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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

File ID No. 2003194 
 

 This office received complaints alleging mismanagement at the Ohio State Racing 

Commission (“Commission”).  Allegations included a lack of accountability for state time, 

inadequate policies addressing gambling/wagering on state time by staff, acceptance of gifts 

and meals, and other management related issues that arose during the course of the 

investigation.  This office reviewed the Commission’s operations, policies, and procedures to 

determine whether any wrongful acts or omissions were committed.  Our investigation 

revealed: 

?  Numerous instances of mismanagement, including gambling by the executive 
director, commission staff, and commission members.  

 
?   The executive director mishandled an issue regarding Internet gambling. 
 
?   The Commission failed to implement clear policies regarding betting by 

commission staff and members. 
 
?   There was a lack of accountability regarding the use of state time.   
 
?   The executive director and some commission members accepted gifts and 

gratuities. 
 
?   The Commission improperly reimbursed inspectors for commuting mileage 

and per diem rates.   
 
?   There was no accountability regarding the use of free admission passes – a 

practice which is problematic.   
 
?   The Commission failed to enforce a rule requiring commercial racetracks to 

post uniformed police officers. 
 

A copy of this report has been forwarded to the Office of the Governor, Auditor of 

State, Attorney General, and Ohio Ethics Commission.  
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I. BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION 

This investigation was initiated upon receipt of complaints alleging mismanagement 

and abuse of time by Executive Director Clifford A. Nelson, II of the Ohio State Racing 

Commission  (“Commission”).          

 

II. ACTION TAKEN IN FURTHERANCE OF INVESTIGATION 

This office reviewed the Commission’s operations, policies, and procedures to 

determine whether any wrongful acts or omissions were committed.  The investigation 

involved interviews with commission members, along with current and former commission 

staff.  We also contacted various licensed personnel and other professionals within the 

commercial racetrack industry.  These included personnel from all seven racetrack facilities 

in Ohio, industry related associations, as well as state racing commissions in other states.  

Additionally, we reviewed various documents and records obtained from the Commission, 

racetrack facilities, and other private sources.  

 

III. DISCUSSION 

A. Background 

The Ohio State Racing Commission licenses and regulates the horse racing industry 

in Ohio.  Their jurisdiction includes harness and thoroughbred racing at seven racing 

facilities located throughout Ohio, individuals who own and breed horses for the racing 

industry, and off-track betting facilities.  The Commission is comprised of five board 

members who are appointed by the Governor and serve a four-year term.1 The Commission 

employs an executive director to handle the day-to-day business and operations.  Clifford A. 

Nelson, II has served as the executive director since 1987.2  The Commission also employs 

judges, stewards, investigators, inspectors and veterinarians who work at the state’s 

commercial racetracks, county fairs, and off-track betting facilities. 

 

                                                 
1 The commission members are:  C. Luther Heckman, Chairman (appointed in 1993 and chairman since 1995); 
Norman I. Baron  (appointed in 1983 and chairman from 1988 to 1995, was appointed again in 1999 and 2003); 
Scott Borgemenke (appointed in 2003); John Meeks (appointed in 2000 and reappointed in 2003); Rainy G. 
Stitzlein (appointed in 1995 and reappointed in 1999). 
2  Nelson retired from the Commission on January 30, 2004. 
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Our investigation revealed wrongful acts in two areas -- one is related to gambling, the 

other is related to management.   

 

B. Gambling Issues  
 

1. Gambling by the Director 
 
During his interview, Nelson admitted to gambling from $2,000 to  $10,000 in 2003.  

He claimed that he did not keep track of this activity.  Our review of Nelson’s time reports 

and bank records indicate that his time spent at racetracks and gambling was indeed 

substantial.  Exhibit A illustrates Nelson’s credit union withdrawals and cash advances from 

January 2001 to December 8, 2003.  These transactions occurred at or near racetracks close 

to Columbus.  Nelson reviewed this document during his interview and verified its accuracy.  

However, he claimed that the majority of the money was to pay for weeky expenses, 

although he also admitted using some of the money withdrawn for betting at the tracks.  

