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Dear Mr. Goord:

The following is our report on the Department of Correctional Services’ Security
Staff Overtime for the period April 1, 1992 through March 31, 1995.

This audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller's authority as set forth
in Section 1, Article V of the State Constitution and Section 8, Article 2 of the
State Finance Law.  We list major contributors to this report in Appendix A.



Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Department of Correctional Services
Security Staff Overtime

As of March 31, 1995, the Department of Correctional Services (Department)
operated 69 correctional facilities (facilities) which housed nearly 65,000
inmates.  The Department allows overtime when sufficient security personnel
are not available to maintain essential services.  Total overtime costs for
inmate supervision exceeded $32.5 million during the 1993-94 fiscal year and
$39 million for the 1994-95 fiscal year.  The Central Office Security
Information Staffing Unit (SISU) acts as the liaison between the Department's
Central Office and the superintendents at the facilities.  SISU's responsibilities
include: monitoring, evaluating, and assisting facility managers in the effective
and efficient use of security staff; and identifying the causes of and reducing
the amounts of excessive overtime at facilities.

Our audit addressed the following questions relating to the Department's system
for monitoring and controlling security staff overtime costs for the period April
1, 1992 through March 31, 1995:

! Are Department and facility managers effectively managing security
staff overtime costs?

! Did  the Department properly document that employees at selected
facilities actually worked the overtime they were paid?

We found that Department and facility managers are not always effective in
managing security staff overtime costs.  We also found that the Department did
not always document that employees actually worked the overtime they were
paid.

The Commissioner and Central Office officials, in conjunction with manage-
ment at each facility, are responsible for ensuring that correctional facilities are
effectively and efficiently staffed, and that expenditures are bona fide.  We
noted that the Department's security staff overtime costs have steadily
increased in recent years and have continually surpassed their budgets.  For
example, in the 1994-95 fiscal year overtime costs exceeded budget by almost
$24 million.  Funds to cover the Department's excessive overtime expenditures
have come from other areas of the Department's budget.  Department officials
stated that security personnel at certain facilities were understaffed, causing
built-in overtime.  However, we determined that the Department's nine
facilities with the highest overtime expenditures are all staffed at levels higher
than called for in their Budget Fill Levels (BFL).  BFL is the Division of the
Budget’s staffing level for each facility. Conversely, we found that the seven
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most understaffed facilities had significantly less overtime expenses.  (see pp.
5-7)

Our analysis of overtime costs indicates that factors other than under-staffing
may be contributing to overtime costs.  Department officials need to address
such questions as:  Are the facility plot plans accurate reflections of each
facility's staffing needs?  Are facility managers properly utilizing their staff and
controlling overtime costs?  Has the Department's top management placed the
proper priority on efficiently utilizing staff at the facilities to control costs and
avoid the need for unnecessary overtime and additional staff?  (see p. 7)

In general, we found the need for Central Office senior management,  to
become more involved in controlling facility security staff overtime costs.
SISU has the resources available to compile data and perform site visits
relating to overtime use.  However, most of SISU's reviews at the facilities do
not provide facility officials with information on how to utilize their security
staff efficiently or how to reduce security overtime.  In addition, SISU
generally does not use the overtime data reported by the facilities to produce
reports and recommendations on how to minimize overtime costs.  Using SISU
resources, Department officials should take a more active role in assisting
facility managers in identifying the causes of and reducing the amounts of
security staff overtime.  (see pp. 9-10)

We determined that the Department's timekeeping system is not an effective
method for controlling overtime or regular hours worked.  Similar to what has
been reported in some of our previous audits of the Department, we found
many  problems with the Department's time card system.  These problems
include employees not punching in and/or out, illegible or unreadable time
cards due to overstrikes, failure of timeclocks through worn-out ribbons, and
employee sabotage of the timeclocks.  We also found that overtime hours are
not always properly documented, and there is no assurance that all overtime
paid was actually worked.  We identified more than $34,000 in overtime
payments made at five facilities that were not documented as worked.  In
addition, we found that facility managers are not properly reporting the reasons
for overtime use to SISU, as required.  We concluded that the Department
should continue to examine alternatives to the current timekeeping system to
adequately control regular and overtime work hours.  (see pp. 13-16)

