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Scope of Audit 

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

Department Of Labor
Identifying And Collecting Unemployment Insurance
Benefit Overpayments

The New York State Department of Labor (Department) administers the
Unemployment Insurance (UI) program, which provides benefits to unemployed
workers. The Department is responsible for establishing policies and procedures
for the processing and payment of claims for UI benefits. These UI benefits are
funded by unemployment taxes which the Department collects from employers.
Nonprofit and government employers, such as New York City, directly
reimburse the Department for the benefits paid to their former employees rather
than pay a quarterly payroll tax. 

A claimant must file for benefits in person at one of the Department’s local
Community Service Centers. Department personnel evaluate the claim to
determine if the worker meets eligibility requirements, and process claim and
payment information through the Department’s automated network. During
1995, the Department paid more than $2.2 billion in UI benefits. When the
Department determines that claimants have received UI benefits for which they
were not eligible, the Department bills the claimants for the overpayment and
adds the amount to its Benefit Overpayment File. As of June 30, 1995, the
Department’s Benefit Overpayment File contained 145,475 records represent-
ing more than $180 million in outstanding overpayments.

Our audit, which was limited to a claimant population of New York City
employees, addressed the following questions about the Department’s
processing of UI benefit payments and the collection of overpayments for the
period April 1, 1994 through June 30, 1995:

! Are New York City employees receiving payroll checks and collecting
UI benefits for the same period?

! Do New York City employees owe the Department for overpaid UI
benefits?

We found that the Department paid as much as $4.9 million in UI benefits to
New York City (City) workers who may not have been eligible to receive
them.  The Department should determine the eligibility status of those
claimants we identified, act to recoup money paid to ineligible recipients and
regularly perform matches of payroll and UI benefit information to reduce the
incidence of inappropriate payments in the future.  We also found that almost
3,300 City employees owe $4.3 million in overpaid UI benefits. To increase
the effectiveness of collection efforts, we recommend that the City be allowed



Comments of
Officials

to recover such debts from its own employees, and that the Department
strengthen controls over its processing of overpaid UI benefits.

The Department has developed requirements unemployed workers must meet
to qualify for UI benefits.  For example, a claimant’s weekly payment is
reduced one-quarter for each day the claimant works or is unavailable for
work; further, a claimant is not eligible for benefits in any week during which
he or she worked more than three days or earned more than $300, the
maximum UI benefit.  The Department uses computer programs to detect and
prevent claims fraud and abuse.  To determine whether the Department’s UI
payment system is effective in preventing payments to persons who do not meet
these and other eligibility criteria, we matched the Department’s UI benefit
payment files to the City’s payroll files for the period April 1, 1994 to June
30, 1995.  We identified 6,348 claimants who received both UI benefits
totaling $5.0 million and City payroll checks totaling $8.3 million for the same
period. We determined that 4,234 claimants in this group received the
maximum weekly UI benefit rate for three or more weeks, for a total of $4.3
million in UI benefits, while receiving $6.9 million in City paychecks. In our
judgment, these claimants are the most likely to have inappropriately received
UI benefit payments. We recommend that the Department determine whether
these claimants were eligible for benefits, recoup inappropriate UI benefit
payments from recipients and refer for investigation any fraudulently filed
claims. Further, we recommend that the Department perform such file matches
on a periodic basis; the Department can then identify and prevent future
inappropriate payments.
    
The Department can make UI benefit overpayments as a result of rate
redeterminations, identification of disqualifying circumstances or processing
errors. The Department is responsible for recovering overpaid benefits and
depositing collections into the UI Fund. To the extent that the Department does
not effectively collect outstanding debts, employers incur higher UI tax rates.
We performed a match of the City payroll file with the Department’s UI
Benefit Overpayment File for the 15 months ended June 30, 1995 and
identified 3,287 City employees who owe a total of $4.3 million in overpaid
UI benefits.  We recommend that the Department recover these UI benefit
overpayments, and act to enable the City to recover such debts through a salary
offset in the future.

