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Public accountability requires demonstratdeadership traits are vital to the full realization of
ing to taxpayers that their resources are safé¢he agency’s accountability.
guarded and spent according to legal mandates and
limitations, that their programs operate econo- Since perceptions of an OIG can be as
mically and efficiently; and, more importantly, thatdamaging as reality, the professional ethics and
the legislature’s desired results are obtained. personal behavior of OIG members are issues of

great significance. Each demanding unassailable

Though it is important for employees to high moral standards, faithful obedience of the
understand that integrity, independence, ankhw; a strict avoidance or even the appearance of
objectivity are precursors for accountability in theunethical behavior; and an unrelenting self-
Office of the Inspector General (OIG) in any stataliscipline to independent and objective thoughts
agency, they must believe in it also. Thereforeand work habits that emulate integrity in every
the OIG plays a significant role in the accountabisense of the word. Moreover, as the central point
lity arena, even more so when thead of the for coordination and responsibility of activities that
agency is totally committed to the prevention ofpromote public accountability in the department,
waste, fraud, and abuse in state government. Tleeery member of the OIG is personally committed
Secretary’s mandate to every employee in th&o legally fulfilling the true spirit and intent of the
Department of Children and Families is that thesgoals and objectives listed in §20.055, F.S.

Compromise any of them and the need for an OIG no longer exists!
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Frecutive Summary

Immediately prior to this fiscal year, the
new Inspector General (IG) initiated an Office of The Operations Center processed refer-
Inspector General's (OIG) review of the curremncechecks for 1674 personnel to determine if they
structure, management systems, internal contrdiad ever been under investigation by this office.
indicators and investigator to employee ratios Atotal of 95 notifications of alleged serious wrong-
comparison with other state OIGs. Input frodoing were processed to include criminal activity
program managers, assistant secretaries, doyddepartment employees which is now reported
district administrators, combined with the existingnd tracked statewide. Additionally, 78 public
knowledge of historical and current operatiorrecords requests were processed for information
from the executive staff of the OIG, resulted in trentained within official OIG files.
reengineering of the OIG during FY 1998.
The Operations Center also processed 554
Major targets of opportunity at the timeomplaints of which 436 were referred to the
were the eight positions which were recentlyepartment’s managers for review and response to
approved by the legislature; the presence of brigtiiis office. The remaining complaints were referred
talented, dedicated professional individuate another agency or the appropriate district or
throughout the OIG; and, a new Department beadquarter’s office for action as deemed
Children and Families’ attitude which had alreadyppropriate; were resolved via telephone or letter;
been launched with a major emphasis am, did not contain enough information to pursue.
accountability.
The investigations unit opened 91 pre-
To project the secretary’s intent to improveminary inquiries and full investigations and
efficiency, effectiveness and accountability, theompleted a total of 113. Of the 113 completed,
reengineering process focused on strategicaB$ were preliminary inquiries that did not warrant
locating all OIG personnel throughout the state inofull-scale investigation by this office. Reasons
three regions, each under the direct cognizancerofluded, but not necessarily limited to, a
one supervisor in order to: extend managemelgtermination that the issue had already been
out to where the action is; consolidate adminivestigated by another entity, was referred to law
strative and logistical resources for OIG personrehforcement, or to another jurisdiction as
in Investigations, Quality Control, Appeabppropriate. Three investigations were completed
Hearings, and Auditing Offices; and to enhandée accordance with the Whistle-blower’s Act,
the potential for synergism among all OI@112.3189, F.S.
personnel through co-location, consolidation, and
the development of an Operations Center. Two major program initiatives affected
the Office of Appeal Hearings’ workload during
The Operations Center’s primary focus iBY 1998: an increase of 15 percent in fair hear-
to develop a formal training program; provide stags related to the welfare reform process; the sec-
tistical information and trend analysis data to fand was the 47 percent increase in disqualifica-
cilitate management’s decision making processésn hearings associated with the department’s
and to merge the existing correspondence and daaad prevention activities. While concurrently at-
tracking systems into one case management tratgmpting to work as many of these cases as pos-
ing system. sible within the federal time frames, action has been
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taken to develop the resources necessary to cqrejects which resulted in recommendations to
plete all cases within the required time frames. recoup $388,408, with an added potential of
The Office of Quality Control measuresecovering millions of dollars more in the very near
accuracy of public assistance programs throufyiure.
statistical sampling. Quality Control conducted
reviews on 1,380 Food Stamp, 1,318 TANF, and With 22%, or approximately 4195 hours
673 Medicaid cases. Negative reviews whiaf audit staff time lost due to vacancies from
resulted in closures or denials were completed tnmnover and a hiring freeze, only 9 of the 14
an additional 816 Food Stamp, 621 TANF, and 2@2ofessional auditing positions were available this
Medicaid cases. fiscal year. Auditing’s major challenge this year
Is to attract and retain quality auditors to enhance
The error rate for FFY 97 was 10.26 percegtfectiveness and efficiency of accountability in
for Food Stamps and 7.51 for TANF. Ththe future.
Medicaid error rate continues to remain below the
3 percent tolerance level. The OIG has cooperated with the Office of
Standards and Evaluations to determine the validity
Internal auditing provided managemerdand reliability of the data that supports the
significant independent appraisals about thperformance measures used for the Alcohol, Drug
adequacy and effectiveness of systems of interAdduse and Mental Health programs. Action has
control and quality of performance. been taken to establish the staff necessary to
independently coordinate and validate the data
In addition to completing three major in€ollection and benchmarking processes used to
depth audits, internal auditors also completedemaluate all departmental performance measures.
district wide management review, a department-
wide detailed personnel assessment, and annual The responsibilities of the Statewide Hu-
risk assessment; 31 external auditing assignmemtsin Rights Advocacy Committeee (SHRAC) in-
processed 294 CPA reports or attestation statBtde but are not limited to organization and op-
ments; monitored the awesome Year 2000 efferation of the statewide and district HRACs. A
and the development process for the Stat®jor responsibility of the district HRACs is to
Automated Child Welfare Information System a®ceive and investigate reports of abuse or depri-
well. Though auditors played a major role imation of constitutional and human rights of any
recouping $539,996 from providers, the potentinptogram or contract provider of the Department of
for another recoupment of $432,000 remains. Children and Families or agencies via agreements.
A significant challenge that SHRAC and HRACs
Of particular significance this year was theontinue to struggle with is the relocation of the
conception of the multiple state agency taslystem to an independent location.
organized “team audit concept” whereby two or
more state departments or agencies combine their
expertise, experience, resources, and authority to
overcome the ever increasing capability of those
who indulge in waste, fraud, and abuse of taxpayer
dollars. Department auditors worked jointly with
the Attorney General, Comptroller, State
Attorney’s Office, Health Care Administration, and
the Department of Juvenile Justice on several major
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Section 4. Introduction

This report, as required by 820.055(7) F.S., < Ensure effective coordination and coopera-
summarizes the Office of Inspector Generalt®n between the Auditor General, federal auditors,
(OIG) authority and activities for FY 1998. and other governmental bodies with a view toward

avoiding duplication; review as appropriate, rules

The mission of the OIG, the Departmentlating to programs and operations and make rec-
of Children and Families, is to provide a centraimmendations concerning their impact.
point for coordination and responsibility for
activities that promote integrity, efficiency, and ¢ Ensure an appropriate balance is main-
accountability in government. The basic duties atained between audit, investigative, and other
responsibilities of the OIG are to: accountability activities; develop long-term and

annual audit plans based upon the findings of
e Advise in development of performanceeriodic risk asssessments.
measures, standards, and procedures for the
evaluation of state agency programs. The Regional Supervisors’ responsibilities
are to provide supervision and feedback to inves-
» Assess reliability and validity of thetigators; keep the IG, Chief of Investigations, and
information provided by the state agency adistrict administrators informed; develop investi-
performance measures and standards, and mag&gve plans; provide administrative training sup-
recommendations for improvement, if necessargort; create an OIG awareness throughout their
respective regions; establish cross-training, i.e.
* Review the actions taken by the statastitutional, Child Welfare, Substance Abuse, and
agency to improve program performance and mé&xintract Management knowledge; provide input
program standards and make recommendationstéothe OIG fraud, waste, and abuse data system,;
improvement, if necessary. coordinate Management Reviews and Inspection
Programs; and to facilitate communications and
* Provide direction, supervise, and codnderstanding of OIG programs and issues.
ordinate investigations, audits, and reviews related
to management and operations. Regional Supervisors are currently final-
izing consolidation and assuming administrative
» Conduct, supervise, or coordinate otheesponsibility for all regional OIG personnel to in-
activities carried out or financed by the agency folude Quality Control, Appeal Hearings, and op-
the purpose of promoting economy and efficiengyational control of the following investigative
in the administration of, or preventing and detectimgrsonnel.
fraud and abuse in its programs and operations.
East Region Orlando
+ Keep the agency head informed con-
cerning fraud, abuses, and deficiencies relating to 1. Regional Inspector Supervisor (1)

programs and operations of the agency. 2. Regional Inspector (2)
3. Regional Inspector (2)
* Recommend corrective action concerning - West Palm Beach Satellite Office

fraud, abuses, and deficiencies and report on the
progress made in implementing corrective action.
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South Region Miami

HowhpE

organizational structure illustrated in Figure A.1.