Department officials generally disagreed with our findings, conclusions and
recommendations, stating that they control overtime to the extent possible and
that the central office oversight is adequate.
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Background

Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

Introduction

As of March 31, 1995, the Department of Correctional Services (Department)
operated 69 correctional facilities (facilities) which housed nearly 65,000
inmates.  The Department’s Commissioner and Central Office officials, in
conjunction with management at each facility, are responsible for overseeing
and managing the facilities.

The Department allows overtime when sufficient security personnel are not
available to maintain essential services.  Facilities offer overtime to employees
based on their seniority and qualifications.  Total overtime costs for inmate
supervision exceeded $32.5 million during the 1993-94 fiscal year and $39
million for the 1994-95 fiscal year.

The Central Office Security Information Staffing Unit (SISU) acts as a liaison
between the Department's Central Office and the superintendents at the
facilities.  The facilities report daily staffing data to SISU.  SISU's primary
functions are to: monitor, evaluate, and assist facility managers in the effective
and efficient utilization of security staff; and identify the causes of and reduce
the amounts of excessive overtime at facilities.

For the period April 1, 1992 through March 31, 1995, we audited the
Department's system to monitor and control inmate supervision overtime costs.
We also audited overtime expenditures at the following facilities: Auburn,
Authurkill, Bedford Hills, Downstate and Sing Sing.

The objectives of our performance audit were to assess the Department's
effectiveness in managing its overtime costs for security staff and to determine
whether the Department properly documented that security staff at selected
facilities actually worked the overtime for which they were paid.  To
accomplish these objectives, we reviewed applicable directives and
memoranda, interviewed appropriate Department and facility personnel,
analyzed security staffing and overtime reports, reviewed selected budget data,
and tested selected overtime transactions at five facilities.

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 which are included in
our scope.  Further, these standards require that we understand the
Department's internal control structure and compliance with those laws, rules,
and regulations that are relevant to the Department's operations which are
included in our 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 we consider necessary in the
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Officials

Perspective on
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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 used 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 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
activities that may be functioning properly.

Draft copies of this report were provided to Department officials for their
review and comment.  In responding to the revised draft report, Department
officials generally disagreed with the report’s findings, conclusions and
recommendations.  Their comments have been considered in preparing this
report and are included in Appendix B.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170 of
the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the Department of Correctional
Services shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders
of the Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were taken to
implement the recommendations contained herein, and where recommendations
were not implemented, the reasons therefor.

This audit has generated significant discussions between the Commissioner and
our auditors as evidenced by the extensive agency response.  The
Commissioner believes overtime is overshadowed by the imbalance between
necessary staffing levels (plot plans) and what the State can afford to pay
(Budgeted Fill Levels).  If the balance were restored (staffing levels were equal
to plot plans) overtime would be significantly reduced.  The Commissioner also
believes any comparison between appropriation and spending must recognize
the annual appropriation is a goal and not a limit.

As the reader reviews this report, there are several issues we suggest be
considered.  An appropriation is not a goal.  It is a limit on the amount of
money an agency is authorized to spend.  However, the Commissioner has a
legitimate concern with the safety and welfare of his employees and the
inmates in his charge.  While Division of the Budget officials have set
“Budgeted Fill Levels” which limits the number of employees available, these
limits could very well jeopardize the safety and welfare of Correction
Department employees and inmates and drive up overtime costs due to
insufficient base staffing.  Correspondingly, the Division of the Budget officials
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have legitimate concerns with allocating the limited resources available to the
State.

