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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION 
SELECTED PAYROLL PRACTICES 
OFF-RIKERS ISLAND CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he New York City Department of Correction  (Department) provides custody 
of males and females aged 16 and older who, after arraignment on criminal 

charges, were unable to post bail or were remanded without bail pending 
adjudication of criminal charges against them.  The Department also incarcerates 
inmates who have been sentenced in New York City (City) to terms of up to one 
year, as well as parole violators awaiting parole-revocation hearings and persons 
charged with civil crimes.  Persons sentenced to prison terms of more than a 
year are also held in City facilities before they are transferred to the custody of 
the New York State Department of Correctional Services.  
 
Department-wide, the average daily inmate population is between 14,000 and 
19,000 − more than the entire prison system in any of 35 states.  Between 
120,000 and 130,000 individuals are typically admitted to its custody within a 12-
month period.  The Department employs slightly more than 10,000 uniformed 
staff and 1,500 civilian staff.  The Department’s uniformed personnel payroll 
budget for fiscal year 2002 was $704.2 million. 
 
The majority of inmates are housed in one of ten facilities on Rikers Island.  At 
the inception of our audit, the Department had four primary borough jails that 
were not on the island (known as off-Rikers facilities) − one each in Manhattan, 
Queens, Brooklyn, and the Bronx, with a combined capacity of approximately 
4,000 inmates.  
 
This financial-related audit of selected payroll practices at the Department’s off-
Rikers facilities covered the period from January 1, 2001 through September 30, 
2002. Our audit sought to answer the following questions:  
 

• Do the payroll-related procedures followed at the off-Rikers facilities 
comply with the Department's directives and general orders? 

 
• Do the controls over payroll practices at the off-Rikers facilities provide 

adequate assurance that facility employees are paid only for the time 
they actually work? 

 
• Does the Department’s Central Office provide sufficient oversight of 

payroll transactions at off-Rikers facilities? 
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AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
e found that payroll-related practices at the off-Rikers facilities we visited do 
not always comply with the Department's regulations and general orders, 

and that the controls are not adequate to assure that facility employees are paid 
only for the time they actually worked.  Also, the Department’s Central Office 
needs to provide additional oversight of payroll operations. 
 
We note that for budgetary reasons, Department officials closed the Queens 
facility in September 2002, and plan to close the Brooklyn facility by July 2003.  
Their inmate populations and staffs have largely been consolidated at the 
remaining sites.  However, both facilities may re-open at a later date.  The control 
weaknesses we identified at the Brooklyn and Queens Detention Centers were 
similar.  As such, the Department needs to assess the extent to which similar 
practices and control risks exist at other facilities.  Further, the Department needs 
to assure that our recommended control enhancements are conveyed to all of its 
facilities, which would serve to strengthen controls systemwide.  (See p. 5) 
 
We found that the Department needs to improve its controls over time and 
attendance, overtime, military leave, and employee payroll status.  For example, 
we found discrepancies in attendance-related information between the sign-in/out 
sheets and the time cards.  We also identified 48 instances where employees 
had signed out before their shifts had ended.  Further, we found officers claiming 
they were on military duty when, in fact, they were not.  We also found instances 
where facility and military records showed officers were simultaneously at the 
facility and on military duty.  (See pp. 5-13) 
 
We conclude that the Department’s Central Office needs to provide more 
effective oversight of payroll transactions at off-Rikers facilities.  Regulations are 
issued by the Central Office, but individual procedures can vary according to 
each facility’s needs.  We found the Central Office exercises limited, 
decentralized oversight of payroll and personnel practices at off-Rikers facilities; 
it relies on local controls.  As a result, Department management does not know 
whether facility controls have been designed adequately, whether they are 
functioning as intended, or whether employees are adhering to payroll directives. 
(See pp.14)  
 

COMMENTS OF DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS 
 

epartment officials generally concurred with our recommendations, and 
indicated steps being taken to implement them. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
he New York City Department of Correction  (Department) 
provides custody of males and females aged 16 and older 

who, after arraignment on criminal charges, were unable to post 
bail or were remanded without bail pending adjudication of 
criminal charges against them.  The Department also 
incarcerates inmates who have been sentenced in New York 
City (City) to terms of up to one year, as well as parole violators 
awaiting parole-revocation hearings and persons charged with 
civil crimes.  Persons sentenced to prison terms of more than a 
year are also held in City facilities before they are transferred to 
the custody of the New York State Department of Correctional 
Services.  
 
