indication that the drivers had completed the required course
successfully.
When we shared our findings with TLC officials, they told us that an
applicant’s completion of the defensive driving course may not be recorded
on CAMIS, because the date of completion is not always recorded on the
certificate awarded to the applicant. In such circumstances, TLC officials
check with DMV officials about the status of this course. If DMV officials
indicate that the applicant completed the course, TLC officials accept the
application; however, the date of completion may not be recorded on
CAMIS. Therefore, to determine whether the applicants in our sample
completed the defensive driving course, TLC officials advised us to contact
DMV. We asked DMV to determine whether 50 of the 203 drivers in our
sample had passed a defensive-driving course, as required. DMV personnel
told us that 6 of the 50 drivers had never taken such a course and three
others needed to retake the course.
Based on our review of CAMIS and the information provided by DMV, we
conclude that TLC’s licensing process does not always assure that licenses
will be issued or renewed only for drivers who have completed the required
defensive driving course.
Drug Test
Sections 2-02i and 6-15a(3) of Title 35 of the City Rules and Regulation
require that all applicants seeking to obtain or renew a license to operate
either a taxi or other for-hire vehicle be tested for the presence of controlled
substances. TLC management informed us that the results of these drug tests
are received electronically at the end of each day after they are reviewed by
TLC’s Medical Review Officer. The records maintained on CAMIS did not
indicate that 37 of the 203 drivers were tested for controlled substances. The
files for these 37 drivers did not contain either the results or the dates of any
drug tests.
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Criminal History Check
Sections 2-02 (c) and 19-505(b)(4) of Title 35 of the City Rules and
Regulation require all applicants seeking a license to operate either a taxi or
other for-hire vehicle be fingerprinted by TLC. The fingerprint information
is sent to the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services, to
determine whether the applicant has a criminal history. Applicants who have
a criminal history are directed to appear before TLC’s Licensing Standards
Committee, who decides whether a license will be issued to the applicants.
Our review of CAMIS disclosed no indication that 129 of the 203 drivers in
our sample had been fingerprinted.

Recommendations
To TLC:
7.

Improve the procedures that are intended to ensure that licenses are
issued or renewed only for applicants who have met all
requirements for licensure.

8.

Follow up on the 276 instances identified by our audit in which a
driver’s compliance with a licensing requirement was not
documented on CAMIS. If it is determined that the driver has not
met the requirement, take appropriate action.
(Responding to Recommendations 7 and 8, TLC officials indicated
they are confident that their current procedures of checks and
balances ensure that applicants and renewals meet the requirements
of licensure.)
Auditors’ Comments: We believe that the results of our review of
the records for 203 taxi and for-hire drivers indicate that TLC’s
procedures could be improved. Despite TLC’s attempt to discount
the number of instances of noncompliance by focusing on the audit
scope, they should take note of the fact that the sample was selected
from CAMIS’ database of licensed drivers. Therefore, these
drivers were licensed to operate a vehicle as defined in the audit
scope and should have met the applicable licensing requirements.
In addition, in its response TLC agreed that in some cases that
licenses were issued to drivers who did not meet all of the
requirements.
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Written Procedures
for the Licensing
Process

Written procedures provide an organization with assurance that every person
involved in a process within the organization understands the tasks that are
to be accomplished and the acceptable methods to be used in performing
these tasks. Despite repeated requests TLC officials did not provide a copy
of their written licensing procedures. If written procedures have not been
developed for the licensing process, TLC management has less assurance that
the tasks in the process will be performed as intended. We believe the
results of our review of records on CAMIS for 203 randomly selected
drivers indicates that several of the tasks in the licensing process may not be
performed as intended.

Recommendation
To the TLC:
9.