Department officials stated that our report and the data files accumulated as
a result of the audit will provide them with an opportunity to evaluate their
ongoing efforts in collecting unemployment insurance benefit overpayments.
Department officials agreed with six, disagreed with one, and did not respond
to two of the nine recommendations contained in this report.
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Background

Introduction

The New York State Department of Labor’s (Department) Unemployment
Insurance (UI) Program was established by Title III of the Federal Social
Security Act and Article 18, Title 7 of the New York State Labor Law to
assist unemployed citizens of New York State.  The UI program provides
temporary income for eligible workers who: become unemployed through no
fault of their own; are ready, willing and able to work; and have sufficient
weeks and wages of qualifying employment.  Private employers pay taxes into
the UI Fund to finance these benefits.  Rather than paying such taxes, public
employers, such as New York City (City), and nonprofit entities have the
option of reimbursing the Department, dollar for dollar, for benefits paid to
their former employees.

The Department administers the UI program and is responsible for establishing
policies and procedures for the processing and payment of claims for UI
benefits, and for the collection of any overpaid benefits.  An unemployed
worker must file a claim for UI benefits in person at one of the Department’s
local Community Service Centers and sign a statement declaring that the
information provided on the claim is accurate.  Each claim is evaluated by
Department personnel who determine if the unemployed worker qualifies for
UI benefits.  The Department maintains claims information, and processes
claims and payments through an automated wide-area network system.  During
calendar year 1995, the Department paid claimants more than $2.2 billion in
UI benefits.

When the Department determines that claimants have received UI benefits for
which they were not eligible, the Department bills the claimants for the
overpaid amount.  The Department then adds the overpayment to its UI Benefit
Overpayment File and credits the account of the employer who was originally
charged for the claim.  As of June 30, 1995, the UI Benefit Overpayment File
contained 145,475 records representing more than $180 million in outstanding
overpayments.

The various departments of  New York City government submit payroll data
to the City’s Financial Information Services Agency (FISA), which maintains
the City’s Payroll Management System (PMS).  Through the PMS, FISA
produces paychecks for employees of City agencies and for uniformed and
school employees (but not paychecks for City Authority employees or pension
checks for retirees).  While the PMS database contains paycheck information,
more detailed employment information about City employees is maintained by
the City Personnel Department and individual employers.
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Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

    

We audited the Department’s processing of selected UI benefit payments and
the collection of overpaid benefits for the period April 1, 1994 through June
30, 1995.  Our audit was limited to a UI claimant population consisting of
current and former City employees.  Our audit objectives were to determine if
persons who were employed by the City were collecting UI benefits and
whether City employees owe the Department for overpaid UI benefits. To
accomplish our objectives, we reviewed pertinent Department laws, regulations,
policies and procedures.  We also obtained interpretations and opinions from
legal counsel of the Office of the State Comptroller regarding pertinent
Department laws and regulations.  In addition, we interviewed Department
officials and those FISA personnel responsible for maintaining the City’s PMS.
We did not perform on-site reviews of employee records at any New York City
work locations.  Further, we did not review FISA operations, but we met with
the independent auditors who conducted a review of the FISA Data Center in
1994.  We relied on their work concerning FISA payroll information.

FISA provided us with computer files of the entire City payroll for our audit
period.  Using computer-assisted audit techniques, we developed numerous
computer programs to determine the effectiveness of the Department’s UI
benefit payment system.  We matched the Department's UI Daily Benefit
Payment files to the City's payroll file of employees by Social Security number
and check dates.    We determined if the City pay cycle of each employee was
weekly, monthly, bimonthly or semimonthly.   We then matched the appropri-
ate City pay period to the UI benefit period covered by the UI payment.  

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and perform our audit
to adequately assess those operations which are included within our audit
scope.  These standards also require that we understand the Department’s
internal control structure and compliance with those laws, rules and regulations
that are relevant to the operations which are included in our audit scope.  An
audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transactions
recorded in the accounting and operating records and applying other auditing
procedures that we consider necessary in the circumstances.  An audit also
includes assessing the estimates, judgments and decisions made by manage-
ment.  We believe our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings,
conclusions, and recommendations.

We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be audited. We
therefore focus our audit efforts on those activities we have identified through
a preliminary survey as having the greatest probability for needing improve-
ment.  Consequently, by design, we use finite audit resources to identify where
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Response of
Department
Officials to Audit

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.

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

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

The Department has developed specific requirements an unemployed worker
must meet to qualify for unemployment insurance benefits.  These requirements
include, but are not limited to, the rules below.