Regional Inspector Supervisor (1)
Administrative Assistant (1)
Regional Inspector (2)

Regional Inspector (1)

- Ft. Lauderdale Satellite Office

West Region Tampa

N e

Regional Inspector Supervisor (1)
Regional Inspector (2)

Regional Inspector (1)

- New Port Richey Satellite Office
Regional Inspector (1)

- Ft. Myers Satellite Office

Operations Center The Operations

Center,under the cognizance of the Chief of
Investigations, coordinates the three Regional
Supervisors, six information systems/admini-
strative personnel, and five investigators as
indicated in Figure A.1:

Nook~wNE

Chief of Investigations (1)

Operations Supervisor (1)
Management Review Specialist (1)
Senior Management Analyst | (1)
Administrative Assistant Il (1)
Administrative Assistant | (1)
Regional Inspector (3)

- Regional Inspector (1) - Gainesville
- Regional Inspector (1) - Jacksonville

The objective is to conduct pro-active

management reviews; provide training and

assistance visits; collect, analyze, and disseminate

ad-hoc statistical data to management; provide
investigative skills, leadership, and peer training;
propose legislation; and maintain a statewide OIG
sense of urgency. Colocation and consolidation

has already occurred in the regions where feasible
and January 1, 1999 is the goal set for the ultimate
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Fugure 4.7
Office of Inspector Genera

Inspector General

Statewide Human
Rights Advocacy
Committee
( 3 positions)

Audit Investigations Appeal Hearings Quality Control
(15 positions) (1 position) ( 6 positions) (11 positions)
North Florida

Operations Cente

Investigators o
g ( 5 positions)

(.5 positions)

East Region South Region West Region
(5 positions) (5 positions) ( 5 positions)

Appeal Hearings
(11 positions)

Quality Control
(51 positions)

------ Administrative, public affairs and district liaison support
=== Qperational control only
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Section B Offue of Investigations

The Operations Center is primarily res-
ponsible for correspondence and complaint intake. As summarized in Figure B.1, the major-
Once the information is logged into the trackinigy of complaints received came from a variety of
system, the staff reviews and screens for refersalurces, to include but are not limited to: employ-
to the proper agency for handling. This may ires, clients, family members, and private citizens
clude the investigative staff, department managa telephone calls, letters, and visits. Figure B.2
ers, or other agencies. The Operations Center aksttects, by district, the criminal notifications and
is tasked with coordinating responses of persadministrative action taken.
nel reference checks on current and former em-
ployees who apply for positions within the depart- After the Operations Center logs corre-
ment; logging and tracking criminal allegations argpondence and complaints, the information is re-
dispositions involving department employees; logiewed by the Chief of Investigations for assign-
ging, tracking and responding to public record reaent and follow-up to the appropriate regional
guests; and the logging, updating and tracking sxipervisor for local handling and coordination.
corrective actions taken on preli-minary as well &egional staff are responsible for providing assis-
full investigations. Additionally, the Operationgance to federal, state, and local law enforcement
Center is responsible for collecting, analyzing amgiencies on cases related to possible and actual
disseminating data for management. criminal violations; serve as department liaison to

law enforcement agencies; work in conjunction

During FY 1998, the Operations Centewith other state agencies and administrative enti-
received a total of 554 complaints. Of these, 486s involving employee or provider misconduct;
were referred to department managers for reviend to present fact-finding reports of inquiries and
and response to this office. Each response vitagestigations for information or action by man-
reviewed to ensure that the complainant’s conceagement. Requests for assistance or investigations
were adequately addressed and to determine if atk received via telephone, letters, and personal
ditional investigative activity was warranted. Theisits from the Governor’s Office, the Chief In-
remaining complaints were referred to anothepector General’s Office and other OIGs; legisla-
agency or to the appropriate district or head-quéors; the agency head, managers, administrators and
ters office for handling as deemed appropriatemployees; clients; or anyone with a concern about
were resolved via telephone or letter; or did ntte integrity of the agency’s operations or employ-
contain enough information to pursue. ees.

The Operations Center processed 1,674 During FY 1998, the investigations unit
personnel reference checks to determine if they fegzéned 91 preliminary inquires (“P” cases) and full
ever been under investigation by this office. AdRvestigations and completed a total of 113. Of
ditionally, a total of 95 notifications of allegedhe 113 completed, 33 were preliminary inquiries
serious wrongdoing, including criminal activitythat did not warrant a full-scale investigation by
by department employees statewide were reporthi office. Reasons included but were not limited
and tracked. Finally, 78 public records requedts determinations that the issues were already in-
were processed for information contained withivestigated by another entity, were more appropri-
official OIG records. ately referred to law enforcement or another juris-
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Figure B.1

Request for Investigations, Get Lean Complaints,

Whistle-Blower Requests and Miscellaneous Complaints

500

400 |
300
200

100 |

Total = 554

451

Request for Inv. Get Lean Complaint Whistle Blower

Source: Correspondence Tracking System

Mis. Complaint

Fogure B2
District and Central Office’s Criminal Notifications
Total = 95
15
12
%)
2 I T
8
= 9
B e | I | R |
=
° 6
Zz ! 1.. . "W a... W . .«/N8 . . .
3
0
D1[ D2| D3| D4| D5| D6| D7{ D8] D9 D10 Dii D D13 D15 DPO
Dismissal 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 (0 ¢ B
Resigned 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 [0 qQ ¢ D 0
Written Re] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 (0 ¢ D
Pending 0 0 8 4 1 9 2 9 0 0| 1 2 qQ 4 13
Suspended 0 0 1] 0 0 Qg ] q D D D o] 0
No Action| 0 0 1 0 0 3 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
|-Dismissal|:I Resigned® Written RES  Penditd  Suspen®d NoAlction

Source: Correspondence Tracking System
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diction. In addition, three investi-gations wergional distribution of complaints and investigations
completed in accordance with the Whistle-blowerisitiated and completed.
Actor 8112.3189, F.S. Figure B.3 depicts the re-

Fugure B3

Complaints and Investigations* by Region

200 172
150 128 119 120
100
50 27 28
18 18 15
0
East North South West Other**

||:|Complaint ] Investigati04|

* includes preliminary inquiries and full investigations
** complaints that were referred to the other agencies by this office
Source: Correspondence Tracking System and Case Management System

| . Highliah Headquarters — Tallahassee, Florida
nvestigations Highlights (Inspector General Case #97-0079)

As previously stated, a total of 113 inquiries This investigation was initiated based on
and investigations were closed by OIG inspectdrgormation received from the Department of
during FY 1998. A complete listing of thosdlealth alleging that a Department of Children and
inquiries and investigations is provided asamilies office automation analyst violated
Appendix |. Detailed reports of investigations catpnfidentiality by accessing a neighbor’s Florida
be provided upon request. The followin@ystem file. The client alleged that the employee
summaries are significant inquiries or fulvas in possession of financial information which
investigations (113) which represent a broawuld have come only from the client’s confidential
spectrum of case types investigated by this offidde. During the investigation, the employee

admitted that he accessed the electronic file. He

said that he did view the client’'s confidential

information but did not use it in any manner. The
Page 15
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employee resigned from his position before arfjeadquarters — Tallahassee, Florida

personnel action was taken. (Inspector General Case #97-0006)
Headquarters — Tallahassee, Florida This investigation was initiated based on
(Inspector General Case #98-0018) information provided by the Director of the

Economic Services Program Office’s Individual
This investigation was initiated based onand Family Grant Program. It was alleged that a
complaint received by Secretary Feaver's officdaff member of that office had cashed checks and
to determine if a breach of confidentiality hathoney orders from clients which were intended to
occurred at the Florida Abuse Hotline. Inrepay their personal grant overpayments. As a
formation had been released by an AFSCME stasult of this investigation and the Tallahassee
representative, indicating that confidentidfolice Department’s involvement, it was
information was known by the staff representatiocumented that the subject had altered clients’
in violation of Florida Statutes and departmeghecks and money orders by writing his own name
policy. as the payee and cashing the financial instruments.
The subject was arrested and charged with thirty-
Information received at the inception of thene counts of uttering and thirty-one counts of
investigation revealed an abuse report had bdeaud. The subject was sentenced to one year in
accessed and printed at least twice. Initigil and ordered to pay restitution.
interviews revealed the necessity to conduct an in-
depth data base search to determine the numbdpistrict 2 — Quincy, Florida
employees who had actually accessed the ab(lsepector General Case #97-0085)
report without authorization to do so. In addition
to employees accessing reports containing This investigation was initiated as a result
confidential information, it was determined thaaf allegations of falsification of records and misuse
several employees had shared passwords in digfctate equipment by a family services counselor.
violation of the department’s security agreemehhe deputy administrator stated that during an
which was signed by employees whose resporigivelated interview of another employee, that

bilities required them to have access to certegmployee made allegations that the family services
confidential information. counselor misused state equipment and falsified

entries in a foster care case file.
The findings revealed that certain members
of the hotline staff, including two supervisors, Collateral information was developed to
breached confidentiality within the confines of thealidate all specified entries in the foster care case
Florida Abuse Hotline. The employees involvefile, except one. Information developed for that
in accessing the abuse report did so in violation@ftry reflects that the counselor did not sign and
Florida Statutes and departmental policy relatéfte counselor’s supervisor did not review a sign-

to the control and protection of confidentian log maintained in a foster home as required by
information. district policy. Information was developed to show

that the counselor and the counselor’s supervisor
As a result of this investigation, disimisused state equipment.
ciplinary action ranging from oral and written
reprimands to suspension was recommended for ~ The family services counselor received
eleven employees. disciplinary action a one-day suspension and the
supervisor received a ten-day suspension.
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District 3 — Gainesville, Florida did not support the allegation that the employee
(Inspector General Case #98-0015) engaged in any misconduct.