Our report is not designed to address decisions made by the Executive and the
Department in balancing fiscal concerns with the safety and welfare of
employees and inmates.  Rather, its purpose is to recognize that overtime is a
significant cost that the Department must constantly address to ensure that
limited resources are allocated efficiently and monitored effectively.
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Staff Utilization

The Commissioner and Central Office officials, in conjunction with manage-
ment at each facility, are responsible for ensuring that correctional facilities are
effectively and efficiently staffed, and that expenditures are bona fide.  For
fiscal year 1993-94, the Department employed over 18,000 security staff in its
69 facilities.

Officials from the Department develop plot plans for each facility.  The plot
plans identify the security positions that the Department says are needed to
properly staff each facility.  However, facilities are staffed at budget fill levels
(BFL) not plot plan levels.  BFL is a concept created by the Division of the
Budget (DOB) in an effort to reduce plot plan staffing to a level that New
York State could afford.  The Department claims that the primary cause for
overtime is the difference between plot plan requirements and BFL require-
ments for facility staffing.

The Division of the Budget (DOB), in conjunction with the Department,
determines each facility's security staff budget, including anticipated overtime,
in developing the Department's overall annual security budget.  For fiscal year
1993-94, DOB allocated $13 million for security staff overtime.

The Department's actual security staff overtime costs have increased steadily
and have continually surpassed their budgets.  For the 1992-93 fiscal year, the
Department paid $32 million for security staff overtime costs, although only
$17.6 million was budgeted.  For the 1993-94 fiscal year, actual costs were
over $32 million, exceeding the budget by more than $19 million.  For the
1994-95 fiscal year, the Department was allocated $15.3 million for security
overtime and spent over $39 million.  Funds to cover the Department's
excessive overtime expenditures have come from other areas of the Depart-
ment's budget, such as capital construction.

Department officials stated that security positions at some facilities were
understaffed by a total of 326 positions as of December 19, 1994, causing
built-in overtime.  To document the understaffing, Department officials
provided us with a report which compared BFL staffing with actual staffing at
all facilities.  We analyzed this report and found that while 15 facilities were
understaffed by a total of 326 positions, 44 other facilities were overstaffed by
a total of 318 positions resulting in a net shortage of only 8 positions.  We also
found  that the Department had nine facilities with  overtime expenditures
exceeding $1 million per year that were staffed at levels higher than their
budget fill levels.  The cost of overtime at these nine facilities totaled 32.8
percent of the Department's security staff overtime cost for fiscal year 1994-95
as follows:
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FACILITY OF DECEMBER 1994 1994-95 OVERTIME

NUMBER OF

 OFFICERS TOTAL OVERTIME PERCENT OF

OVERSTAFFED AS EXPENDITURES  TOTAL SECURITY

Downstate 10 $2,641,575   6.72%

Green Haven 13 $1,115,590   2.84  

Sing Sing 90 $1,309,391   3.33  

Great Meadow  6 $1,450,762   3.69  

Coxsackie  7 $1,755,070   4.47  

Greene  7 $1,250,535   3.18  

Bedford Hills 60 $1,045,331   2.66  

Elmira 1 $1,191,491   3.03  

Clinton 4 $1,136,144   2.89  

Totals $12,895,889 32.8%

Conversely, we found that the cost of overtime at six understaffed facilities
was only 13.4 percent of the Department's security staff overtime cost for the
fiscal year as follows:

FACILITY DECEMBER 1994 1994-95  OVERTIME

NUMBER OF 

OFFICERS TOTAL OVERTIME EX- PERCENT OF

UNDERSTAFFED AS OF PENDITURES  TOTAL SECURITY

Collins 52 $1,343,785  3.42%

Cayuga 42  1,396,665  3.55 

Oneida 32    769,310  1.96 

Mohawk 27  1,216,251  3.10 

Midstate 15    466,015  1.19 

Marcy 12     74,931   .19 

Totals $5,266,957 13.41%

Department officials stated that the Department's high overtime costs are
primarily due to understaffing.  However, our preceding analysis indicates that
there may be other contributing factors to these overtime costs.  The following
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questions must be addressed by Department officials if they are to properly
manage and control overtime.