Many of Nelson’s weekly ATM withdrawals exceeded $1,000.00, and some of the 

two-hundred dollar withdrawals were made within hours of each other.  In addition, we 

interviewed many track employees who observed Nelson gambling at Scioto Downs and 

Beulah Park.  We also noted one W-2G3 filing for Nelson at Thistledown on Thursday, 

August 31, 2002, totaling $1,377.60.  Nelson admitted that he placed that bet after the 

Commission completed its business meeting held at the track.  Based upon this information, 

it appears that Nelson was frequently gambling on state time.  The impropriety of this 

activity is further dealt with in the section of this report relating to management.  

 

   2. Gambling by the Staff and Commissioners 

We noted instances of gambling by certain staff and commission members.  We also 

found gambling by certain inspectors on live races, in violation of the Commission’s 

wagering policy.  Some inspectors interviewed claimed to be unaware of such policies. 

 

     

 
                                                 
3  A W-2G form is provided by the racetrack to winners over a certain amount pursuant to federal law for 
the reporting of gross earnings.   
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3. Internet Wagering 

In 1999, several Ohio racetracks approached the Commission concerning the 

establishment of an Internet wagering experiment.  The Commission granted Nelson 

authority to approve the establishment of an experimental Internet wagering platform 

following a thorough investigation into technical and legal aspects of the issue.  

Commissioners stated that they had expected Nelson to seek guidance from the 

Commission’s assistant attorney general.   

On January 25, 2000, Nelson sent a letter to the owner of Beulah Park indicating that 

an opinion from the assistant attorney general had acknowledged that the Internet wagering 

platform fell within the Commission’s existing regulatory statutes. (Letter attached as 

Exhibit B.)  Based on this, the track proceeded to setup and operate its Internet wagering 

platform.  Subsequently, the attorney general learned that the issue had not been properly 

reviewed.  On November 16, 2000, the Commission directed Nelson to notify the owner of 

Beulah Park to terminate the Internet wagering platform.  The racetrack subsequently sued 

the Commission arguing, among other things, that the Commission authorized the creation of 

the wagering platform in the January 2000 letter. 

Our investigation revealed that the only “opinion” Nelson sought from the assistant 

attorney general was a verbal request to assist in drafting the language in the January 25th 

letter.  We found no effort on the part of Nelson to seek the opinion of the attorney general.  

To proceed without this opinion is what we believe to be poor judgment on Nelson’s part.  

 Based upon the foregoing, we find that there is reasonable cause to believe a 

wrongful act or omission was committed in several instances. 

 
 
C. Management Issues 
 

1. Failure to Implement a Clear Policy Regarding Betting 

Clearly, the issue of gambling by the executive director, staff, and commission 

members raises serious concerns in terms of the use of state time and the appearance of 

impropriety.  We note at the onset that there are no statutes or administrative rules that 

address wagering by commissioners or anyone employed by the Commission.  Surrounding 

states such as Indiana, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia have statutes or 
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administrative rules that either prohibit or limit wagering by their staff or commission 

members.  In Ohio, the Commission is guided only by its own policy prohibiting this 

activity.  However, we found the policy to be unenforced, as the executive director and some 

staff members were gambling on duty.   

The Commission’s policy regarding wagering by employees and inspectors 

originated in 1990 after similar concerns that wagering by staff, particularly inspectors 

assigned to certain racetracks, was occurring on state time.  According to Nelson, Chief 

Investigator J. F. Devoll issued an inter-office communication on January 19, 1990, 

establishing a new policy in order to curtail gambling by staff.  (Memo attached as Exhibit 

C.)  This policy banned Commission employees from wagering on horse races at any time 

while they were working.  It advised that wagering during non-working hours was 

permissible, but “did not look good.” 

 This policy remained in effect for nearly five years, and according to some 

employees, did not remedy the problem.  Consequently, a special commission meeting was 

held on June 5, 1995, and the Commission enacted a new policy stating:  (See Exhibit D, 

page 3, attached.) 

 1.  The executive director is to reiterate to all personnel who 
regularly attend racetracks as part of their employment, that 
wagering at said establishments is not allowed. 

 2.  Senior commission personnel who work out of the central 
office are not allowed to wager on state time. 

 3.  Senior commission personnel, or other commission personnel 
who are regularly at the track, may wager if they are testing 
pari-mutuel machines, clerks or mechanical wagering systems, 
and they have prior approval of the commission or chairman. 