Based on an anonymous complaint, amistrict 5 — St. Petersburg, Florida
inquiry was initiated to determine if an operationgnspector General Case #97-0051)
program administrator mismanaged an adult
protective investigations unit. The complaint At the request of the District 5 Admi-
alleged that three employees were forced to leadgstrator, this investigation was conducted to
that there was high employee turnover in the unfetermine if a district clerk typist specialist had
workloads were unreasonable, mandatory overtimpgyrrowed” information about a child of a de-
was required, and the operations progragartment client. The investigation confirmed that
administrator made constant threats @he clerk typist specialist had entered into an
administrative action and had a close friendshégreement with a department client to borrow the
with the district administrator. social security card and birth certificate of the

client’s child in order to claim the child as a foster

The inquiry did not disclose evidence thathild and federal income tax deduction. The clerk
the unit was mismanaged. No employees weigist had agreed to pay the client $300.00. The
forced to leave and the turnover rate was not higlerk typist failed to pay the client the agreed
The allegation of unreasonable workloads was nghount of money and was subsequently battered
supported by evidence. Mandatory overtime wgg the client at the St. Petersburg Service Center.
ordered and paid to employees to reduce cag¥fe completed investigative report was forwarded
baCklog in ComplianceWith regulations and FIOHQ@ the Department of Internal Revenue for

Statutes. The staff was not constantly threatengshropriate action. The clerk typist specialist
with administrative action; however, they wergesigned her position.

held accountable for their job perfor-mance
standards and made aware that failure to meet th@ggrict 7 — Orlando, Florida

requirements could result in placement qihspector General Case #97-0065)
performance improvement plans. The alleged

friendship with the district administrator was At the request of the District 7 Admi-
professional in nature and had no bearing on thigtrator, this investigation was conducted to de-
allegations. termine if a district computer systems analyst sold
a state computer containing Health Department
District 4 — Jacksonville, Florida files to a private citizen. The investigation deter-
(Inspector General Case #98-0033) mined that the employee had sold a computer to a

private citizen and solicitation for the sale was

Based on an anonymous complaint that aflade while the employee was on duty. However,
employee was blackmailing and soliciting bribesomparison of computer serial numbers against the
from day care owner/operators, the District ghachine in question revealed that the machine was
Administrator requested an inspector genengt state-owned. In fact, the computer was pur-
investigation. chased from a local flea market, repaired by the
employee, and sold to the citizen who happened to

The employee, supervisory personnel am@ a relative of another state employee. Informa-

102 day care owner/operators were contactgsh obtained did not support the allegation that
during the investigation. The information obtainqqzl,e computer contained Health Department files.
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Data extracted from the computer’s hard drive wHgse accepting bribes do not license foster homes.
reviewed by a Department of Health expert wHone of the employees is a supervisor who approves
determined that the data did not relate to the dieenses for substance abuse programs and
partment. The employee stated that the medidalvelopmental services group homes. The second
information on the hard drive was placed on tlenployee places clients into properly licensed
computer by a friend prior to its sale. developmental services group homes.

As a result of this investigation, the em- However, the investigation found defi-
ployee was counseled regarding the Stateiencies in documentation which could prevent
prohibition on solicitation on agency time andffective management of the licensing process. For
advised that further action to solicit on duty wouldxample, records were difficult to locate and

result in disciplinary action. several of the documents did not contain the
telephone numbers of the group homes. Directory

District 7 — Melbourne, Florida assistance could not provide the telephone numbers

(Inspector General Case #98-0029) for homes listed in the records. As a result, case

workers would find it extremely difficult to contact
This investigation was requested by thiecensed group homes.
District 7 Administrator based upon an allegation
that an employee had worked at a local radio station District 11 took no disciplinary action
while on state time. The subject stated that he likexyarding the employees but instituted a corrective
jazz music and that he would work as an unpadtion plan of the deficiencies found to include
volunteer at a radio station near his office on haslvising staff of the need to record licensed group
lunch time. He stated that he would select ahdme telephone numbers and ensuring that filing
record music and approximately every two week$ approved and denied licenses were done
the radio station would play his music and prseparately and alphabetically.
recorded message about the selection and artist
chosen. He said that some of his co-workers misstrict 11 — Miami, Florida
have heard the program during work and thouglmspector General Case #97-0073)
that it was a live broadcast. Interviews of the radio
station manager and co-manager and other key At the request of a District 11 Develop-
interviewees confirmed the subject’s statementmental Services employee, an investigation was
initiated to address an allegation that a private
District 11 — Miami, Florida personal care provider had been paid for services
(Inspector General Case #98-0021) not provided. The investigation confirmed that the
provider had received $1,875 for services
This investigation was requested based oeportedly provided to a client from February
an anonymous letter alleging that employees weheough July 1997. The parent of the recipient child
accepting money (bribes) to approve licensesgmvided a written, notarized statement attesting
open new foster homes or to approve increaseshat the services of the personal care provider were
client capacity for current foster homes. not provided for the period in question. The
investigative case was referred to the Dade County
The investigation revealed no informatiostate Attorney’s Office and the subject was arrested
that the employees were accepting bribes or besnyd placed on probation pending restitution.
offered money during the licensing procedures.
The employees named in the anonymous letter as
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District 12 — Daytona Beach, Florida
(Inspector General Case #97-0018)

This investigation was based on afiuties because other employees were using state

anonymous complaint alleging that a prograffluipment to prepare personal projects for the pro-
manager misused state equipment, state time 8fRyM Manager. It was also determined that pro-
state employees. The complaint also alleged t8s2m staff were used to perform personal services
the employee accessed the computer system to [5kthe program manager. No information was
up names of co-workers, friends and relatives fégveloped that the department computer system
personal reasons. Additionally, it was alleged th4@s accessed for personal reasons. Fourteen cur-
the employee was behaving in a manner that w&§t and former employees said that the program
degrading and humiliating to program staff. =~ manager verbally degraded and humiliated pro-
gram staff, sometimes in the presence of persons
The investigation developed evidence thatitside the department.
numerous personal projects were completed by the
employee and program staff who used state equip- ~ AS @ result of this investigation, the
ment during and after regular office hours. Se@mployee was suspended for 30 days and demoted
eral workers were unable to perform their regult® @ non-supervisory position.
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Section C Offuce of Internal Judit

The Office of Internal Audit was res- Section 282.318, F.S. provides further
ponsible for performing five major functions duringupport for information systems audit by requiring
FY 1998: performance auditing, financial relate¢hternal audits of the security program for data and
performance and compliance audits; contragformation technology resources.
auditing, including single audit comp-liance;
information systems auditing; coordination of The Office of Internal Audit is headed by a
responses to external audit reports; and perfgirector of auditing, who reports directly to the
mance measure reviews. These functions @igpector general. During the FY 1998, the office
authorized by §20.055, F.S. Audits are CondUCtﬂﬂéS composed of 15 positions, all located in
in accordance with the current Standards for tifgllahassee. Five of the 15 positions were assigned
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing angh conduct performance audits as previously
Statements on Internal Auditing Standardgefined, four for contract audits, four for
pUbliShed bythe Institute of Internal AUditorS, |nCinf0rmati0n Systems audits’ and one for staff

or in accordance with generally accepted goveigpport. A breakdown of positions by title is shown
mental auditing standards. below.

Jable (7

Internal Audit Positions

Position Title Number of Pozitions

Director of Auditing

Computer Audit Supervisor

Senior Management Analyst Supervisor

Senior Management Analyst IT
Audit Administrator

Audit Evaluation & Review Analyst
Management Review Specialist
Computer Audit Analyst

Senior Management Analyst I
Internal Auditor IT

Administrative Assistant IT

e M L B I L I i i i
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Staff certifications are as follows: As stated in §20.055(5)(h), F.STHe in-

4 Certified Public Accountants spector general shall develop long-term and an-
1 Certified Public Manager nual audit plans based on the findings of periodic
2 Certified Internal Auditors risk assessments.”"Such a risk assessment was
1 Certified Information Systems conducted as the basis for proposing audits to be
Auditor conducted during FY 1998. The analyses identi-
1 Criminal Justice Certification fied over 1,500 auditable units that were ranked in

order of assessed risk exposures.

In addition to the above, two of the staff The audit plan was used as the basis for
sat for the June 1998 Certified Information Sy%‘-u dit P

: - . assignments. Staff assignments were
tems Auditor Examination. S Ix of the staff haV‘éi‘llocated to each functional area in proportion to
post graduate degrees and five have over ten y%@ésnumber of assigned staff

of auditing experience. All staff are members 0

the Institute of Internal Auditors, participate in Figure C.1 shows the distribution of audit

various other professional organizations and attef\d ¢t time by function. Note that 22%, or

training seminars to maintain proficiency in theig,nroximately 4195 hours, of audit staff time was
certifications to comply with the education, traingnavailable due to vacancies.

ing, and ethical requirements of Government

Auditing Standards.

Fugure .7
Audit Resources Planned vs. Utilized
40%
Information
Performance Audit Unit Contract Audit Unit i%system
30% ........................ ................ Unlt .
24%
20% : : 20%

20% | o 18%18% © | T -

.10 .