Department-wide, the average daily inmate population is 
between 14,000 and 19,000, larger than the entire prison 
system in any of 35 states.  Between 120,000 and 130,000 
individuals are typically admitted to its custody within a 12-
month period.  The Department employs slightly more than 
10,000 uniformed staff and 1,500 civilian staff.  The 
Department’s budgeted uniformed personnel payroll costs for 
fiscal year 2002 were $704.2 million.  
 
The majority of these inmates are housed in one of ten facilities 
on Rikers Island.  At the inception of our audit, the Department 
had four primary borough jails that were not located on the 
island (known as off-Rikers facilities) − one each in Manhattan, 
Queens, Brooklyn, and the Bronx, with a combined capacity of 
approximately 4,000 inmates. 
 

Audit Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 
 

his financial-related audit of selected payroll practices at the 
Department’s off-Rikers facilities covered the period from 

January 1, 2001 through September 30, 2002. The objectives of 
our audit were to determine whether payroll-related procedures 
followed at the facilities comply with the Department's directives 
and general orders, whether controls are adequate to ensure 
that facility employees are paid only for the time they actually 
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work, and whether the Department’s Central Office provides 
sufficient oversight of payroll transactions at off-Rikers facilities.  
 
To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed Department 
officials and reviewed payroll-related policies and procedures, 
applicable laws, directives, and general orders.  We visited two 
off-Rikers facilities, Brooklyn Detention Center (Brooklyn) and 
Queens Detention Center (Queens).  At each facility we visited, 
we analyzed various payroll-related reports and schedules, as 
well as available supporting documentation for our selected 
samples for each of the areas we reviewed. 
  
As is our practice, we notify agency officials at the start of each 
audit that we will be requesting a representation letter in which 
agency management provides assurance, 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 either that 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 assurances 
from Department officials that all relevant information was 
provided to us during the audit.  We consider this refusal to 
provide a representation letter to be a scope limitation on the 
findings and conclusions presented in this report.   
 
Except as noted above, 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 the Department that 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 Department, which are 
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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 considered necessary in the 
circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing the estimates, 
judgments, and decisions made by 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. 
 

Internal Control and Compliance Summary 
 

ur consideration of the Department’s internal control 
structure focused on the controls over payroll-related 

procedures.  We identified a number of weaknesses in these 
controls, which are discussed in detail throughout this report. 
 

Response of Department Officials to Audit 
 

  draft copy of this report was provided to Department 
officials for their review and comment.  Their comments, as 

appropriate, have been considered in preparing this report, and 
are included in Appendix B. 
 
Department officials generally concurred with our 
recommendations, and indicated steps being taken to 
implement them. 
 
We request that within 90 days after the final release of this 
report, the Commissioner of the New York City Department of 
Correction report to the State Comptroller advising what steps 
were taken to implement the recommendations contained 
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herein, and where recommendations were not implemented, the 
reasons therefor. 
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FACILITY PAYROLL PRACTICES 

 
lthough the Department issues payroll and personnel 
regulations, each facility is allowed to follow individual 

procedures according to its own needs.  We found that payroll-
related procedures at the off-Rikers facilities we visited did not 
always comply with the Department's directives and general 
orders.  We also found that existing controls did not provide 
adequate assurance that facility employees were paid only for 
the time they actually worked.  We found that the Department 
needs to improve its controls over time and attendance, 
overtime, military leave, and employee payroll status. 
 