! Is the BFL an accurate reflection of each facility's staffing needs?
Certain facilities, such as Sing Sing and Bedford Hills, continue to
generate high overtime costs despite being staffed at levels higher than
those contained in their BFLs.

! Are facility managers properly utilizing their staff and controlling
overtime costs?  Have they addressed issues such as excessive workers'
compensation, unscheduled sick leave, outside medical trips and other
factors which may cause excessive overtime at certain facilities?

! Has the Department’s top management placed the proper priority on
efficiently utilizing staff at the facilities to control costs and avoid the
need for unnecessary overtime and additional staff?

The remainder of our report describes some areas where Department officials
and facility managers might focus their attention to address these questions.
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Recommendations

1. Minimize the occurrence of overtime by reassessing facility staffing
to ensure security staff are efficiently deployed.

(Department officials responded that we incorrectly identified the
Department as the source for the numbers we used when making our staffing
comparison.  They state that they are not understaffed by 326 positions when
comparing  BFL staffing to actual staffing.  Rather, they are short 404
positions when comparing plot plan to actual staffing.)

Auditors’ Comments - In conducting our review we met with the former
Deputy Commissioner for Facility Operations and asked why the Department
routinely exceeded their budgets for overtime.  He explained that certain
facilities were short on staff and overtime was the only way that the facilities
could operate at the required staffing level.  He responded that in total the
facilities were understaffed by 326 positions.  Subsequently, he provided us
with a Department document from the SISU unit which supported this.  This
is the document we used in our comparison.

2. Reemphasize the need for Central Office and facility managers to
provide the necessary oversight in this area.

(Department officials responded that Central Office and facility managers
were adequately overseeing overtime and that it was being controlled to the
extent possible.)

Auditors’ Comments - We disagree with the Department’s contention that
everything that can be done, is being done to control overtime.  On page 6
of  this report we present data showing that certain facilities that are
understaffed  (according to Department numbers) are more efficient at
controlling overtime than others that are overstaffed.  This indicates to us that
these facilities may be doing a better job of assigning and controlling staff
overtime than other facilities.  Further, these facilities appear able to operate
below the BFL levels and within their allowable relief factors.  Also, for the
three fiscal years ended March 31, 1995, the Department exceeded budgeted
overtime by almost $60 million, with the deficit worsening each of the three
years.
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Central Office Oversight of Facilities

SISU acts as the liaison between Central Office management and the facilities.
Its functions are to monitor, evaluate, and assist facility managers in the
effective and efficient utilization of security staff.  In addition, they are
responsible for identifying the causes of, and reducing the amounts of,
unnecessary inmate security staff overtime.

SISU performs facility site visits to ensure that facilities follow departmental
directives and memoranda regarding the allocation of security staffing.  SISU
also reviews the staffing data that facilities input on the Department’s
computerized reporting system.  SISU reports the results of these data reviews
to officials at both Central Office and facilities.  The SISU Director  prepares
a bi-weekly Statewide Overtime Summary Report for the Deputy Commis-
sioner of Facility Operations, who reviews the report and identifies the
facilities with excessive overtime.  We found that SISU is making an effort to
monitor and evaluate facility security staff overtime costs.  However, we
believe additional efforts are needed to identify the causes of excessive
overtime and the actions needed to reduce it.

We found that SISU performs many security staffing site reviews.  The reviews
determine whether facilities are following Department directives and
memorandum regarding security staff allocation.  SISU usually issues memos
to facility officials which outline the problems found during their site review.
Further, they require facility officials to submit an action plan to correct these
problems.   However, SISU does not follow up on its reviews to ensure that
facility  officials implement the recommendations or action plans.  SISU
performed follow-ups at only 2 of the 56 facilities it reviewed in 1994.