0% | 8% - - 8%

6% : .

3% . .

o 1% 0%
0

AOW | s e e

-12%

-20%

AG PM PCF CA SA IS
||:|Planned O Utilized 3 Unavailable due to vacanci&s

Note: AG ---- Auditor General, Federal Auditors; PM ----- Performance Measures; PCF---- Performance, Compliance,
Financial Related Audits; CA ---- Contract Audits; SA ---- Single Audits; IS ---- Information Systems Audits
Source: Office of Internal Audit
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Internal Audit also conducted ad-hoc The work done in response to ad-hoc
requests originating from headquarters, districtgquests provided broad range audit coverage to
Auditor General, legislature, and federal audittihe department’s programs. Distribution of
inquiries. Figure C.2 shows the internal anequests by program is shown in Figure C.3.
external customers served through the ad-hoc
request process.

Fugure (2

Ad-Hoc Customers Served

Total =76

Auditor General,
Federal and Legislature

31

Headquarters

34

11 pistri
Source: Office of Internal Audit Districts

Figure (13
Ad-Hoc Requests by Program

Total = 76

Department Wide
31.6%

Substance Abuse
2.6%

Administration
34.2%

Mental Health
6.6%

Family Safety & Prese

7.9% )
Developmental Services

3.9% Executive Office
13.2%

Source: Office of Internal Audit
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Performance Audit Performance Audit and Review Highlights:

The objective of the performance audit unit Following are highlights of major projects

is to provide independent appraisals of managg=; e performance audit staff participated in
ment’s performance and compliance with app'dfuring FY 1998.

cable laws, rules and regulations in meeting the
mission of the department’s programs, operations, Audit of Temporary Service Employee
functions and activities. Appraisals are furnished Invoices In District 4

to assist management in carrying out duties and
responsibilities in the most efficient, effective and

productive manner The purpose of this audit, initiated at the

request of senior management, was the review of
, . 85 “held” temporary service companies’ invoices
Thﬁ scope of internal aUd'It'ng_encc:cmthattotaled $57,624 for temporary employees used
passes the examlngtlon and eva uatlop of tgf the Duval County Public Health Unit during
adequacy and effectiveness of the organizatio period June through September 1996. The
system of mternal_ contr_ol and the _quallty 9 bjectives of this audit pertained to evaluating
performanpe. Tothis epd,,ryternal a!”“”? reViternal controls for acquiring and paying for
the following: the reliability and integrity Oftemporary services; interest penalty payments:

financial and operating information, the Sy":'ter"b%lyment errors; and the retention and approval of
established to ensure compliance with requir? porary employees’ time sheets

guidelines, the means of safeguarding assets, an
the economy and efficiency with which resources

The audit disclosed that inadequate internal
are employed.

controls over the process for purchasing temporary
. . services contributed to paying the invoices late.
) , Thg objective is acqompllsheq by Con'du,CManagement did not properly monitor the new
ing financial related audits, compliance audity;,caqure for purchasing temporary services.
performance audits, and other activities. Purchase requisitions were prepared incorrectly

The performance audit unit is composed S‘Pd were improperly approved. The health unit

o i
four positions: one senior management anal(g:qr:lgﬁir:ete?OI(?[L;Bfé?/iA(;?/\./Mériord9;42?53 x‘atergjt
supervisor, one senior management analyst Il, % S period, - S due

e . :
audit evaluation and review analyst, and one senﬁ%rthe held invoices. As a result of five payment
management analyst I. The senior managemgnt

rrors, the district overpaid the temporary service
analyst | devotes about 55 percent of his time ggmpar.l(;es:f&,t}lS.GE:{ 'I:[he heallthdur];nt V\tﬁs unacllkztle
coordinating the department’s responses to audi (Proviae IMe Sheets required for tne augit.

general and other external auditor reports. T ge-thwd of the time sheets were approved by

) nauthoriz rsonnel. Chan in the hour
senior management analyst 1l devotes a Cov%/_?téd%nt?r?]epsehggts aend onlrl gr('aastes otn ier1vo?cl:Je:
siderable amount of time to performance meaSI\JArlgre impronerly approved In{:orrect voucher
review activities. properly app )

documentation was also identified. We made
several recommendations to strengthen internal
controls.
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* Department of Children and Families * Performance Measures Review Activities
Personnel Assessment
In keeping with the requirement of
This personnel assessment was conduc&?D.055(2), F.S., the Office of Internal Audit fi-
at the request of the secretary to identify baselinalized development of a plan for assessing the
data to determine areas for improvement in theiability and validity of information provided to
Department of Children and Families’ practices faupport performance based measures and
hiring, administering disciplinary actions, andtandards. This assessment plan was shared with
handling complaints of employee misconduct. Dathe Office of Program Policy Analysis and
obtained showed inconsistencies in these thi@evernment Accountability and the department’s
areas which may result in lack of compliance witBffice of Standards and Evaluation for information
the Florida Statutes, the union contracts, tiperposes. Although the plan was developed to
“Career Service Reform Rules” contained in thaitially assess the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and
Florida Administrative Code, and the department\dental Health program, it can be adapted to other
internal operating procedures. Additionally, therograms. The plan will be used as a foundation
data showed a lack of communication, standarétir reliability and validity assessments designed
zation processes, and internal policies in distritt/ensure that performance data are maintained and
central office human resources, and a need Bupported by agency records, and that such data is
training. The data reflected practices that werevalid and reliable.
effect in May 1997 as reported by personnel staff
at 26 sites statewide: headquarters, the 15 districts, = The department’s Office of Standards and
and the 10 institutions. Evaluation is responsible for assisting in establish-
ing outcome measures and consulting with the In-
Inconsistencies in hiring practices were adpector General to ensure the integrity of the moni-
dressed in the revision of CFOP 60-02, Appointring and evaluation process and the validity of
ment Procedures, and the establishment of CF@#&a from service providers. The staffs work to-
60-08, Chapter 3, Employee Separations and Rgéther to ensure integrity of the process.
erence Checks. Inspector General guidelines were
also distributed. The inspector general recom- Risk Assessment
mended that the department immediately imple-
ment additional training programs for all employ- §20.055(5)(h), F.S. requires the inspector
ees, to enhance the probability that these policgeneral to develop annual audit plans based on the
and procedures will be implemented according fiodings of periodic risk assessmentStandards
their intent and purpose. for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing
recommend that risk assessments be used to
A workgroup of inspector general, humardentify auditable activities and relevant risk factors
resources, and standards and evaluation staff \aadg assess their relative significance.
formed and charged with recommending pro-
cedures and mechanisms for accepting, tracking,  During the latter part of FY 1998, we
investigating and resolving complaints, ancbnducted the departmental risk assessment which
assessing training needs. The workgrowpas composed of four components including
recommended that the Management Counsegrvices, provider contracts, and district and state-
implement a team to carry out a qualitwide information systems, to include 1166
improvement review process that would result auditable units identified from program and
a standardized system in each district. functional areas. Each auditable unit was evaluated
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by district and headquarters staff based on a setiofs. It was composed of four positions: one audit
pre-determined risk factors. Units were ranketiministrator, two audit evaluation and review
according to weighted factors agreed upon kyalysts, and one management review specialist.
senior level staff. Prioritized lists identified th®ue to the substantial volume of paperflow, all of
highest ranked auditable units for each compondimé staff devoted at least part of their time to the
as a tool for management and internal audit $ongle audit monitoring function. Other than the
address areas of significant concern and to schedulEnagement review specialist, who spent most of

future audits. the fiscal year on educational leave, the staff also
participated in several significant contract audit or
» Coordination with External Auditors review activities.
The OIG is responsible for effective Periodic department-wide risk assess-

coordination and cooperation between the Offioeents, or specific written requests from manage-
of the Auditor General, Office of Program Policynent are the primary means through which
Analysis and Government Accountability, angrograms or specific contracts are identified for
federal auditors. This coordination was providezudit or review. During FY 1998, there were

for 31 assignments that were external auditapproximately 1,950 contracts in effect (not

related. These assignments require audit staffinoluding rate or general service contracts), which
track and monitor external auditor findings anawarded a total of approximately 1.1 billion dollars

recommendations until the successful completitm providers and vendors.

of corrective action plans. Annually, audit staff

also use this information to prepare a compilatigfyntract Audit and Review Highlights:

of outstanding major audit findings and re-
commendations for inclusion in the legislative

budget request. Following are highlights of major projects

that the contract audit staff participated in during
« Other activities FY 1998.

Although unfinished at the close of Fy Review of District 13 Developmental Ser-

) . i vices Contracts and Letters of Agreement
1998, audit staff spent considerable time a spector General report 98-01-M)
resources on two audits; Florida State Hospital
Internal Control of Cash Handling, District 2; and A high-profile management review, which
Home and Community-Based Services Waivgh the attention of state legislators and the media,
Program Administered by the Developmentgjas completed in District 13. The review was

Services program office in District 4. initiated based on allegations that the district had
paid for Medicaid waiver developmental services
Contract Audit which had not been rendered under the terms of

their contracts and letters of agreements. Led by
. o . contract audit staff, it was conducted with the
The contract audit unit is responsible fofsgistance of staff from the Office of Contract

conducting audits or reviews of central office angyministration, and the central Developmental
district provider contract services; and monitoringeryices program office.

the department’s contract providers’ compliance
with the Federal Single Audit Act and §8216.349, The review found that District 13 had

F.S., in regards to state grants and aids appropéatered into agreements with providers which did
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not comply with the state of Florida’s Medicaid@uthorization for billing these services in such a
Home and Community Based Waiver, and/or diganner, the monies were due back to the De-
not comply with the provisions of Chapter 28artment of Children and Families. The district’s
F.S., Procurement of Personal Property andj.egal Counsel has inititated procedures to pursue
Services and HRS Manual 75-2Contract recoupment of the overpayment.