We note that for budgetary reasons, Department officials closed 
the Queens facility in September 2002, and plan to close the 
Brooklyn facility by July 2003.  Their inmate populations and 
staffs have largely been consolidated at the remaining sites.  
However, both facilities may re-open at a later date.  The control 
weaknesses we identified at the Brooklyn and Queens 
Detention Centers were similar.  As such, the Department 
needs to assess the extent to which similar practices and 
control risks exists at other facilities.  Further, the Department 
needs to assure that our recommended control enhancements 
are conveyed to all of its facilities, which would serve to 
strengthen controls systemwide. 
 

Time and Attendance  
 

ccording to Department regulations employees are required 
to sign in and indicate the exact time of their arrival and 

departure. Further, entries in Department records are to be 
accurately and concisely made, without unnecessary delay, by 
the person designated for such duty.  Finally, commanding 
officers are required to verify that the time records for all 
employees in their command are certified and maintained in the 
prescribed manner. 
 
At both Queens and Brooklyn, we found that sign-in sheets 
were kept in a common area, immediately beyond the initial 
security check station.  Furthermore, the sign-in process was 
not overseen by anyone.  Queens had two timekeepers − one 
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assigned to uniformed staff and the other to civilian staff.  
Brooklyn employed three timekeepers − two assigned to 
uniformed staff and the other to civilian staff.  Separate sign-in 
forms were available for Captains, correction officers, chaplains, 
and civilian staff, with employee names listed in alphabetical 
order.  Because the layout of the sign-in/out form did not allow 
sequential entries, individuals who came in late or left early, 
were not readily identifiable. 
 
On a daily basis, the timekeepers entered the time from the 
sign-in/out sheets onto the employee’s individual time cards, 
recorded leave charges and maintained a summary of leave 
accruals.  The use of such a manual process carries an inherent 
risk of error.  Although sign-in sheets were the source document 
for entries on the time cards, which supported the officers’ bi-
weekly paychecks, we found that the employees’ supervisor had 
neither reviewed nor approved either the sign-in sheets or the 
time cards.  Further, we found timekeeping supervisors do not 
regularly verify the accuracy of selected timesheet entries, to 
employee sign-in/out sheets, to insure that they are consistent.  
Consequently, if, for example, a timekeeper awarded overtime 
to an employee who did not work, that overpayment would go 
undetected.  As a result, management has no assurance that 
employees are being paid only for the time they work. 
 
To determine whether Queens and Brooklyn employees were 
complying with time and attendance rules and regulations, we 
reviewed the time and attendance records for the period 
January 1, 2001 to June 7, 2002, of a sample of 50 correction 
officers employed at each of the two sites.  (At Queens, the total 
population was 420; at Brooklyn, it was 417.)  We noted that a 
check mark was made on the schedule at roll call, to show that 
an officer was present.  The absence of a check mark signified 
that the officer was absent. We looked for agreement among the 
sign in/out sheets, evidence of attendance at roll call, and time 
card entries. 
 
We found two exceptions at Queens.  One correction officer had 
not signed in or out, although his time card indicated he was 
present and he was checked as present at roll call.  Another 
officer had not signed in or out and he was not at roll call.  
However, his time card indicated that he was present.  At 
Brooklyn, we found 8 exceptions.  Two correction officers were 
not listed on the sign-in/out sheets; two other officers had not 
signed in or out; and four had not been noted as present on the 
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schedules at roll call.  The time cards for all eight officers 
indicated they were present.  In addition, four officers’ time 
cards were missing. 
 
Further, at both facilities, we found that employees did not 
always follow the sign-in/out procedures as required.  We 
identified examples of employees signing out before the end of 
their tour.   
 