! The claimant must have had some covered work  in at least 20 of the1

52 weeks before filing for UI benefits, and have at least $1,600 in
covered earnings during 20 of these weeks; alternately, the claimant
must have some covered work in at least 15 of the 52 weeks before
filing, and have at least $1,200 in covered earnings during 15 of those
weeks, as well as some covered work in at least 40 of the 104 weeks
before filing with at least $3,200 in covered earnings during 40 of
those weeks.

! The claimant’s weekly benefit payment is reduced by one-quarter for
each day the claimant either works, or loses eligibility by being
unavailable for work.

! An individual cannot claim benefits for any week in which he or she
works more than three days or earns more than the weekly maximum
allowable UI benefit rate (which could not exceed $300 at the time of
our audit).

The weekly benefit rate is approximately one-half of the claimant’s average
weekly gross wages for the weeks worked during the 52 weeks before filing
(the base period), up to a maximum of $300.  A claimant may receive partial
benefits if he or she works less than four days in a week and earns $300 or
less.  A claimant can file only one claim a year, and can only receive 26 times
the full weekly rate.  During periods of high unemployment the claimant may
receive extended benefit payments.  A current source of extended benefits is
Emergency Unemployment Compensation, a Federally funded program, which
can be authorized by special Federal legislation to provide additional weeks
of benefit payments to eligible claimants.

     “Covered work” is any work done for an employer who provides unemployment1

insurance coverage.  This means the employer pays a separate tax to support the payment
of UI benefits.  There are only a few types of work in New York State that are not
covered (e.g.,  the work of ministers in performing religious functions).
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Using computer-assisted audit techniques, we developed numerous computer
programs to determine whether the Department’s UI benefit payment system
is effective in preventing payments to ineligible City workers. Our audit found
that the UI program paid UI benefits to City employees while they earned City
wages.   There is a high risk that these claimants were not eligible for the UI
benefits they received and that some claimants knowingly filed fraudulent UI
benefit claims. Therefore, it is essential that the Department review these
claims to identify those claimants who received UI benefits to which they were
not entitled.

Our match of the Department’s UI Daily Benefit files to the City’s payroll file
identified 6,348 claimants who received both UI benefit payments totaling
$4,967,581 and City payroll checks totaling $8,280,718 for the same period.
From among this group of claimants, we further identified 4,234 individuals
who received the maximum weekly benefit rate for three or more weeks, for
a total of $4,279,191 in UI benefits, while they also received $6,861,424 in
City paychecks.  We believe that these claimants’ eligibility is very question-
able, since a period of three or more weeks indicates a certain regularity of
claim filing for these individuals, all of whom indicated they did not work -
not even part-time - during the periods they received both City paychecks and
maximum weekly UI benefits.  If claimants work, benefits must be reduced by
25 percent for each day worked during the week; moreover, if the weekly
wages earned exceed $300, the claimant is ineligible for any UI benefits.

It is important to note that our computer programs captured only information
that matched UI and City check dates within our audit period of April 1, 1994
through June 30, 1995.  The Department needs to examine the payroll and
benefit payment records of all the 6,348 claimants identified in our file match
to determine how many of the above claims represent actual overpayments.

The following are examples of potentially inappropriate payments identified in
our file match:

! Employee A received the $132 maximum UI benefit payment per
week for which he was eligible, for a total of $3,432 and, in the same
26-week period, received $26,477 in City wages ranging from $1,394
to $2,091 per biweekly paycheck.

! Employee B received the $176 maximum UI benefit payment per week
for which he was eligible, for a total of $4,576 and, in the same 26-
week period, received $20,696 in City wages ranging from $1,119 to
$1,678 per biweekly paycheck.

! Employee C received the $300 maximum benefit payment per week
for which he was eligible, for a total of $6,300 and, in the same 21-
week period, received $21,338 in City wages ranging from $1,367 to
$2,190 per biweekly paycheck.
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The Department currently uses computer programs to detect and prevent
instances of claims fraud and abuse. For example, the Department matches
information on the Wage Reporting System (payroll data employers submit to
the Department of Taxation and Finance) to the UI benefit payment file.  We
believe the Department should also perform periodic file matches of the UI
benefit payment file and the City payroll file to determine if ineligible
claimants are inappropriately collecting UI benefits while they are receiving
wages from the City.  It is far more efficient and effective to prevent payments
to ineligible claimants than to recover inappropriately paid or overpaid benefits
from recipients.
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Recommendations

1. Determine the eligibility of the 6,348 claimants we identified and
the appropriateness of the UI benefits they received.