Management System for Contractual Serwaés . _

regards to competitive bid, contract document, ahd Review of Contract JH329 With Nova
review and approval. As a result, all affectegoUtheastern University, Inc.

agreements were renegotiated or terminated, and :
the central Developmental Services program offig? Contract audit staff were selected to be part

) Contract Accountability Coordination team -
has developed standard operating procedures an ) .
.__a partnership between the Office of the Comptrol-
standard letters of agreement for the Medicaj : .
. and the Department of Children and Families
waiver program. Moreover, as much as $42,481. .
: e . . - fo conduct a thorough review of large-scale
was identified as having been paid to a provider : : )
. ) . - _contracts. Working with audit staff from the
for services billed under incorrect Medicaid service : : .
: o comptroller’s office and District 10 program staff,
codes. The issue of restitution of these funds wi . .
: a review was conducted of contract JH329 which
be handled by the Office of the Attorney General . . )
o . provided funding for Nova Southeastern Univer-
Medicaid Fraud Control Unit. o .
sity’s community mental health center. The

« Performance Audit of Contracts with the obiective of the review was to determine if services

Metropolitan Orlando Urban League (Office of were delivered and billed in accordance with the
the Comptroller report) contract.

Initiated and coordinated through the Office The review found numerous deficiencies
of the Comptroller, contract audit staff from thi Nova’s internal control structure for its billing
Department of Children and Families, and audifocess which resulted in significant differences
staff from the Department of Juvenile Justict%etvyeen u.nits of service biIIed.versus units of
jointly participated with the comptroller's staff orpervice delivered. A sample of client records from
this audit. The primary objective of the contra&'9ht different cost centers were reviewed to
audit staff was to determine whether the Urb&stermine if service events were properly recorded
League delivered services in the quantity afff the service document and in the billing system.

quality specified in contracts GH312, GH412 anldsing the criteria in the Department of Children
GH512 with District 7 of the Department ofind FamiliesGuide to Performance Contracting
Children and Families. for Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health

Servicesdifferences were found which resulted in

From a review of census records and cliefte department having overpaid Nova in the
records, it was determined that under contrafiount of $293,889.95. Investigation of Nova
GH312 the Urban League had inappropriatefyoutheastern University’s billing practices is
billed residential clients’ counseling sessions 8§9oing. Recoupment of the overpayment will be
outpatient services. As a result, the Departmdhirsued by the department.
of Children and Families had overpaid the Urban
League $94,518 for outpatient counseling services.

As the Urban League was unable to document
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Sing|e Audit Monitoring H|gh||ghts 1997, revision of OMB Circular No. A-133. Staff
advised and contributed suggestions to the Office
, , of Contract Administration for updating the
The Office of Internal Audit ensured thajenarment's standafinancial and Compliance
contract providers complied with audit requireg,qit contract attachment and associated audit
ments of the Federal Single Audit Act, ang,auix to bring them in compliance with the revised
§216.349, F.S., regarding state grants and 3§ Circular No. A-133.
appropriations. The contract audit staff deter-

mined which contracts were subject to audit or As part of performing the single audit

attestation requirements and whether requirgfbnitoring process, contract audit staff attended
audits or attestations were performed and copi@getings with Auditor General staff, and staff of
received by the department. They reviewefther state agencies to identify potential
independent CPA annual financial and compliangfiplementation issues related to the dual audit
audit reports of contractual providers preparedquirements of revised OMB Circular No. A-133

pursuant to the Federal Single Audit Act as welhd §216.349, F.S. As a result of these meetings,
as CPA audit reports and attestation statemefig following materials evolved:

prepared pursuant to 8216.349, F.S. The staff
reviewed the audit reports and attestation A question and answer document about grants
statements for compliance with federal and staiad aids appropriations; and preferred examples
audit requirements and professional standard$;a CPA’s report, management assertion report,
prepared corrective action plans for CPA firms schedule of state financial assistance, and
cases of noncompliance, and followed up toanagement attestation statement.

determine that corrective action was taken to ensure

compliance. Additionally, the staff advised district A preferred example of standard audit language
managers for administrative services of questioni&d Use by state agencies in contracts with provid-
costs or liabilities due to the department arfds subject to federal and/or state audit require-
followed up to determine that these items wef@ents.

resolved. During FY 1998, the unit received 480 o

CPA reports or attestation statements afgorganization Effort

processed 294 reports or attestation statements.

Using a sampling techniaue. 83 reports were In order to better maintain objectivity and
g piing que, P ndependence, the Inspector General initiated ef-

selected for review and 71 req_uired fo.IIOW'UpWith) ts to transfer the Single Audit function to the
the CPAs hecause they either did not me (fice of Administration. This will allow the func-

standards or were rejected. Additionally, for 31 ) : )
the 83 reports reviewed, the staff notified distrigpn to expand its role operationally to benefit the

g . : . %partment’s management of contracts, which was
managers for administrative services of questlon.? . . . .
S . IE$ mission when it was originally established as
costs, liabilities due the department, or intern - .
. e responsibility of the Assistant Secretary for
control weaknesses of the provider as noted by mininstration in 1984
CPAs, which resulted in repayment of $539,9 '
to the department. _ _
Information Systems Audit
The single audit monitoring process also
involved contract audit staff keeping the The broad objectives of the Information

department informed as to changes in providggsiems Audit section are two-fold; (1) to provide
audit requirements resulting from the June 24, independent appraisal of the department's
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information systems security and operationkpod and Consumer Services Reinvestment pro-
controls, and (2) to act as the department’s interift expenditures. These issues raised particular
control agent to monitor information systems fétuesions about the strength of internal controls over
compliance with statutes and administrative codé€ administration of FLORIDA contractors.
These objectives are accomplished through audits
of statewide information systems and district The audit scope was limited to contractors
information systems of organizational unit#orking on “reinvestment expenditures,” later
responsible for information systems and controfalled “FLORIDA error reduction project.” Staff
evaluations of information systems plans, arigcused on the tasks started under the Food and
continual monitoring of the risks associated witRonsumer Services reinvestment project and
the system development efforts. reviewed key contract management controls of
appropriate delegation of authority to accomplish
The Information Systems Audit unit ighe project goals; separation of duties to ensure
administered by a computer audit supervisor, wHtlependent checking and review of contract
reports to the director of auditing. Although thactivity; accurate, useful, and timely financial and
unit consisted of five positions during the year, ti§0gress reports; written contract management
unit has experienced considerable turnover ap@licies and procedures; on-going training of
vacant positions during FY 1998. During this fisc&ontract management personnel in contract
year, the IS audit unit was staffed with, th@anagement and negotiations; and, periodic
computer audit supervisor eight (8) months, og¥aluation of the contract management function.
computer audit analyst six (6) months, one
computer audit analyst twelve (12) months, one  Overall, we concluded the department had
internal auditor Il three (3) months, and a senigtfficient controls in place to administer the Unisys
management ana]yst | was vacant the entire yéaFORlDA contractors. The audit included a few
Five positions filled for 12 months each would b&commendations to help the FLORIDA customers
sixty (60) months of service, whereas the uritdependently monitor the progress being made on

operated with 29 months of service, or at less thidy¢ error reduction initiatives and suggested
50 percent capacity or staff. methods to incorporate evaluation controls. Our

recommendations were: Status reports at the

Following are highlights of the audits angpecific deliverable level be provided through the
special projects that the information systems aulork-In-Progress system; the number of hours and
staff participated in during FY 1998. the estimated cost of services should be agreed

upon by the FLORIDA customers prior to the
« Compliance Audit of the Food and Nutri- delivery of services to aid in management decision

tion Services of the Florida On-Line Recipient making and planning; and each con-tractor’s

Integrated Data Access System Contractor progress should be documented in narrative form

Service. on a monthly reporting basis and maintained in the

contract file to meet the terms of the department’s

This compliance audit of the FLORIDAcontract management manual. The documentation

contractor service was initiated by a whistlean be used by the FLORIDA customers to verify

blower’s concern about the management of ti&@rk progress.

United States Department of Agriculture(USDA)
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» Compliance Audit of General Information

Security of District 7 Information Systems + Employee user IDs were still active after
termination of employment with the de-

The Office of Internal Audit conducted a  Partment. We recommended tia¢ District

general compliance audit of information systems Management Systems Director implement

security in District 7. We focused on the following Procedures to ensure timely revocation of all
primary objectives: terminated employees and that district security

officers periodically generate and review ad-

- To evaluate district security policies and hoc reports of User ID activity to determine
procedures; and investigate inactive User IDs.

« To evaluate the district’s security awareness District 7 had no formal information systems
program; security awareness program for employees who

were granted access to confidential databases.