Develop and issue written procedures for the licensing process and
monitor the process to ensure that the procedures are followed.
(TLC officials concurred that written standard operating procedures
are important for efficient and effective operations. They agreed
to formalize licensing procedures shortly.)
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Issuing Summonses for Violations
We reviewed selected operating practices to determine whether the NYPD
effectively enforced TLC rules and regulations pertaining to medallion taxis.
We found that, generally, the NYPD is effective in its enforcement of these
rules and regulations. However, better controls are needed, at both the
NYPD and TLC, over the blank summonses that are to be issued when TLC
rules and regulations are violated.
Violations of TLC rules and regulations are adjudicated in hearings conducted
by TLC administrative law judges. A violator of a TLC rule or regulation
is issued a summons directing him or her to appear at a hearing. These
summonses are issued by TLC enforcement inspectors and certain NYPD
officers. We examined whether these summonses are adequately controlled
by TLC and the NYPD. If the summonses are not adequately controlled,
they could be used for unauthorized purposes, such as soliciting bribes from
violators. In addition, because a TLC violation may not be recorded on
CAMIS unless a copy of the issued summons is submitted to TLC for
processing, TLC needs to ensure that all issued summonses are submitted for
processing. The absence of violations on CAMIS could preclude TLC from
identifying drivers who should be sanctioned based on violations and points.
TLC distributes blank summonses to its enforcement inspectors and the
NYPD. The blank summonses are contained in packets of 25 summonses
each. Each summons is numbered and consists of four copies: a white copy,
submitted to TLC for input on CAMIS; a yellow copy, issued to the violator;
a blue copy, retained by the enforcement inspector or police officer; and a
pink copy, submitted to the inspector’s or officer’s supervisor.
TLC records for the year ended June 30, 1999, indicate 108,550 blank
summonses (37,600 to TLC inspectors, and 70,950 to the NYPD) were
distributed. We selected a sample of 203 of these summonses. We
determined that 174 of the 203 summonses were issued and entered on
CAMIS. However, the remaining 29 summonses (14 percent) could not
readily be accounted for. Some of these summonses may not have been
issued, while others may have been issued, but were not entered on CAMIS.
If TLC officials are to have reasonable assurance that all summonses are
used for authorized purposes only and are recorded on CAMIS after
issuance, they must periodically reconcile the summonses distributed to the
summonses entered on CAMIS, and account for any differences. TLC
officials told us that they do not perform such a reconciliation, because they
do not believe it would be beneficial. We disagree. In the absence of such
a reconciliation, any unauthorized use of a summons, and any failure to
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record an issued summons on CAMIS, are less likely to be detected in a
timely manner by TLC officials. We note that such a reconciliation is
needed because 14 percent of our sample of summonses were not entered on
CAMIS and could not be accounted for.
To further evaluate the controls, we reviewed TLC distribution logs and
summons release sheets for the 1998-99 fiscal year. These two documents
are used to record information about the blank summons packets that are
distributed (such as the date of distribution, the identification numbers of the
summonses distributed, the number of packets distributed, and to whom the
packets were distributed). If proper control is to be maintained, the
summons packets should be distributed in numerical order, according to the
sequential identification number on each summons. We determined that the
summonses were not distributed in numerical order, as there were several
breaks in the sequential order of the summonses distributed to TLC
inspectors. We also found that the total quantity indicated on the summons
release sheets was less than the quantity of summonses indicated by the
identification numbers listed on the summonses distributed. In total, the
quantity listed on the summons release sheets understated the number of
summonses distributed to the NYPD by 950 summonses (38 packets).
During our review of the Taxi Unit records indicating the summons packets
received from TLC and distributed to its officers, we were told that three
packets (containing a total of 75 blank summonses) could not be accounted
for. Further, on July 29, 1999, while reviewing packets of completed TLC
summonses issued by the officers of the Taxi Unit (the pink copies, which
are submitted to the supervisor), we found two blank pink copies in a
completed and certified packet of 25 summonses. The packet was certified
as completed by the police officer on January 28, 1999. On August 2, 1999,
we determined that the two summonses were not recorded on CAMIS and
concluded they had not been issued.
We informed Taxi Unit management of our findings, and on September 14,
1999, we were informed by Unit officials that these two summonses were
issued on August 10, 1999, twelve days after we brought the matter to the
attention of Taxi Unit management. The officials told us that, after they
requested an explanation from the officer’s supervisor, the supervisor asked
the officer to issue the two summonses. They also told us that disciplinary
actions were taken against the officer and the supervisor. The officials told
us they believe the two unissued summonses were not detected because of an
oversight by the supervisor. They indicated actions were taken to strengthen
internal controls to prevent the recurrence of such an incident. The officials
found one of the three unaccounted for packets, but could not explain what
happened to the other two packets.
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Recommendations
To the TLC:
10.

Periodically reconcile the summonses that have been distributed to
the summonses that have been entered on CAMIS, and account for
the disposition of any differences.

11.

Distribute all summons packets in sequential numerical order, and
ensure that the number of summons packets distributed is accurately
recorded on the summons release sheets.
(Responding to Recommendations 10 and 11, TLC officials
mentioned they are confident in their current summons inventory
controls and distribution procedures.)
Auditors’ Comments: In response to our findings, TLC identified
whom the accounted for summonses were issued to. However,
they failed to support their statement that they are “reasonably
assured that all summonses are used for authorized purposes only
and are recorded on CAMIS after issuance,” because 23 of the 29
summonses were still outstanding.

To the NYPD:
12.

Account for the disposition of the two unaccounted for summons
packets.

13.

Reinforce the system of internal controls relating to TLC
summonses.
(NYPD officials agreed with out recommendations and have taken
corrective action.)

25

Major Contributors to This Report
Frank Houston
Carmen Maldonado
Stanley Evans
Santo Rendon
Roseline David
Richard Moriarty
Zenida Bhuiyan
Robert Mehrhoff
Abe Fish
Debra Wolrich
Marc Geller
Dana Newhouse

Appendix A

Appendix A

Appendix B

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5

B-6

B-7

B-8

B-9

Appendix C

C-2

C-3

C-4

C-5

C-6