(Department officials noted that a preliminary evaluation of some of
the 6,348 claims suggests that a number of these claims were
appropriate.  However, the officials indicated that they would
determine the eligibility of the claimants identified and the
appropriateness of the UI benefits they received.)

2. Begin UI benefit overpayment recoupment procedures immediately
for all payments determined to be inappropriate.

(Department officials stated that any action to recoup overpayments
determined to be inappropriate would necessarily follow their
determination of the eligibility of the claimants identified and the
appropriateness of the UI benefits they received.)

3. Refer to the proper investigative authority any inappropriate
payments determined to be willful violations of the State Labor Law.

(Department officials did not directly respond to this
recommendation.)

4. Periodically match the UI benefit payment file and City payroll file
to identify inappropriate UI payments and/or ineligible claimants.

(Department officials stated that they have a process in place to
identify claimants who were working and collecting unemployment
benefits.  However, according to Department officials, at the time of
our audit, the Department had not completed the cross-matches for
the five quarters we reviewed.  Since then, the Department has
completed the identification of potential cases of overpayments
through the fourth quarter of 1994 and is in the process of obtaining
detailed wage information for the remaining period covered by the
audit.  Additionally, Department officials stated that they plan to go
beyond this recommendation and develop a system to periodically
compare the unemployment insurance benefit file with new-hire
information that will be provided by employers, including
municipalities.)
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Recouping
Overpayments from
City Employees

Collecting Overpaid Unemployment Insurance
Benefits 

Some claimants owe the Department money because they received more UI
benefits than they should have. The Department has policies, practices and
procedures for collecting benefit overpayments.  We found that the Department
needs to improve its methods for collecting overpaid UI benefits owed by City
employees; strengthen its controls over accounting for overpaid benefits; and
continue efforts to obtain authorization to issue warrants against claimants’
assets to satisfy debts of overpaid UI benefits.

The Department can make overpayments of UI benefits as a result of a rate
redetermination issued after an original claim is processed, the identification
of disqualifying circumstances, the findings of an investigative inquiry and
administrative processing errors.  The Department is responsible for pursuing
the recovery of these overpaid benefits. The first step the Department takes to
recover overpaid benefits is to reduce (offset) a recipient’s current benefit
payment by a portion of the amount owed.  If the claimant is not currently
receiving UI benefits, the Department notifies the claimant of the amount due,
and sends a series of collection letters if the claimant does not remit payment.

In its internal accounting for overpaid benefits, the Department adds the
overpaid amount to the UI Benefit Overpayment File and credits the account
of the employer who was originally charged for the claim.  As of June 30,
1995, these UI benefit overpayments totaled more than $180 million.

Department collections of overpaid benefits are deposited into the UI Fund.
The UI Fund directly impacts the UI tax rates assessed to employers.  The
Department computes the Size of Fund Index,  which is used to identify an2

appropriate series of tax rates for employers.  To the extent that the Depart-
ment does not effectively collect outstanding debts, employers incur higher UI
tax rates.  Consequently, the failure to collect the outstanding overpayments
from claimants who are not entitled to them penalizes employers who pay their
tax liabilities on time.

      Size of Fund Index.  The Index is computed by dividing the amount in the UI fund2

on December 31 by the higher of the total taxable payrolls for the last year or the
average of the taxable payrolls for the last three years. The larger the Index, the healthier
the Fund and the lower the series of tax rates imposed on employers.  The Index,
together with the employer’s experience rating, determines an employer’s specific tax rate.



10

We used computer-assisted audit techniques to identify employees on the City
payroll file who owe the State for overpaid UI benefits.  We performed a
match of the City payroll file for the period April 1, 1994 through June 30,
1995 with the UI Benefit Overpayment File as of June 30, 1995 and identified
3,287 City employees who owe the Department a total of $4.3 million in
overpaid UI benefits.  Further, as a result of our match, we obtained from the
City payroll management system current addresses of the above City
employees.  We provided the Department with these addresses to assist in their
collection of these overpayments.      