Although the reviews are helpful in resolving compliance issues, they generally
do not provide detailed analysis and recommendations that would help facility
officials efficiently utilize security staff and reduce the amount of security
overtime.  For the two years ended March 31, 1994, SISU performed 84
reviews.  Only ten of these reviews contained specific recommendations for
controlling overtime.  The other 74 reviews did not provide facility officials
with information on how to utilize their security staff efficiently or how to
reduce security overtime.  

We found that SISU regularly receives and reviews security overtime data.
However, we determined that SISU's data reviews have not regularly resulted
in reports and recommendations to facility managers on how to minimize their
overtime costs.  Senior management reviews the biweekly reports and identifies
facilities with excessive overtime.  They then send the facility superintendent
a memo stating the facility has excessive overtime and exhorts the superinten-
dent to devise an action plan to reduce the facility's overtime spending to an
acceptable level.  Central Office management provides the superintendent with
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a listing of the reasons for security overtime, but does not provide the
superintendent with any analysis of the causes of the overtime or the potential
remedies to prevent excessive overtime from recurring in the future.

SISU  officials feel it is the responsibility of each facility to utilize staff
effectively and to control the use of overtime.  Department officials agree with
this  statement and indicate that they do not believe that the SISU reviews
should be extended to include identifying the causes of unnecessary overtime
at the facilities or making recommendations to address these causes.

However, facility superintendents are not solely responsible for controlling
security overtime costs.  The New York State Corrections Law charges the
Commissioner and Central Office officials with the responsibility for
supervising, managing, and controlling correctional facilities.  Accordingly,
these officials, in conjunction with the management at each facility, are
responsible for ensuring that facility overtime costs are necessary and bona
fide.

Central Office management, through SISU, has the resources available to
compile data and perform site visits.  Department officials should take a more
active role by assisting facility managers in identifying the causes of and
reducing the amounts of security staff overtime.
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Recommendation

3. Require senior agency management to take a more active role in
monitoring and ensuring continuous improvement in facility security
staff overtime costs.  In this regard, site visits and data reviews by
SISU should be used to help identify causes of and solutions to high
overtime use.  Follow-ups should be made to ensure facility managers
implement recommendations made by the Deputy Commissioner and
SISU.

(Department officials responded that the SISU reviews were an effective way
of controlling overtime.  They stated that if a staffing review did not contain
a recommendation regarding overtime it was because there were no problems
in that area.  They further added that, “it would serve no purpose to invent
recommendations for the simple purpose of appeasing auditors.”  They then
went on to discuss seven reviews stating that each one effectively resulted in
corrective action.  They further stated that we apparently discounted the SISU
reports that were made available to us.

Auditors’ Comments - The reports that were provided by the SISU unit were
thoroughly examined.  On page 9 of the report we acknowledged that the
SISU unit performs many security staffing site reviews and that they are
helpful in resolving compliance issues.  We reported that the SISU unit could
be more effective if they followed-up on their recommendations and if they
provided better direction to facility officials in controlling overtime.  No
information that was provided by SISU was discounted.

Department officials selected 7 of the 84 SISU reviews we examined and
presented them as examples of effective action.  They did not comment on the
remaining 77 SISU reviews.  We acknowledged in the draft report that ten of
the SISU reports contained specific recommendations to control overtime.
The problem that we had was with the remaining 74 reviews.  We also
recommended that SISU follow-up on its reviews to ensure that corrective
action is taken.  The 
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Recommendation  (continued)

need for this is supported by one of the seven examples of effective reviews
highlighted by Department officials.  Department officials cite the 9/93 SISU
review at Green Correctional Facility as an example of an effective review
that resulted in corrective action.  One of the discrepancies identified in this
report regarded the assignment process and stated that “unnecessary resource
time is spent on this task and these resource people cannot be preplanned.”
We  examined the subsequent SISU report done in 10/94 and found it
contained the following discrepancy regarding assignments:  “unnecessary
resource time is spent on this task and these resource people cannot be
preplanned.”  This documents that corrective action is not always taken and
that there is a need for follow-up.
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Current Method of
Verifying Overtime
Is Not Working