 
This policy remained in effect for approximately seven years, during which time neither the 

Commission nor chairman ever gave prior approval to any Commission personnel 

authorizing a wager for purposes of testing wagering systems at racetracks.  However, the 

practice of gambling continued — often on state time.   

During this time, commercial racetracks in Ohio were authorized to carry simulcast 

signals of horse races from other racetracks outside Ohio.  The Commission met on May 23, 

2002, and voted that no employee was permitted to wager on any Ohio live race.  (See, 
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Exhibit E, page 4, point 3, attached.)  Nelson issued a memo to Commission employees on 

May 28, 2002, mirroring the determination of the board. 

Despite these efforts to clarify the views of the Commission in this matter, there 

remained some apparent confusion over this issue.  Many staff members we interviewed 

were either unaware of the policy, or believed that there were exemptions or “dispensation” 

that could be granted by the board.  Chairman Luther Heckman suggested that his gambling 

was intended to “test” the system and that staff were always permitted to gamble at major 

events.     

       The 1995 policy permitting senior personnel and other Commission personnel to 

wager with the approval of the Commission or chair was referred to by Heckman as a 

“dispensation.”  However, some inspectors still admitted to occasionally wagering during 

state time and on Ohio live races, without seeking such prior approval by the Commission.  

This policy was supplemented approximately two to three years ago by stating that no one 

could wager on Ohio races at all.  However, Heckman stated that any commissioner could 

grant dispensation for a major race like the Little Brown Jug or Cradle Stakes.4  He also said 

that certain Commission employees should be betting on simulcast races to “check for 

fraud.”  Heckman stated that he would advise Nelson to have someone place a wager, or 

Nelson would tell him that he was going to place a wager.  However, Heckman admitted that 

this was rare.  Nelson said he never told an employee to place a wager to test the system.   

Heckman further stated that Commission employees are allowed to wager at Ohio 

races during big events because their wagers would not affect the odds.  Heckman also said 

that prohibiting wagering by employees would give the public the perception that the 

wagering process lacks integrity.   

Our investigation revealed that the Commission policy in this matter was consistently 

either unknown, ignored, or misinterpreted by the executive director, staff, and Commission 

members. 

 

                                                 
4  The Little Brown Jug is the most prestigious 3-year-old pacing race in North America and is hosted each year 
by the Delaware County Agricultural Society.  The Cradle Stakes, a $200,000 race for two-year olds, is the 
premier race each season at River Downs. 
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2. Lack of Accountability Regarding Use and Reporting of State Time 

We examined time sheet and payroll records for Commission staff and no 

irregularities were found.  However, we noted inconsistencies in the manner certain staff 

reported their time.  One instance involved inspectors, investigators, the in-house attorney, 

and the executive director, all of whom do not report specific hours worked on their payroll 

time sheets.  Instead, they report only the total number of hours worked each day.   

 Heckman stated that the Commission has raised issues about Nelson’s work hours on 

previous occasions at commission meetings and in conversations with him.  Heckman stated 

that Nelson is expected to maintain office hours from 9 to 9:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  During his 

interview, Nelson stated that he regarded himself as being on-call 24 hours a day, seven days 

a week.  According to Heckman, Nelson is expected to be out of the office between 30% to 

35% of the time and is expected to be in the office 65% to 70% of the time.   

During his interview, Nelson stated that he was actually in the office 60 to 70% of the 

time and arrived at work anywhere between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m.  His workday ended 

between 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.  We reviewed Nelson’s parking records for 2003 to 

determine the percentage of time he was away from the office.  Those records show that he 

was out of the office 53% of the time.  This far exceeds the Commission’s expectation and 

his own estimates.  (Summary attached as Exhibit F.)    

The Commission also advised Nelson repeatedly to maintain a daily diary or work 

log to document his work related activities when he was performing duties outside of the 

office.    Nelson stated that he attempted to develop one in 1989, but it became cumbersome 

due to his busy schedule.  He does not even complete a time sheet.  The Commission’s fiscal 

officer stated that he always assumed Nelson worked forty hours.  

Notwithstanding the problematic nature of staff gambling at all and the failure to 

record detailed hours worked, there is no way to determine whether employees are gambling 

on simulcast races when they claim to be working.  This lends itself to abuse of the 

Commission’s “no betting on duty policy.” 