« To evaluate the district's system access and e recommended thaformal security aware-
revocation process; ness training program be developed for new
personnel during the orientation process and

« To evaluate the district's process for back- during the preservice training period for Eco-
ground screening of employees assigned accesshomic Self-Sufficiency staff.
to sensitive information; and,

« To evaluate physical security. Other Information Systems Audit Activities
_ The following findings and recommenda- In addition to audits, the information
tions were noted: systems audit staff were involved in many other

significant activities. Audit staff's presence at
. Ph_ysical sgcurity and environmental_(:ontro}§,eetings and developmental work sessions
of information systems data and equipment gioyided proactive emphasis on the incorporation
the Pine Hills Service Center was inadequalgyq adherence to strong internal controls.
We recommended that immediate action be

taken to restore adequate physical and engaction 282.318(5) F.S., Initiatives:
ronmental controls for the information systems
control room at the Pine Hills location. As required by Section 282.318(5), F.S.,
. . audit staff plays an active role in reviewing internal
* No source documentation was available tntrols relative to the safeguarding of data. In
demonstrate that fingerprinting and baclksyder to carry out this mandate, information

ground screenings had been conducted f0r§35stems auditors have been involved in the
of 71 (21%) new employees. We refollowing activities.

commended thamanagement ensure that

background checks are conducted on all new year 2000 task-force bi-weekly meetings:

employees and that the process be verified Wggit staff attended meetings to identify security

documentation in the employees’ mastghd control issues surrounding the Year 2000 con-

personnel file. versions. Ensuring that all computerized applica-
tions will work after the turn of the century is the
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top priority of information systems managemenéovery, GlS/intranet/internet, State Automated
The Year 2000 problem can be defined as “the ihjld Welfare Information System (SACWIS) and
ability of computer programs to correctly interprefear 2000 compliance. The meetings are held in
the century from a date which only has two yegq||ahassee approximately four times a year. The

digits.” Thus, the task-force has to identify, plagam is based in Tallahassee and meets either by
for corrections, and then test the corrections fgﬁone or in-person.

most of the department’'s computerized applica-
tions. Audit staff have monitored and reported en pjstrict Management Systems Directors

the task-force’s activities to identify end-user dgneetings: These meeting are conducted via
veloped applications that need to be Year 20@{nthly conference calls with periodic in-person
compliant. meetings in Tallahassee. Attendance at these

. meetings provided audit staff with a monthly
*  Information Systems Management Team Megjyerview of the issues and concerns of district

ings: The purpose of the team is to identify afgformation systems managers. Audit presence has
define statewide strategic systems initiatives. TR@en helpful in eliciting cooperation in conducting

meetings are chaired by the Chief Information Gistrict level risk analysis and security/applications
ficer and present a comprehensive overview gfgits.

major technological initiatives. As aresult of these

meetings, the systems audit unit will proactively sacwIS development process: Attended ex-

assess issues of potential audit concerns, suche@sitive oversight committee meetings and system
FTE resource allocation among projects like dagavelopment process status meetings, reviewed
warehousing, equipment replacement, disaster f&quests For Proposal, and vendor presentations.
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Sectton D- Offwce of Appeal Hearings

The Office of Appeal Hearings hasi7 full-time positions staffed with an administrator,
responsibility for conducting administrativawo supervisors, eleven hearing officers and three
hearings and making a determination of a finglipport positions. For independence purposes, the

agency action for issues related to an individuabsfice reports directly to the Inspector General.
entitlement or receipt of benefits, disqualification

from participation in a program or discharge/ In order to deliver services on a statewide
transfer from a licensed nursing facility. basis in the most timely cost-effective method,
hearing officers are positioned as follows: one each

Legal authorities are as follows: in Tallahassee, Gainesville, Orlando, Tampa, St.

_ ~ Petersburg, West Palm Beach and Ft. Lauderdale;
» Section 409.285, F.®pportunity for Hearing and, two each in Jacksonville and Miami.

and Appeal.

o _ All administrative costs for hearings are
+ Chapter 120, F.S., the Administrative Proc@unded at 50% federal administrative trust funds

dures Act. Section 120.80, FEXceptions and and 50% general revenue.
special requirements; agencies.

» Section 400.0255, F.Resident hearings of Fair Hearings
facility decisions to transfer or discharge.

Administrative rules for fair hearing pro- Prior to an action to terminate assistance,
cedures appear in the Florida Administrative Cod&e department is required by the federally-funded
§65-2.042, et sedApplicant/Recipient Hearings.assistance programs to offer a “fair” hearing

consistent with the U.S. Supreme Court decision

Major controlling federal authorities are: in Goldberg vs. Kelly ,(1970) . The Administrative

Procedures Act, Chapter 120, F.S., sets forth the
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families procedural requirement that must be met in
Personal Responsibility and Workesolving issues which affect the substantial interest

Reconciliation Act of 1996 of individuals. The Office of Appeal Hearings has
been delegated the authority to complete final
Medicaid agency actions on a variety of issues arising out of
42 CFR 431.200Fair Hearings for most of the federally-funded programs. The office
Applicants and Recipients holds fair hearings for:

Food Stamps E ic Self Suffici
7 CFR 273.1%air Hearings COTnom'C € A“ .'Ct'encyt Need
7 CFR 237.16 Disqualification for emporary Assistance to Needy

Intentional Program violation Families
* Food Stamps

Medicaid Eligibility
Refugee Assistance Program

Federal regulations require that hearing .
officers be state level employees. The office has
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* Individual and Family Grant Program

* Institutional Care Program

* Optional State Supplementation

Medicaid Benefits
Others

Women, Infants and Children

Certain Child Support Enforcement issues
for the Department of Revenue

Figure D.1 shows the reversal rate for
hearings completed by district. It should be noted
that while District 5 has an unusually high reversal
rate, the majority of those cases are related to delays
» Special Supplemental Food Program forby the Department of Labor’s Office of Disability
Determination which does not come under the

 Certain Title XX Social Services Programsontrol of District 5.

Figure D. 1

Fair Hearings Completed by District
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Nursing Home Transfer/
Discharge Hearings

District

CReverse
Clothers

|

The office also conducts hearings tdhese hearings often involve expert medical
determine whether or not a nursing facility’sestimony on complex medical issues. The hearing
decision to transfer or discharge a patient wafficer has the authority to prohibit the discharge
correct. The facility may only discharge aof the resident or require the facility to readmit the
individual based on conditions set forth in lawesident if he has already been discharged.
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Administrative Disqualification In addition to disqualification hearing

Hearings requests that result in hearings, the office tracks
cases which an individual agrees to accept the
isqualification penalty and waive their right to a
disqualify an individual from receiving casi] earing. - The office processed 5,505 disqua-
ifigations for Temporary Assistance for Needy

assistance and food stamp benefits when t amilies or Food Stamp benefits based on signed
individual has been found to have committed an P 9

intentional program violation. Intentional prograrW alvers in FY 1997.
violations are acts such as making false or . .
misleading statements, mis-represente&ld”ars':Igure D.2 shows the amount of claim

concealed, or withheld facts. The disqualification estgbllghed by Fhe districts for intentional
rogram violation hearings. Department pursues

is for six months for the first offense, one year f fr1ese claims to recover these funds
the second and a lifetime for the third offense. '

The department has the authority t%

Figure D.2

Dollars of Overpayment Associated with Disqualifications
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Figure D.3 shows the number of months
of program disqualification for cash assistance and
the Food Stamp Program.

Figure D.3

Months of Program Disqualifications for Intentional Program Violations
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Secton ‘E: Offwe of Quality Control

The Office of Quality Control is respon-Medicaid Title XIX, Social Security

sible for conducting federally mandated reviews Act, 42 CFR Chapter IV,
on statistically reliable samples of public assis- 431.800 Subpart P -
tance cases. Reviews provide state and federal Quality Control
administrators with information regarding Reviews

erroneous payments in public assistance. In addi-
tion, findings are utilized to establish corrective
action plans and to correct consistent problems in. Administration of Quality Control
determining benefits. The federal agencies also use
Quality Control statistics to determine the integrity
of the public assistance programs. The office is headed by the Chief of Qua-
lity Control who reports directly to the Inspector
State plans for the administration of theeneral. Itis composed of 62 positions located in
Food Stamp and Medicaid programs must provigéven offices throughout the state. Each unit is
a system for Quality Control in accordance witBupervised by a Quality Control supervisor with a
congressional statutes and federal regulations.staff of four to seven analysts. Thirty-one staff
members have 20 or more years of experience in
With the enactment of the Personatate government. The seven offices are located in
Responsibility and Work Opportunity RePanama City, Jacksonville, Orlando, Tampa, St.
conciliation Act of 1996, the Aid to Families withPetersburg and Miami (2). Headquarters staff are
Dependent Children (AFDC) was replaced by thecated in Tallahassee. Quality Control is funded
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANFt 50% federal and 50% general revenue for all
Although the phase out of AFDC to TANF wagdministrative costs.
completed on July 1, 1997, Florida is continuing
payment accuracy reviews of all programs.
Programs Reviewed
Congressional statutes and federal

regulations that provide for Quality Control are: . . .
Quality Control reviews the following

Food Stamp  Title XlII, Public Law 95- program areas:
113, 91 Statute 958, Food . N
Stamp Act of 1977, * Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
7 CFR Chapter II, 275.10, (TANF)
Subpart C Quality * Food Stamps (FS) _
Control Reviews * Medicaid (Eligibility and Claims)

During FY 1997, Quality Control con-
ducted reviews on 1380 active food stamp cases,
1318 active TANF cases and 673 active Medicaid
cases. Negative reviews (closures and denials)
were completed on 816 food stamp cases, 621
TANF cases and 262 Medicaid cases.
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The Review Process Medicaid

The Quality Control review is an in-depth Medicaid eligibility is determined by the
study which focuses on the accuracy of benefitepartment of Children and Families, while the
being paid to a sample of public assistance cag@gdicaid program is administered by the Agency
The majority of cases require a field visit and fulfor Health Care Administration. Quality Control
scale review of up to fifty elements of eligibility determines the Medicaid error rate and reports this
Each element must be individually documentédformation to the Agency for Health Care Admin-
using acceptable standards of evidence. In additiettation. The error rate has been below the 3%
to regulations, the federal agencies issue manuadsional tolerance level for several years.
of instruction and other written guidelines to ensure
that all states operate Quality Control uniformly.