Results of Facility Reviews

Facility Superintendents and their Deputies for Administration are directly
responsible for establishing and maintaining adequate internal controls over
facility operations.  We audited the systems of control for overtime payments
and tested selected overtime transactions at Auburn, Arthurkill, Bedford Hills,
Downstate and Sing Sing Correctional Facilities.  For the 1993-94 fiscal year,
the Department reported that payroll expenditures for overtime for the five
facilities totaled over $7 million.

We determined that the Department's timekeeping system is not an effective
method for controlling overtime or regular hours worked. We also found that
overtime hours worked by Department employees at the facilities are not
properly documented and there is no assurance that all overtime paid was
actually worked.  In addition, we found that facility managers are not properly
reporting overtime to SISU.

It is the policy of the Department that all employees must maintain an
adequate and accurate record of attendance, in accordance with the Attendance
Rules established by the Department of Civil Service.  

A primary supervisory function is ensuring accurate and timely reporting of
employee attendance.  Properly performed, this practice should detect and
prevent abuse.  The Department requires supervisors to inspect time cards daily
to ensure that employees:  1) punch in and out at the appropriate times, 2) do
not alter the time record, and 3) record all absences.

To determine compliance with required procedures, we tested selected
employee time cards to verify that the hours paid were documented as being
worked.  In a test of almost 32,000 overtime hours, we found that more than
2,900 hours of staff overtime were not properly documented on the employee
time cards as being worked.

Similar problems have occurred in the past.  For example, in a previously
issued report on the Department's timekeeping controls (Report 94-S-7, issued
on September 19, 1994) we also identified numerous instances of inadequate
time card documentation.  During that audit, we tested the time cards for all
security officers and civilians for one pay period at each of five facilities and
found that a total of 1,706 days, with personal service costs valued at
$175,000,  were not fully documented on the time cards.

Our audits, including the current one, continue to identify many problems with
the Department's time card system.  The problems include employees not
punching in and/or out, illegible or unreadable time cards due to overstrikes,
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Documentation of
Overtime Payments

failure of the time clocks through worn-out ribbons, and sabotage of the time
clocks by employees.

The types of shortcomings identified in this and the prior reports are
longstanding.  Facility and Department managers have attempted to improve
Facility  timekeeping controls by reemphasizing timekeeping requirements.
However, they have not been able to establish an adequate system of controls
to provide reasonable assurance that all staff are paid only for time worked. 

We discussed the problems identified during this and other audits with
Department officials.  Department officials indicated that they are investigating
a computer swipe card system to record employee attendance. However, before
implementing such a system, Department managers should assure themselves
that it would rectify the problems that exist with the current system.  

We believe that Department managers should be working towards improving
internal control systems and creating an environment where employees
recognize their responsibility to document the hours that they work.  In
examining alternatives to the current timekeeping system, such as the swipe
card system, Department managers should seek input from facility employees.
By involving staff in developing a control system, there is a greater likelihood
that staff will accept it. 

Department policy requires that facilities authorize, approve and document
each  instance of overtime on individual overtime authorization forms. The
authorization forms should also document the reason(s) that the overtime was
necessary.  The Department requires facility supervisors to verify overtime
recorded on the time cards to the overtime authorization forms before payment
is made.

Our review of overtime payments at the five facilities for the 1993 calendar
year disclosed that more than 2,900 hours of overtime was paid, even though
it was not documented on the time cards as being worked.  This indicates that
supervisors are not comparing overtime authorization forms to time cards as
required.