 
3. Improper Acceptance of Gifts and Gratuities  

We obtained records from Ohio racetracks documenting gifts and gratuities the 

Commission received from January 2000 to October 2003.  Attached as Exhibit G is a 
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summary of the gifts and gratuities commission staff and commission members were given 

during the above time period. 

The Commission meets at one of the seven racetracks it regulates on a monthly basis 

to conduct its business.  Track records show that a continental breakfast or lunch is always 

provided by the host track.  Track officials we interviewed stated that the meals or snacks are 

nominal in cost. 

We also learned that some commissioners and staff also accepted free meals and 

alcoholic beverages.  When questioned regarding this matter, Nelson suggested that because 

none of the meals exceeded one hundred dollars and making them subject to disclosure under 

ethics law, there was no impropriety. 

Other gifts received by the Commission included hospitality pavilion tickets, racing 

event passes, candies, fruit and snack baskets, and golf outings.  The most significant passes 

came from the Delaware County Fair for the hospitality pavilion at the Little Brown Jug.5  

Below is a chart showing the value and number of tickets issued to Nelson in the years 2001, 

2002, and 2003. 

Year Jugette Day 
Tickets 
Issued 

Jugette Day 
Tickets 

Used 

Value of Jugette 
Tickets Used 

Jug Day 
Tickets 
Issued 

Jug 
Day 

Tickets 
Used 

Value of Jug 
Tickets Used 

2001 23 10 $1500 
($150 Each) 

29 23 $4600 
($200 Each) 

2002 22 12 $1800 
($150 Each) 

28 17 $3400 
($200 Each) 

2003 22 13 $1950 
($150 Each) 

26 25 $5000 
($200 Each) 

   
The Commission has no policy addressing the issue of staff or commission members 

receiving gifts and gratuities from entities they regulate.  Nelson did not disclose any of the 

gifts he received on his ethics financial disclosure statement.  Also, some commissioners 

failed to disclose certain gifts on their ethics financial disclosure statements.   

Track officials provided passes to Nelson and the Commission for their major events 

for which commissioners and commission staff could use state credentials to access any part 

of the track, including the pavilions or hospitality tents.  Access to the pavilions and 

hospitality tents was generally restricted to pass bearing individuals who either paid for their 

                                                 
5  The Little Brown Jug features two main race events.  Jugette Day is the race featuring three-year old filly 
pacers.  Jug Day is the race featuring three-year old colt pacers but not limited to colts. 
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passes or received them gratuitously from the racetrack.  Buffet tables with food, alcoholic 

and nonalcoholic beverages, and betting machines were available inside.  One track official 

described the area as a place for VIP and state and local dignitaries to watch and bet on the 

races, and for social gatherings.  Due to the nature of this issue, a copy of this report is being 

referred to the Ohio Ethics Commission for such action, as they deem appropriate. 

 
4.   Propriety of Unbid Contracts 

The Ohio State University Analytical Toxicology Laboratory (“OSU-ATL”) is the 

official laboratory for the Commission and has been since 1964.  This arrangement is the 

result of an unbid contract.  Veterinarians on contract with the Commission are responsible 

for the drug testing process at all commercial tracks following each pari-mutuel race.   

The contract with the OSU lab was $1.38 million in fiscal year (“FY”) 2003.  In FY 

2004, the amount of the contract is expected to be $1.5 million.  In FY 2005, the contract 

costs are expected to increase again to $1.7 million.   

Many people in the industry question why the Commission does not seek competitive 

bids for this contract, particularly in light of the expected increase in costs over the next few 

years.  We found no compelling reason why the Commission has given exclusivity for 

testing samples to OSU-ATL.  Nelson stated during his interview that the contract with 

OSU-ATL was unbid because of a State Controlling Board exemption that permits unbid 

contracts between one state agency and another.  Nelson also stated that no one else has 

expressed any interest in providing the testing service. 

The Ohio Department of Agriculture engages in similar testing on a regular basis and 

has expressed interest in analyzing the test samples.  In addition, there are a host of private 

companies in the market today that perform similar services.  State competitive bidding laws 

were created to provide vendors an equal and fair opportunity to compete for state business.  