At Queens, we noted that, in 22 instances on 4 days in June 
2002 − involving 11 civilians and 11 officers (see Exhibit A and 
Exhibit B, respectively), facility personnel had signed out before 
their respective shifts actually ended.  For example, at 2:15 p.m. 
on June 12, 2002, we observed a social worker (a civilian) 
signing out with an indication that he had worked through 3 
p.m., the actual end of his shift. At the same time on the same 
day, we noted that two correction officers had already recorded 
on the day's sign-in/out sheet their sign-out time of 3:31 p.m.  In 
addition, we noted three instances in which civilian personnel 
(e.g., the chaplains assigned to the facility) had signed in as 
present but one employee did not enter his sign-in time, and two 
employees did not enter their sign-out times.   
 
When we examined the sign-in/out sheets for Brooklyn 
employees during 2 days in July and 2 days in August 2002, we 
found 26 instances (see Exhibit C) in which Brooklyn uniformed 
personnel had signed out before their respective shifts actually 
ended.  The dates and times of our observations of daily sign-
in/out sheets were judgmentally selected. 
 
At neither facility did we find supervisory oversight of the daily 
sign-in/out procedure for either civilian or uniformed personnel.  
As a result, management did not know whether the employees 
who had signed out early did so as a matter of convenience or 
had, in fact, not worked a full day − in effect, paid for work not 
performed.  When we reported our findings to officials at both 
facilities, they immediately took corrective measures to reinforce 
existing procedures. 
 

Overtime 
 

ccording to a Department directive, no overtime is permitted 
without the authorization and permission of the Commander 

of the facility (or the Commander’s designee).  Furthermore, all 
overtime worked as a result of emergency absences must be 
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approved by the appropriate Tour Commander or other 
authorizing agent. Signatures must be affixed in the appropriate 
section of the Departmental Overtime slip.  Two types of 
information appear on the latter slip: certification by the 
Area/Control Room Captain that the employee named on the 
Overtime Report completed the overtime work at the time 
indicated on the respective report, and certification by the Tour 
Commander that the employee named on the Overtime Report 
was authorized to work overtime for the reason indicated and 
that the Tour Commander or the Area/Control Room Captain 
verified the time the employee completed the overtime work.  At 
both facilities, we found that it was possible for individuals to be 
paid overtime for time they did not work. 
 
To determine whether Queens and Brooklyn were complying 
with overtime rules and regulations for the period January 1, 
2001 to June 7, 2002 we systematically selected every third pay 
period, totaling 13. We obtained data files from the Central 
Office of the top 50 uniformed overtime earners for each month 
from January 1, 2001 to April 30, 2002 for Queens, and from 
January 1, 2002 to June 30, 2002 for Brooklyn.  We selected 
the highest overtime-earner from both the Queens and Brooklyn 
data files, for each of the first 12 pay periods selected, and 
verified all the overtime hours they had worked during the pay 
period.  In addition, using biweekly payroll transaction detail 
reports (700 Report) for each facility, we randomly selected an 
officer from each of the 13 pay periods and verified all the 
overtime hours they had worked during the pay period.  
 
Queens 
 
In our review of the records of the 25 officers (12 + 13), we 
found 60 overtime instances.  For two of these, we found that 
the Assistant Deputy Wardens (ADWs) had signed off on the 
respective Overtime Reports, certifying that the ADWs 
themselves had been authorized to work overtime for the 
reasons indicated and that either the ADWs, or the respective 
lower-ranking Area Captains, had verified the times the ADWs 
completed the overtime work.  Thus, contrary to Department 
requirements, it was possible to process the Overtime Report 
without a supervisor’s certification and signature.  We also 
found that the Personnel Captain did not verify that the 
uniformed personnel timekeeper posted the amount of overtime 
earned to the individual officer's time records. 
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The Personnel Captain agreed with our finding and 
recommendation that either a Deputy Warden or one of the 
other Assistant Deputy Wardens should have certified and 
signed the respective Overtime Reports. 
 