A Report On Findings for each case reviewed is Error Rate Summary
sent to the District Administrator and to the Food Stamps
headquarters staff of Economic Self-Sufficiency.

Each review results in one of the following  Statewide Error Rate (Oct 1996 - Sep 1997):
findings: (1) Correct (2) Underpayment (3) 10 269
Overpayment (4) Totally Ineligible, or (5) Dropped
from the sample. Medicaid reviews have the
additional findings of (6) Liability Understated and
(7) Liability Overstated.

Agency errors accounted for 38% of the error
rate:

Failed to Act - 53.4%
The U.S. Department of Agriculture re- Policy Incorrectly Applied - 41.2%
reviews one of three Quality Control selected food Arithmetic - 3.1%
stamp cases to validate the quality control process.  Other - 2.3%
Differences in the re-reviews are used in a
regression formula to determine the regressed error Client errors accounted for 62% of the error
rate. The regressed error rate is used in determiningrate:

sanctions imposed against the state.
Information Not Reported - 65.54%

Willful Misrepresentation - 25.7%

Error Rates Information Incorrect - 8.8%

The error rates reﬂeCt the percentage Df Most error prone e"g'b'“ty e|ement:
public assistance money that is misspent by the
state of Florida. For FFY 1997, the error rate for \yages and Salaries 40.8%
Food Stamps was 10.26%, and TANF was 7.51%.

e 279 error cases of 1170 cases completed
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Error Rate Summary Reports and Corrective Action Efforts
TANF

Quality Control produces a monthly sta-

« Statewide Error Rate (Oct 1996 - Sep 1997}istical report which contains information that can
7.51% help reduce erroneous payments. This 38 page

report identifies areas of eligibility that contain
errors, plus an analysis of what caused the errors.

. 0,
Agency errors accounted for 39% of the e report further breaks down district and agency

rate: .
caused errors versus client caused errors. It also
Failed to Act - 61% presents trend information comparing the current
Policy Incorrectly Applied - 37.5% year with last year. Numerous ad-hoc reports are
Other - 1.5% provided as needed. An annual report is completed

at the end of the federal fiscal year which provides

. Client errors accounted for 61% of the erroradditional in-depth district level information.
rate:

Information Not Reported - 55.1% Quality Control staff participate on a state-

Willful Misrepresentation - 33.3% wide Quality Service Committee which meets
Information Incorrect - 11.6% quarterly to share error rate information and error
rate reduction ideas. Quality Control staff are also

« Most error prone eligibility element: available to assist in providing training on topics

such as interviewing skills and error reduction.
Wages and Salaries - 45.3%

o 142 error cases of 1162 cases completed

Page 37




Office of Inspector General AR 1998

Section T Statewide Human Ryghts Advocacy Committee

The organization was established undeggarding services or violations of constitutional
§8402.165, 402.166, and 402.167, F.S. The Staiad human rights.
wide Human Rights Advocacy Committee and lo-
cal Human Rights Advocacy Committees are es- The 13 SHRAC members contributed an
tablished as independent third party mechanisestimated 10,640 hours of volunteer services for
to monitor, investigate and advocate on behalf B 97-98. These volunteers provided 5400 hours
consumers of services rendered by the Departm@gnSHRAC meetings, Six meetings a year, and
of Children and Families. conference calls; 1160 hours of investigations; 680
hours of monitoring; and 1000 hours of rule
The 350 members which serve on theviews.
committees are all volunteers and gubernatorial
appointees. The committees are responsible for  The statewide and local committees are
monitoring the Department of Children angddministratively located in the Department of
Families programs, service providers and facilitieshildren and Families, OIG for independence, as
They are also responsible for investigatingell as, for purposes of personnel, budget,
complaints received from consumers or citizepgirchasing, and other administrative functions.
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DISTRICT 1

1. 97-0046

2. 97-0058-P
DISTRICT 2

3. 97-0072

4. 97-0090-P
S. 98-0007

6. 97-0048

7. 97-0085

8. 97-0062-P
9. 97-0059-P

APPENDIX 1

INVESTIGATIONS BY DISTRICT
FY 1998

MISUSE OF STATE EQUIPMENT BY DISTRICT LEGAL
COUNSEL AND FAILURE TO TAKE ACTION BY
MANAGEMENT

FAILURE TO MAKE SITE INSPECTION BY PUBLIC

HEALTH UNIT EMPLOYEE AND COVER-UP BY
SUPERVISOR

THEFT AND FORGERY OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
CHECK

UNETHICAL PRACTICES AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST
BY MEDICAID WAIVER PROVIDER

PERSONAL USE OF STATE CREDIT CARD

MISUSE OF STATE VEHICLE, EMPLOYEE MISCONDUCT
AND CLIENT EXPLOITATION

FALSIFICATION OF RECORDS AND MISUSE OF STATE
EQUIPMENT

MISHANDLING OF CHILD ABUSE CASE

MISUSE OF STATE PROPERTY AND UNDOCUMENTED
LEAVE
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DISTRICT 3

10.  98-0005-P
11.  98-0015-P
12.  97-0066-P
13. 97-0039
DISTRICT 4

14.  98-0020
15.  98-0001-P
16.  98-0033
17.  97-0088
18.  97-0015
DISTRICT 5

19. 97-0060
20.  96-0073
21.  96-0045-P
22.  97-0036-P
23.  97-0021

EMPLOYEE COVERED-UP CLIENT FRAUDULENTLY
RECEIVING BENEFITS

MISMANAGEMENT OF ADULT PROTECTIVE
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT

FRAUDULENT VENDOR BILLING BY PROGRAM
OPERATIONS MANAGER

UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL
INFORMATION

MISUSE OF STATE TIME, STATE EQUIPMENT, LACK
OF SUPERVISION

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY BY PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
SPECIALIST

EMPLOYEE BLACKMAILING AND SOLICITING BRIBES
FROM DAY CARE OPERATORS

MISUSE OF POSITION REGARDING CONTRACT

MISUSE OF POSITION, BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY
BY DISTRICT LEGAL COUNSEL

CONTRACT PROVIDER FRAUDULENTLY OBTAINED
FUNDS FROM FEDERAL EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS

CONFLICT OF INTEREST BY CONTRACT PROVIDER
MISCONDUCT BY MEDICAID BILLING COMPANY

GROUP POSED AS DEPT. OF HUMANITIES FOR
CHILDREN

MISUSE OF POSITION AND HARASSMENT OF CLIENT
BY PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SUPERVISOR
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24,  97-0037
25. 97-0051
26. 97-0068
27. 97-0083-P
28. 97-0086-P
29.  98-0002-P
30. 98-0012
DISTRICT 6

31. 97-0054
32. 97-0056
33. 97-0067
34. 97-0017
35. 97-0087
DISTRICT 7

36. 98-0029
37. 96-0081
38. 96-0088
39. 97-0003

MISUSE OF POSITION AND VIOLATION OF CLIENT
CONFIDENTIALITY BY CHILD PROTECTION
INVESTIGATOR

EMPLOYEE FALSELY CLAIMED CLIENT’S CHILD AS
DEPENDENT ON INCOME TAX RETURN

BREACH OF CLIENT CONFIDENTIALITY
MISCONDUCT BY COUNSELOR

CLIENT ABUSE BY ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES
INVESTIGATOR

MISHANDLING OF ADULT ABUSE INVESTIGATION

MISCONDUCT BY INTERNAL AUDITOR

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION OF AIDS
CLIENT BY AFDC WORKER

EMPLOYEE MISCONDUCT

DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL CLIENT INFORMATION
BY PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SUPERVISOR

MISCONDUCT BY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS STAFF

VIOLATION OF CLIENT CONFIDENTIALITY BY CHILD
PROTECTION INVESTIGATOR

EMPLOYEE WORKED AT RADIO STATION DURING WORK
DAY

EMPLOYEE WRONGDOING IN CONTRACT BID PROCESS

MISUSE OF FUNDS, PROGRAM CHARGE CARD AND
OTHER IMPROPRIETIES BY CONTRACT PROVIDER

MISUSE OF POSITION AND CLIENTS’ GRANT MONEY
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40.  97-0035
41.  97-0071-P
42.  98-0017-P
43.  97-0050
44.  97-0044
45.  97-0049
46.  97-0065
47.  98-0022-P
48.  98-0028
49.  98-0030-P
50.  96-0087
51.  96-0097
DISTRICT 8