At the same time, the laws ensure that the state is getting the best services at the most 

competitive costs, thus guaranteeing the most economical use of state dollars.  In light of the 

current and projected costs of the contract between the Commission and OSU-ATL, the 

Commission should seek competitive bids from interested parties to ensure the most 

economical use of its resources.   
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5.   Improper Reimbursement of Commuting Mileage for Inspectors 

Ohio racetracks are located near Toledo, Cleveland, Lebanon, Columbus, and 

Cincinnati.  Several of the Commission’s investigators and inspectors have long-term work 

assignments at these locations.  They commute from their residences directly to their 

assigned track.  In some instances, the investigators and inspectors live within twenty-five 

(25) miles of their assigned track, but have their headquarters listed as Franklin County.         

We examined reimbursements for in-state mileage of the Commission’s investigators 

and inspectors.  We obtained all reimbursement requests from January 2002 to present.  The 

Office of Budget and Management‘s (“OBM”) policy regarding reimbursement for in-state 

mileage states: 

126-1-02 (C)(2) - A state agent shall not be reimbursed for mileage 
commuting from his/her residence to his/her headquarters nor from 
his/her headquarters to his/her residence. 

 

 Our review of in-state mileage reimbursements of the following inspectors is set forth 

below: 

Employee 
Name 

County 
HQ 

County Of 
Residence 

Track 
Location 

Fiscal 
Year 
2002 

Fiscal 
Year 
2003 

Partial 
Fiscal 

Year 2004 

Grand 
Total 

James 
Barrett 

Lucas Lucas Toledo $525.60 $783.00 $270.00 $1,173.00 

Richard 
Conteen 

Franklin Cuyahoga Cleveland $2,160.60 $2,011.80 $702.00 $4,874.40 

James 
Fullenkamp 

Franklin Crawford Toledo      $0.00 $1,404.60    $0.00 $1,404.60 

Charles 
Higgins 

Franklin Franklin Columbus $2,439.60 $2,234.15  $727.20 $5,400.95 

Jeffry 
Hutchison 

Franklin Fairfield Columbus $4,971.90 $5,120.40 $1,755.00 $11,847.30 

Randy  
Lane 

Franklin Delaware Columbus $4,482.00 $4,839.60 $1,685.40 $11,007.00 

Richard 
Ludwig 

Hamilton Hamilton Cincinnati $3,454.20 $3,409.20 $1,224.00 $8,087.40 

Lisa 
Monteleone 

Franklin Summit Cleveland $3,000.00 $2,940.00 $984.00 $6,924.00 

Daryl 
Parker 

Franklin Hamilton Cincinnati $2,901.00 $2,754.00 $816.60 $6,471.60 

Barbara 
Roth 

Lucas Lucas Toledo $942.60 $936.60 $402.60 $2,281.80 

GRAND 
TOTALS 

   $24,718.50 $26,433.35  $8,566.80   $59,718.65 
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Many inspectors live and work in the same county and are headquartered where they live.  

However, some inspectors live and work in one county but are “headquartered” elsewhere.  

In either case, reimbursement of an inspector’s in-state mileage from home to work is 

contrary to OBM’s in-state mileage reimbursement policy.  Nelson said that the Commission 

believed the reimbursements were made in compliance with state policy.  If so, they were ill 

informed.   

We also found improper reimbursements to one inspector for overnight lodging.  The 

inspector was improperly paid a per diem rate when he commuted from his home to his 

assigned racetrack, which often resulted in an overnight stay.        

The Commission is currently in the process of correcting the per diem rate 

reimbursements and the county headquarter designation for all inspectors in the field.  We 

are referring this issue to the state auditor for possible audit to determine the full extent of in-

state travel reimbursements made to all commission employees during the time period 

January 2002 to date.   

 
6.   Lack of Accountability Regarding Use of Free Admission Passes 

The Commission prints approximately 20,000 guest passes annually.  The passes 

permit the bearer to enter any commercial racing facility licensed by the Commission for an 

entire racing season.  Nelson stated that these passes are distributed to “promote” the racing 

industry.    Nelson stated that he hands out 15 to 20 thousand to various groups, big betters at 

the racetracks, staff members, and state employees.  In addition, he provides an unspecified 

number of racing passes to each commissioner to distribute, as they deem appropriate.  There 

are no records regarding who distributes or receives passes.  We believe the failure to 

maintain such records raises serious ethical questions relating to the use — and possible 

misuse — of these passes. 