Brooklyn 
 
In our review of the records of the 25 officers, we found 61 
instances of overtime.  For one of these, we found that the 
Assistant Deputy Warden had signed off on the respective 
Overtime Report for one of these cases, certifying that he was 
authorized to work overtime for the reason indicated and that he 
or the respective lower-ranking Area Captain had verified the 
time the ADW had completed the overtime work. We also found 
two instances in which captains had signed off on the respective 
Overtime Reports, certifying that they had completed the 
overtime work at the times indicated on the reports. No other 
supervisory signatures appeared on the reports, which should 
been certified and signed by a Deputy Warden and one of the 
other Assistant Deputy Wardens.  Again, the Personnel Captain 
agreed with our finding. 
  

Military Leave 
 

acility employees who are members of the National Guard 
and Reserves (Reservists) are entitled to be paid their City 

salaries while engaged in the performance of "ordered military 
duty," for a period not exceeding a total of 30 calendar days or 
22 normally-scheduled work days, whichever is greater, in any 1 
calendar year.  In addition, the City Department of Personnel 
requires the Reservist to submit proof of attendance and/or a 
pay voucher upon his or her return to the facility.  In contrast, 
the City Department of Correction requires the Reservist to 
submit to the commanding officer at the facility only some form 
of proof of attendance.   
 
At both facilities, we found that controls over the use of military 
leave were not adequate to assure Department management 
that the Reservist had actually participated in military duty.  We 
found that the Personnel Captains do not monitor the uniformed 
personnel timekeepers at either facility to verify that they have 
obtained the required proof of participation in military duty from 
Reservists.  As a result, we found officers claiming they were on 
military duty when in fact they were not, in effect, getting extra 
time off with pay.  We also found instances where facility and 
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military records showed officers were simultaneously at the 
facility and on military duty.  By showing on the time card that an 
officer is at the facility rather than on military leave, the 
Reservists may exceed their maximum annual military leave 
allowance without notice, and therefore not charge their leave 
accruals.   
 
Queens 
 
During the period of January 1, 2001 to June 30, 2002, seven 
Reservists took military leave.  When we reviewed the records 
of all 7, we noted in 36 of 70 instances the Reservist’s military 
leave and personnel folders did not contain proof that he had 
attended military training for specific dates; 7 instances in which 
the proof of attendance had been dated before the training was 
completed; 3 instances in which there were discrepancies 
between the individual’s proof of attendance and his employee 
time cards; and 1 instance in which the Reservist's proof of 
attendance at military training had not been dated. 
 
Available data showed the military unit address for 4 of the 7 
Reservists.  We mailed letters to the commanding officers of 
four Reservists to confirm that they had attended the military 
training.  We received just one response.  When we compared 
the dates the military indicated the Reservist was on military 
duty to the military leave shown on the officer’s time card, we 
found one instance where, although 8 days (September 12 – 23, 
2001, excluding pass days) had been charged on the timecard 
to military leave, the New York Army National Guard (Guard) 
records show the Reservist in fact was not on military duty.  
Available records further showed that on a different date the 
officer was both at the facility and performing military duty at the 
same time.  Although the time card showed the officer worked 
8.5 hours at the facility (September 29, 2001, 7 a.m.-3:31 p.m.), 
the Guard records showed the Reservist performed Military duty 
during the same 8.5-hour period. 
 
Brooklyn 
 
When we reviewed the records of the six Reservists at 
Brooklyn, we noted in 53 of 99 instances the Reservist's military 
leave and personnel folders did not contain proof that the 
individual had attended military training on specific dates, 3 
instances in which the proof had been dated before the training 
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was actually completed, and 6 instances in which the proof had 
not been dated at all. 
 