In our preliminary report, we recommended that the Department establish
procedures that will enable City officials to regularly recoup such
overpayments in the future through an offset of employees’ salaries.  The
Department has successfully implemented a salary offset to recover
overpayments from State employees.  Under this program, State employees who
owe the Department for benefit overpayments have their biweekly wages offset
by up to 10 percent of their gross salary to satisfy the repayment of their debt.
The Department can use an offset to collect these debts from a State employee 

because there is an existing claim relationship between the employee (who has
a claim against the State for wages) and the employer (who has a claim against
the employee for excess UI payments).  The Office of the State Comptroller
identifies these employees by performing a monthly match of the UI Benefit
Overpayment File with the State payroll file. During calendar year 1995, OSC
identified 538 State employees who owed the State more than $601,000.
Using the offset system, the Department collected more than $463,000 of this
amount.  However, the Department pointed out that the City cannot use the
offset system because overpaid UI benefits do not create a claim by the City
against its employees. 

As a result of the Department’s initial legal objection, we revised our tentative
recommendation relative to offset.  We noted that the City, as a reimbursement
employer, directly reimburses the Department for the exact amount of UI
benefits paid to its former employees.  Under current procedure,  when the
Department determines that a former City employee has been overpaid, the
Department credits the City’s account for the overpaid amount and establishes
its own overpayment account which allows the Department to seek recoupment
of the overpayment.   Once the overpaid amount is subtracted from the City’s
account, the City no longer has a claim against the employee for benefits that
should not have been paid.   As explained in the above paragraph, a claim
relationship is needed to set up a salary offset system.  We are now recom-
mending that the Department reverse the initial overpayment transaction for
current City employees who do not repay excessive UI benefits charged to the
City.   Specifically, the Department should add the overpayment amount to the
City’s account and subtract an equal amount from the UI Benefit Overpayment
File.   These steps will establish a claim by the City against an employee’s
salary, and establish the legal authority for the City to perform salary offsets
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Strengthening
Controls Over the
Processing of
Overpaid Benefits 

for the amount of the overpayments just as the City offsets employee salaries
for outstanding parking violations.  Any recovered overpayment would be
retained by the City.

The Department then stated that Sections 3303(d) and 3309(a) of the Federal
Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) prohibit the reinstatement of charges for
overpaid benefits.  According to the Department’s legal counsel, the heart of
the issue is that “overpayments of UI benefits are in excess of unemployment
compensation payable under State law.”  The State Comptroller’s legal counsel
responded that, while the Department’s legal argument has some validity, it is
ultimately the Federal government that has the jurisdiction to interpret its own
statutes.  Further, the U.S. Department of Labor (U.S. Labor) is financially
responsible for the cost of extended unemployment benefits.  Thus, it appears
to be in the best interests of  U.S. Labor to permit and encourage local
government employers to offset as a means of maximizing the recovery of
overpayments.  Given the probability of recovering a substantial sum (about
$4.3 million) in this instance and the opportunity of pursuing similar audits at
other municipalities when and if this legal precedent is set, we believe the
Department should obtain an opinion from U.S. Labor as to whether a City
offset is prohibited by the provisions of  FUTA or any other Federal statute or
pertinent regulation.  Even if salary offsets are prohibited, U.S. Labor may be
willing to issue waivers, amend its regulations, or seek statutory amendments,
as appropriate, to permit the implementation of local government salary offsets.

If U.S. Labor decides that offset is permissible under Federal law, or takes
measures to enable such salary offset, the Department should then determine
if salary offset is permissible under existing State law.  If necessary, the
Department should seek regulatory or statutory amendments to State laws to
permit the use of these salary offsets by local government employers.

The Department is responsible for establishing controls over the accounting for
UI benefit overpayments and the collection of  these debts.  Proper internal
controls require that adequate mechanisms for audit trails be included in both
automated and manual accounting systems. The ability to trace transactions
provides a means for correcting errors and helps to deter fraud. However, we
found that audit trails for the Department’s UI Benefit Overpayment File were
inadequate to trace transactions.  As a result, the Department cannot always
identify the employer originally charged for the overpaid benefits, validate and
collect debts owed or correct errors in daily transactions.  

In our examination of the records on the UI Benefit Overpayment File, we
found that the overpayment amount shown for each claimant was a summary
total of all charges to that claimant.  However, because there is no audit trail
to link the account totals to the individual transactions, there is no way to
determine which transactions comprise these summary totals.  Although we
performed numerous file matches and examined all available transactions, we
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Issuing Warrants
Against Claimants’
Assets

found that, in most cases, the total of the transactions did not equal the
summary total. The Department needs to reconcile these differences.