52. 97-0024
53. 97-0061
54.  97-0069

CHILD PROTECTION INVESTIGATOR TOOK MONEY AND
REVEALED REPORTER’S INFORMATION

FALSIFICATION OF RECORDS

RELEASE OF ABUSE REPORTER’S NAME BY FAMILY
SERVICES COUNSELOR

INAPPROPRIATE CLIENT CONTACT

MISCONDUCT (SOLICITATION OF MARIJUANA) BY
EMPLOYEE

CHILD PROTECTION INVESTIGATOR REVEALED NAME
OF REPORTER TO CLIENT

EMPLOYEE SOLD COMPUTER CONTAINING DEPT. OF
HEALTH INFORMATION TO PRIVATE CITIZEN

CLIENT HAD KNOWLEDGE AND INTENT TO ACCESS
FLORIDA ABUSE HOTLINE INFORMATION SYSTEM

VIOLATION OF CONFIDENTIALITY BY CHILD
PROTECTION INVESTIGATOR

CLIENT SAW FAMILY SERVICES COUNSELOR SMOKING
MARIJUANA WITH CLIENT’S FRIEND’S PARENTS

MISHANDLED CHILD ABUSE CASE

CHILD PROTECTION TEAM EXAM OF SEXUAL ABUSE
VICTIM INADEQUATE; MISHANDLING OF ABUSE
INVESTIGATION

EXPLOITATION OF INDIVIDUALS WITH
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES BY CONTRACT
PROVIDER

EMPLOYEE STEALING DRUGS FROM PHARMACY
AND SUPPLYING DRUGS TO SECRETARY

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SUPERVISOR FALSIFIED TIME
RECORDS
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55.  97-0075
56.  98-0025-P
57.  98-0026-P
58.  97-0080
59. 97-0012
DISTRICT 9

60. 98-0008-P
61. 96-0079
62. 97-0045
63. 97-0074-P
64. 97-0078-P
65. 96-0107
66. 97-0040
67. 97-0032

EMPLOYEE FALSIFIED TIME SHEETS

PSYCHOTHERAPIST MISUSED HIS POSITION AND
FALSIFIED RECORDS

PSYCHOLOGIST MISUSED HER POSITION AND VIOLATED
RULES

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY

FALSIFICATION OF RECORDS BY EMPLOYEES AND
FALSE TESTIMONY BY EMPLOYEE DURING COURT
HEARING AND DEPOSITION

VIOLATION OF CONFIDENTIALITY BY ADULT
PROTECTIVE INVESTIGATOR

WORKER FRAUD AND CLIENT FRAUD

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY AND UNSUPERVISED
VISITS

EMPLOYEE FAILED TO REPORT PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
FRAUD

RELEASE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION AND
MISUSE OF STATE CREDIT CARD

INCONSISTENCIES IN D9 INVESTIGATIVE REPORT
RELATING TO MISUSE OF PROPERTY AND FAVORITISM
COMPARED TO REPORT TO IG BY FORMER D9
ADMINISTRATOR

MISUSE OF STATE COMPUTER EQUIPMENT AND MISUSE
OF POSITION

PROTECTIVE INVESTIGATOR FAILED TO CONDUCT
THOROUGH INVESTIGATION AND EMPLOYEE DENIED
PUBLIC HEARING
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DISTRICT 10

68. 97-0041-P
69. 97-0091
70.  97-0070
71.  98-0024-P
72.  98-0009-P
73.  95-0028
74.  98-0004
75.  97-0077
DISTRICT 11

76.  96-0098
77. 96-0108
78. 97-0010
79.  97-0020
80. 97-0073
81. 95-0032
82. 97-0030

CASH SHORTAGES IN EXCESS OF $200 EACH

THEFT/LOSS OF FOOD STAMPS AND SECURITY
VIOLATIONS

MISUSE OF STATE EQUIPMENT AND TIME

MISMANAGEMENT OF INVESTIGATION BY FAMILY
SERVICES STAFF

EMPLOYEE SIGNED COMPUTER SOFTWARE LEASE
WITHOUT LEGAL REVIEW, DELEGATED AUTHORITY
AND SIGNED FOR UNSHIPPED EQUIPMENT

EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION IN CREDIT CARD FRAUD

MISUSE OF DEPARTMENT LETTERHEAD

FALSIFICATION OF INFORMATION IN PROTECTIVE
SERVICES INVESTIGATION

MISUSE OF STATE EQUIPMENT AND TIME

IMPROPER DESTRUCTION OF RECORDS

EMPLOYEES DID NOT FOLLOW PROCEDURES ON
ABUSE REPORT AND DID NOT COMMUNICATE WITH
LAW ENFORCEMENT AS REQUIRED

EMPLOYEE RECEIVED GIFT, MONEY OR GIFT
CERTIFICATE FROM VENDOR

DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES PROVIDER PAID FOR
SERVICES NOT PROVIDED

EMPLOYEES PROCESSING FRAUDULENTLY
PRODUCED MEDICAID PAYMENTS

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SUPERVISOR SOLICITED SEX
FROM FOOD STAMP CLIENTS AND FALSIFIED RECORDS
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83. 97-0042 FALSIFICATION OF TIME AND ATTENDANCE; MISUSE OF
STATE EQUIPMENT; EMPLOYEE APPROVED BENEFITS
FOR FAMILY MEMBER; PURCHASED STOLEN PROPERTY;
EMPLOYEES THREATENED

84. 96-0091 UNAUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION;
REVEALING PRIVILEGED INFORMATION; MISUSE OF
POSITION

85.  97-0055 MISMANAGEMENT OF RESIDENTS’ FUNDS;
FALSIFICATION OF TIME; EMPLOYEES UNDER
INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL; SUPERVISOR CONDUCTS
PERSONAL BUSINESS ON STATE TIME

86. 97-0033 MISUSE OF FUNDS

87. 97-0082 EMPLOYEE ASSISTED IN CHEATING ON PRE-SERVICE
EXAM; DISCLOSED CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION;
MISUSED POSITION; ALTERED CASE FILES; ACCEPTED
FALSE TIME SHEETS; USED ABUSIVE LANGUAGE
TOWARD CLIENT

88. 97-0084-P MISUSE OF STATE COMPUTER EQUIPMENT

89. 98-0021 BRIBERY OF EMPLOYEES TO APPROVE FOSTER HOME
LICENSES

DISTRICT 12

90. 97-0018 MISUSE OF STATE EQUIPMENT, TIME AND EMPLOYEES
91. 97-0053-P PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SPECIALIST APPROVED CASE FOR
HER MOTHER AND EMPLOYEE'’S SISTER

FRAUDULENTLY NOT REPORTING INCOME

92. 98-0016-P IMPROPRIETIES IN PROCUREMENT PROCESS IN
PRIVATIZING WAGES ACTIVITIES

DISTRICT 13

NONE
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DISTRICT 14

93. 97-0057-P
94.  97-0026-P
95. 97-0031
96. 97-0038
97. 97-0089
98. 98-0010
99. 98-0023
100. 97-0052
101. 98-0006-P
102. 98-0011
DISTRICT 15
103. 97-0025

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY

MISHANDLING OF CHILD ABUSE INVESTIGATION
BY CHILD PROTECTIVE INVESTIGATOR

PROGRAM MANAGER FALSIFIED TIME SHEETS AND
TRAVEL VOUCHERS; SUPERVISOR OVERLOOKED
ACTIVITIES

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY; FALSIFICATION OF
LEAVE AND HARASSMENT BY EMPLOYEE

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR INAPPROPRIATELY USED
FUNDS TO PAY PERSONAL DEBTS OF EMPLOYEE;
ALLOWED DISRUPTION IN OFFICE AND PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE FRAUD

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY

FAILURE TO NOTIFY LAW ENFORCEMENT OF
INSTITUTIONAL CHILD ABUSE

COUNSELOR FAILED TO SUPERVISE VISIT WHERE
CLIENT WAS SEXUALLY ABUSED; FALSIFICATION OF
RECORDS AND GIVING FALSE INFORMATION;
MISHANDLING OF SEXUAL ABUSE INVESTIGATION;
BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY

STAFF MISHANDLED CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
CASE

DOCUMENTATION FOR FOSTER CARE FLEX FUNDS DID
NOT MEET CRITERIA

EMPLOYEE FALSIFIED DOCUMENTS TO CREATE
FICTITIOUS CHILD
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DISTRICT 20
104. 97-0047
105. 97-0006
106. 97-0027
107. 97-0063
108. 97-0081
109. 98-0014
110. 97-0064-P
111. 97-0079
112. 97-0076-P
113. 98-0018

PERSONNEL POLICIES NOT FOLLOWED DURING
SELECTION AND HIRING OF TWO PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATOR POSITIONS

FORMER EMPLOYEE ALTERED AND CASHED
FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS PAYABLE TO DEPARTMENT

ABUSE REGISTRY SUPERVISOR FALSIFIED HER
EMPLOYMENT APPLICATION

FRAUDULENT TIMESHEETS

MISUSE OF STATE COMPUTER EQUIPMENT FOR
PERSONAL BUSINESS AND FALSIFICATION OF
EMPLOYMENT APPLICATION

OPS EMPLOYEE FALSIFIED EMPLOYMENT APPLICATION
FOR CAREER SERVICE POSITION

WHISTLE-BLOWER COMPLAINT OF MISMANAGEMENT
PRACTICES

UNAUTHORIZED ACCESS TO CONFIDENTIAL
INFORMATION

REVIEW OF 5 CHILD DEATHS

BREACH OF CONFIDENTIALITY
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