We mailed letters to the commanding officers of all six 
Reservists to confirm that they had attended the military 
training.  We received three responses which confirmed 
attendance for 22 of the 53 instances where proofs of military 
attendance were missing from facility records.  When we 
compared the dates the military indicated the Reservists were 
on military duty to the military leave shown on the officers’ time 
cards, we found a total of six instances for two officers where, 
although 10 days in total had been charged on their timecards 
to military leave, the Military records for these two officers 
(Department of the Army and Department of the Air Force) 
showed the Reservists in fact were not on military duty as 
follows:  
 

Officer Dates Days 
A 6/12-15/01 4 
A 9/24/01 1 
B 7/14-15/01 2 
B 8/13/01 1 
B 2/10/02 1 
B 7/26/02 1 

 
Available records further showed that on 7 different dates, in 
total, the same two officers were both at the facility working at 
their assigned posts and performing their military duty at the 
same time.  Although the time cards showed the officers worked 
at the facility, the military records showed the Reservists 
performed Military duty during the overlapping periods as 
follows:
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Officer 
 

Dates 
Hours On Duty 

Per Military 
Hours Worked 
Per Timecard 

A 6/6/01 8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.   6:00 a.m. –   2:31 p.m. 
A 6/19/01 8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. 10:00 a.m. –   2:31 p.m. 
A 7/19/01 8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.   6:00 a.m. –   2:31 p.m. 
B 11/10/01 7:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.   3:00 p.m. – 11:31 p.m. 
B 3/10/02 7:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.   3:00 p.m. – 11:31 p.m. 
B 5/11/02 7:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. 3:00 p.m. – 11:31 p.m. 
B 6/8/02 7:30 a.m. – 4:30 p.m. 3:00 p.m. – 11:31 p.m. 

 

Employee Payroll Status 
 

o establish that all active facility employees do, in fact, exist, 
we validated the Social Security numbers, through the 

Social Security Administration, of personnel on both the Queens 
and Brooklyn payrolls.  We found one instance in which the 
Social Security number actually belonged to a person who had 
been reported as deceased. Until we notified Department 
officials of the fact, they were unaware that the employee had 
died on February 20, 1998, almost four and one-half years 
earlier.  Our examination of Department Personnel Office 
records revealed that the employee had been designated on 
“inactive leave status - leave without pay” as of October 27, 
1987, and had last received a paycheck on August 7, 1987.  
 
Department rules allow the Commissioner to grant permanent 
employees leaves of absence without pay for reasons other 
than maternal and child care leave and leave covered under the 
Family Medical Leave Act.  However, such leaves are not to 
exceed one year. The Commissioner may extend the leave up 
to one additional year, for a total of two years.  Only the Mayor 
may grant further extensions. 
 
Neither Central Office nor Queen’s officials had questioned why 
an employee remained on leave without pay status for 15 years, 
in violation of Department rules.   
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Establish controls, including monitoring and oversight of 

the daily sign-in/out process that will assure management 
that staff is complying with the Department's sign-in/out 
policies. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
2. Change the sign-in/out form to allow sequential signing or 

develop alternative controls that will address the related 
risks we identified in the report. 

 
3. Require supervisors to review and approve their 

employees’ time sheet entries. 
 
4. Establish controls, including regular monitoring and 

oversight of timekeeper activities that will assure 
management that employees are being paid only for the 
time they actually work.  For example, require the 
timekeeping supervisor, to regularly verify the accuracy 
of selected timesheet entries, to employee sign-in/out 
sheets, to insure they are consistent. 

 
5. Require that a level higher than the person working the 

overtime, authorize the overtime and subsequently verify 
and approve the overtime worked.  For example, 
Assistant Deputy Wardens should submit their respective 
Overtime Reports to a Deputy Warden for Administration.   

 
6. Instruct Personnel Captains to verify the uniformed 

personnel timekeeper's activity as it relates to the posting 
of overtime to individual officers’ time records, and the 
submission of evidence that Reservist participated in 
military duty.  

 
7. Accept the use of a pay voucher as the only proof of 

attendance at military duty. 
 