In addition, we found that individual transactions could be charged to one
employer or to several employers, or could be Federally funded under the
Emergency Unemployment Compensation program.  We found that determining
which employer was originally charged for the overpaid UI benefits was a
time-consuming task because important information, such as employer
identification numbers and the full benefit year end date for each transaction,
was not included in the UI Benefit Overpayment File. 

In their response to this audit finding, Department officials stated that there is
neither a need nor an advantage to be gained in redesigning the UI Benefit
Overpayment File to include the employer charged for the overpaid benefits.
We do not agree.  Claimants have a debtor’s right to appeal through due
process procedures.  Positive identification of the transactions that comprise the
overpayment totals is critical to validating and collecting these debts from the
claimants.   Furthermore, the lack of an adequate audit trail restricts the ability
of the Department’s Claims Service Subsection to make necessary corrections
to overpayment transactions on a daily basis.

Warrants are legal documents which authorize the sale of a debtor’s real and
personal property in order to satisfy a debt.  The Department issues warrants
against employers who have outstanding accounts receivables, but does not
have the legal authority to issue warrants against claimants.  In a prior audit
report (Report 91-S-89, issued December 1991), we recommended that the
Department pursue legislation which would allow warrants against claimants
who owe UI benefit overpayments.  The Department proposed such legislation
in 1992, but the Legislature did not enact a law to this effect.

The collection methods the Department currently uses against claimants who
do not voluntarily repay overpaid benefits include sending collection letters,
offsetting current benefit payments and seizing income tax refunds.   In the
past, the Department used the services of the Attorney General’s Office to
collect monies owed by claimants.   However, the Department has referred
very few cases to the Attorney General’s Office since September 1990, when
the  Attorney General’s Office stated it would no longer pursue legal action
against claimants in the New York City area.  We believe that Department
officials should again seek legislation which would allow them to issue
warrants against claimants.

Recommendations

5. Collect overpaid UI benefits from City employees identified in this
report through normal collection procedures.

(Department officials did not respond to this recommendation.)

6. Periodically match City payroll files to the UI Benefit Overpayment
File to identify UI overpayments.

7. Obtain an opinion from U.S. Labor as to whether City offset is
prohibited under FUTA or any other Federal statute.  If an offset is
prohibited, determine whether U.S. Labor is willing to issue waivers,
amend its regulations, or seek the required statutory amendments to
permit the use of local government salary offsets of UI benefit
overpayments.  If necessary, seek similar regulatory or statutory
amendments at the State level.

(Department officials stated they are studying recommendations six
and seven.  Regarding recommendation six, officials stated that, if
their evaluation supports such an approach, procedures will be
implemented to periodically match the New York City payroll files
with the UI Benefit Overpayment file.  Concerning recommendation
seven, officials stated that the Department’s Counsel’s Office will
request an opinion from the U.S. Department of Labor with regard to
offset against New York City employees’ wages.)
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Recommendations (Continued)

8. Redesign the UI Benefit Overpayment File to include the
identification number of the employer who was charged for the
overpaid UI benefits and the full benefit year end date applicable to
the transaction.

(Department officials indicated that line management and Counsel’s
Office have been directed to reevaluate this recommendation.  The
officials also noted that the redesign of the current system could
prove expensive and may not be necessary, as the referenced material
is already available when searched for in the appropriate manner.
While we acknowledge the costs of system enhancements, we believe
the dollar savings in increased overpayment collections and the
savings in staff time generated by this modification will far outweigh
the cost of this minor redesign.  We also acknowledge that the
referenced information is obtainable, but only after a labor intensive,
time-consuming search between two automated systems, the UI
Benefit Overpayment System and the UI Benefit Payment System.
Completing the file enhancement we have recommended will enable
UI staff to expedite the identification of individual transactions
comprising the summary balance on the UI Benefit Overpayment
File.)

 9. Pursue legislation which would allow the Department to file warrants
against claimants who owe the State for UI benefit overpayments.

(Department officials stated they have repeatedly introduced
legislative proposals that would enable them to file warrants against
claimants who owe the State for unemployment insurance benefit
overpayments and have plans to pursue this initiative again during
the 1997 legislative session.)
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