To determine whether employees did work the required hours, we asked
facility officials to provide alternate records, such as security logs, charts, and
grids to support the more than 2,900 hours of overtime.  The Department could
not document overtime payments totaling over $34,000 for 1,319 hours, as
follows:
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Reasons For
Overtime Not
Accurately Reported
to SISU

FACILITY CARDS RECORDS AS WORKED DOCUMENTED

OVERTIME OVERTIME NET

HOURS NOT HOURS  OVERTIME

DOCUMENTED DOCUMENTED HOURS NOT VALUE OF

PER TIME PER OTHER DOCUMENTED OVERTIME NOT

Auburn   563.50   153.50   410.00 $ 9,360

Arthurkill 1,532.50   933.00   599.50  16,152

Bedford   183.00   130.25    52.75   1,360
Hills

Downstate   199.00   189.25     9.75     234

Sing Sing   426.00   178.50   247.50   7,160

Totals 2,904.00 1,584.50 1,319.50 $34,266

Thus, there is no assurance that employees actually worked the overtime hours
for which they were paid.

Department policy requires each facility to report the reasons for employee
overtime to the Department's Central Office through the computerized SISU
reporting system.  SISU uses these reports to monitor and oversee overtime use
at the facilities.  The reasons for overtime per the SISU system should agree
with  the reasons for the overtime per the authorization forms prepared by
facility supervisors.  

For two facilities, we compared the reasons for overtime as reported on the
SISU reports to the reasons shown on the authorization forms for one payroll
period at each facility during 1994.  We found that the reasons reported to
SISU did not agree with the reasons shown on the overtime authorizations for
261 of the 835 instances reviewed.  In addition, officials at one facility could
not locate 118 SISU reports.  We also found eight instances of overtime paid
to officers that were not reported on the system as required and three instances
of overtime reported on the system without any documentation to show that the
time had actually been worked.

The high rate of error (31.3 percent) indicates that facility managers are not
ensuring that overtime reasons recorded on the overtime authorization forms
are  accurately reported to SISU as required.  We were told by a staffing
supervisor that he sometimes alters the reasons for overtime in order to
minimize the possibility of the overtime being questioned by Department
officials.  Both facilities had relatively high overtime in the period we tested.
Without accurate information being reported, SISU cannot properly monitor
and oversee facility overtime use. In addition, without accurate overtime
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information, Department management cannot properly plan the Department's
staffing and overtime needs. 

Recommendations

4. Continue examining alternatives to the current timekeeping system
that will result in an effective method for controlling overtime or
regular hours worked.  Seek input from facility managers and staff.

(Department officials responded that the timekeeping system is not designed
to control overtime.  They state that their procedures call for a third party to
compare overtime sheets with a report that shows who has submitted time
cards with overtime.)

Auditors’ Comments - The intent of this section was for the Department to
consider alternatives to the current method of verifying that overtime was
worked.  The procedure described by the Department was not in place at any
of the five facilities we visited.  Therefore, we do not know if it would be an
effective way to control overtime.

5. Review the payroll discrepancies identified by this audit and recover
any excess payments.

6. Enforce  proper recording and approval of work hours on time
records.

(Department officials responded that all overtime except for 28.75 hours was
worked primarily by staff assigned to outside hospital and transportation unit
duties.)

Auditors’ Comments - When we were conducting our facility reviews, we
asked facility personnel to document that the employees had worked the
overtime for which they were paid.  They could not provide documentation
to support 1,319.5 hours of overtime valued at more than $34,000.  Further,
when we received the Department’s response we asked them for supporting
documentation and they could not provide it.
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Recommendations (continued)

7. Ensure that facilities accurately report the reason(s) for overtime on
the SISU system.

(Department officials stated that the discrepancies we identified in making
our comparison existed because the reasons for overtime per the overtime
authorization forms and the reasons for overtime per the SISU overtime
reporting system were never designed to be compared against one another.)

Auditors’ Comments - The reasons for overtime per the overtime
authorization forms are the input for the SISU overtime reporting system.
Therefore, it appears to us that they should agree.
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