8. Require officers whose military leave claims are in 

dispute to substantiate their participation.  If a claim 
cannot be substantiated, take appropriate disciplinary 
action, including the recoupment of funds or the charging 
of time to leave accruals.  

 
9. Confirm the ongoing appropriateness of designations of 

inactive leave status for employees.  Review expiring 
inactive leave designations to determine what future 
action needs to be taken. 
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OVERSIGHT OF FACILITIES 
 

e conclude that the Department’s Central Office needs to 
provide more effective oversight of payroll transactions at 

its off-Rikers facilities.  We found that the Central Office 
exercises limited and decentralized oversight of both payroll and 
personnel practices at these facilities, relying on local controls.  
As a result, Department management does not know whether 
such controls have been designed adequately or are functioning 
as intended, or whether off-Rikers employees are adhering to 
the Department’s payroll directives.  As discussed in the 
previous sections of this report, we found several instances 
where some employees were not always adhering to the 
guidelines.  
 
Officials from the Department's Internal Audit Division (Division) 
indicated the last time they conducted a payroll and personnel 
practices audit was 1999.  Such reviews would enable 
management to determine whether procedures consistent with 
applicable laws and regulations are being followed.  As a result 
of our audit, Division officials have indicated that payroll and 
personnel audits will be added to their annual audit plan. 
 

Recommendations 
 
10. Direct Central Office to periodically review each facility’s 

payroll and personnel controls and practices to determine 
whether they are consistent with applicable laws and 
Department regulations. 

 
11. Direct the Internal Audit Division to perform periodic 

audits of payroll and personnel functions, both at the 
Central Office and at the facilities.  The frequency of the 
audits should be based on the degree of risk identified at 
each facility. 

 

W 



 

Exhibit A  

Exhibit A 
 
 

Civilian Personnel Signing Out Early at 
Queens Detention Center 

 
Date Time of 

Observation 
Time Out Per Daily 

Sheet 
6/7/02 1:20 pm 2:20 pm 
6/7/02 1:20 pm 2:30 pm 

6/11/02 2:05 pm 2:30 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm 2:30 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm 2:30 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm 2:30 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm 2:30 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm 2:30 pm 
6/12/02 2:15 pm 3:00 pm  
6/12/02 2:15 pm 2:30 pm 
6/12/02 2:15 pm 2:30 pm 

 



 

 Exhibit B

Exhibit B 
 
 

Uniformed Personnel Signing Out Early at 
 Queens Detention Center 

 
Date Time of 

Observation 
Time Out Per Daily 

Sheet 
6/7/02 1:20 pm  1:31 pm 
6/7/02 1:20 pm  1:31 pm 
6/7/02 1:20 pm  1:31 pm 
6/10/02 9:40 am 10:31 am  
6/11/02 2:05 pm  8:31 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm  2:35 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm  2:31 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm  2:31 pm 
6/11/02 2:05 pm  8:00 pm 
6/12/02 2:15 pm  3:31 pm 
6/12/02 2:15 pm  3:31 pm 

 



 

 Exhibit C

Exhibit C 
 

Uniformed Personnel Signing Out Early at 
Brooklyn Detention Center 

 
 

Date 
Time of 

Observation 
Time Out 

Per Daily Sheet 
7/30/02 1:20 pm 3:31 pm 
7/30/02 1:20 pm 3:00 pm 
7/30/02 1:20 pm 1:31 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 3:25 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 6:31 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 3:30 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 2:31 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 3:31 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 3:00 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 2:31 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 1:31 pm 
7/31/02 12:45 pm 1:31 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 2:01 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 5:31 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 3:15 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/20/02 1:35 pm 3:31 pm 
8/21/02 1:35 pm 5:31 pm 
8/21/02 1:35 pm 2:01 pm 
8/21/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/21/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/21/02 1:35 pm 2:31 pm 
8/21/02 1:35 pm 3:01 pm 
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