When asked about the value of the guest passes, Nelson stated that they were 

traditionally viewed as having no value since they were used to promote the racing industry.   

However, a 1995 opinion by the Joint Legislative Ethics Committee (“JLEC”) held that the 
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value of each pass exceeded $75.00 and was required to be disclosed under ethics law as a 

gift.6   

 
7.   Failure to Adhere to Rules Regarding Security 

Section 3769-2-16 of the Ohio Administrative Code requires commercial racing 

facilities where wagering averages fifty thousand dollars per day or more to employ a 

minimum of three uniformed police officers with arrest powers during live racing hours.  

During simulcast hours, the minimum number is two.  The Commission is responsible for 

enforcing this rule; however, we found that that it has failed to do so for the past five years.  

Nelson stated that the rule was not enforced because many tracks did not want armed private 

duty police officers as part of their security plan.  He stated that the Commission was trying 

to accommodate changes in corporate security policies until the administrative rule could be 

properly amended.   

 We find the Commission’s rationale for not enforcing its administrative rule on 

posting of uniformed officers unacceptable.  If the Commission chooses to attempt to amend 

the rule, it can do so through the rulemaking process that involves public input.  However, it 

cannot simply disregard such rules. 

Based upon the foregoing, we find that there is reasonable cause to believe a 

wrongful act or omission was committed in several instances. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

This investigation revealed serious deficiencies in the manner the Ohio State Racing 

Commission oversees commercial racetracks in Ohio.  It is the duty of the Commission to 

ensure that policies necessary to fulfill its mission are in place and adhered to.  In this case, 

policies were too often nonexistent or ignored by the executive director and staff.   In many 

cases where staff members were aware of a policy, our investigation revealed that they had 

different interpretations of what they meant and how they were to be implemented. 

Like any state agency, these policies must include those necessary to ensure that 

proper records of employee time are maintained.  Additionally, the agency must be brought 

in line with general ethical principles regarding the acceptance and/or reporting of gifts and 
                                                 
6  This legislative opinion was prompted in 1995 after JLEC received a number of inquiries relating to the 
value of the racing passes.  The opinion only applies to legislators.   
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meals.  The agency must also address issues specific to the industry that they regulate.  

Finally, the issues of staff gambling and distribution of racing passes should also be 

addressed by the Commission.   

    

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Based upon our findings, we make the following recommendations and request the 

Ohio State Racing Commission respond to this office within the next sixty days with a plan 

of action as to how the recommendations will be implemented: 

1. That the Commission adopt a clear policy on any form of wagering at 
commercial racetracks by commission members and staff.  To the extent such 
wagering may be required to ensure integrity, there should be a system of records 
established with checks to ensure the intents of the policy are met and the 
appearance of impropriety is avoided. 

 
2. That the Commission take appropriate action to ensure that all staff are being 

properly reimbursed for travel expenses and in-state mileage.  The Commission 
should ensure that an employee’s headquarters coincides with the county in 
which they work. 

 
3. That the Commission take appropriate action to ensure that all staff are properly 

documenting their work hours through the establishment of time sheets that 
accurately record hours worked. 

 
4. That Commission members and staff should not accept gifts in violation of ethics 

law and ensure that all other gifts are disclosed in filings maintained by the Ohio 
Ethics Commission. 

 
5. That the Commission no longer accept free meals from commercial racetracks 

hosting commission meetings.  
 

6. That the Commission follow its own administrative rule regarding the posting of 
uniformed police officers, or change it through the rulemaking process. 

 
7. That the Commission either discontinue the practice of distributing guest passes 

by the executive director and others or create a system of recordkeeping to 
account for their dissemination which includes the name of the distributor, the 
recipient, the number of passes given, and the date they were given.  Passes 
should include serial numbers to provide for reconciliation when they are used. 

 
8. That the Commission consider competitive bidding for future toxicology testing. 
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VI. REFERRALS 

 This report of investigation will be submitted to the following local and state 

agencies for appropriate action: 

1. The Ohio Ethics Commission for review of potential ethics laws violations. 
 
2. The Auditor of State and the Attorney General’s Office for potential action to 

identify and/or recoup funds detailed in this report for the reimbursement of 
improper travel expenses and mileage. 












