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March 1, 2011
Mayor Bloomberg. Speaker Quinn, and Members of the City Council:

I hereby transmit the annual report on the operations of the audit bureau of the New York City
Comptroller’s Office for Fiscal Year 2010. This report is mandated under Section 93 (f) of the
City Charter, which stipulates that no later than March 1 of each year, the Comptroller is to
provide a report to the Mayor and City Council on all major audit activities of City agencies
conducted in the previous fiscal year.

As Comptroller. I am committed to make aggressive and vigorous use of the power of audit to
both champion and pursue the achievement of efficient, effective City operations and services.

The severe national and local recessions have resulted in lower tax collections at the State and
City level. As a consequence, the City is facing looming budget deficits in the billions of dollars
in each of the next several years. Therefore, it is critical that we root out waste, mismanagement.
and inefficiencies in City government. As New York City Comptroller, my audits will be crucial
in accomplishing that task and in putting government resources to work to improve the lives of
all New Yorkers.

In Fiscal Year 2010, the audit bureau issued 80 audits and special reports that resulted in $129.5
million in actual revenues and savings. $26.6 million in potential revenues and savings. and
called into question another $26.4 million associated with claims filed against the City.

Additionally, the audit bureau offered 562 recommendations to City agencies and other related
entities to improve government programs and operations. While Agency managers are
responsible for resolving and implementing recommendations promptly and effectively, auditors
are responsible for following up to see that action is taken and that intended results are realized.
Follow up of this year’s recommendations found that Agencies reported implementing or
partially implementing 435 recommendations (77%) and not implementing 127
recommendations (23%).

The Comptroller’s Office welcomes your interest in ensuring that those recommendations [made

by the audit bureau] which have not been implemented are carefully considered by City
agencies.  The benefit from audit work is not in the recommendations made, but in their

Made From 100% Recycled Paper



effective implementation. Corrective action taken by management is essential to improving the
effectiveness and efficiency of Government operations. To that end, we have provided
supplementary information on the status of all our recommendations by both audit report and by
agency.

Finally, according to Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards, government auditing
entities must undergo an external peer review every three years. The audit bureau underwent
such a review in 2010 by the Institute of Internal Auditors (IIA). In its review, the IIA concluded
that the audit bureau complied with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards,
reported no negative findings, and offered no recommendations for improvement. In addition,
the review expressly noted that the bureau should be commended for its performance across
several areas.

Sincerely

Z

John C. Liu
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SUMMARY OF AUDIT RESULTS

Actual savings and revenues identified in Fiscal Year 2010 totaled $129.5 million.

Potential cost avoidance, savings, and revenues identified in Fiscal Year 2010 totaled $53
million. These are estimates of what could be achieved if all the audit and special report
recommendations were implemented. Of this $53 million:

e $26.6 million represents potential cost savings or revenues from a variety of
management and financial audit findings, and

e $26.4 million presents potential cost avoidance resulting from analyses of claims.

The Comptroller’s Audit Bureau issued 80 audits and special reports in Fiscal Year 2010. Audits
of managerial lump-sum and welfare-fund payments were also performed.

This report is divided into two sections: one section for audits and special reports of City
agencies and public authorities, and one section for audits and special reports covering private
entities that received funding from or generated revenue for the City. The audits were performed
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards as required by the New
York City Charter.

Many of the audit recommendations have been implemented, either in whole or in part.
Information on implementation status of the recommendations (as described in the “Audit
Follow-up” section of each audit summary) was provided by the auditees in response to our
follow-up inquiries.
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ECONOMIC IMPACT OF AUDITS OF GOVERNMENT AND NON-GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

ACTUAL/POTENTIAL SAVINGSREVENUE & POTENTIAL COST AVOIDANCE

FROM AUDITSAND SPECIAL REPORTSFOR FISCAL YEAR 2010

REPORT TYPE

Government Agencies

Audits
Managerial Lump Sum Reviews

High Risk Voucher Reviews

Non-Gover nment Agencies

Grand Total Government and Non-
Government Agencies

FISCAL FISCAL FISCAL FISCAL
YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010 YEAR 2010
NUMBER ACTUAL POTENTIAL POTENTIAL

OF SAVINGY SAVINGY CosT

REPORTS REVENUE REVENUE(1) AVOIDANCE TOTAL
53 $1,609,199 $26,347,800 $0 $27,956,999
NA $571,090 $0 $0 $571,090
NA $484,875 $109,617 $0 $594,492
53 $2,665,164 $26,457,417 $0 $29,122,581
27 $126,847,327 $110,666 $26,446,171 $153,404,164
80 $129,512,491 $26,568,083 $26,446,171 $182,526,745

(1) The potential savings/r evenue amounts ar e estimates
that could be achieved if recommendations are implemented.
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Actuary, Office of the

OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY
Audit Report on the Financial Practices of the Office of the Actuary

Audit # MG10-074A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #8016
Issued: June 17, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Office of the Actuary (OA) had adequate controls over its
purchasing, timekeeping, payroll, and inventory operations.

The OA provides actuarial services and information for the City’s five actuarially-funded
retirement systems, certain other pension and post-employment benefit funds, various City
agencies, employers, labor organizations, and legislative bodies. According to the Fiscal Year
2009 Comptroller’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, the OA had expenditures of $3.3
million for Personal Services (PS) and $1.4 million for Other Than Personal Services (OTPS)
for the year.

Results

The audit found that while all of the OA purchases reviewed were for proper business purposes,
the OA did not adequately verify billings for consulting work nor did it perform required
performance evauations of its largest vendor. In addition, the audit aso found that the OA
charged payments to the wrong fiscal years, did not pay all invoices on a timely basis, and
incorrectly paid overtime to employees whose pay exceeded the amount allowed by the City.
The audit also found that the OA’ s controls over its computer network need to be enhanced. With
regard to its payroll and inventory procedures, the OA had adequate controls.

The audit made 11 recommendations, including that the OA should:

e Review the timekeeping report from its largest vendor, Buck Consulting, along with its
monthly invoices so that the OA can more readily determine whether invoices are
reasonable, accurate, and justified by the supporting documentation.

e Record the agency’s expenditures accurately in the fiscal year in which they are incurred.
e Make payments to vendors within 30 days of the receipt of an invoice.

e Conduct annual performance evaluations for all contractors, specifically conducting a
current performance evaluation prior to the renewal of its contract with Buck.

e In the absence of an overtime cap waiver, compensate those employees whose pay
exceeds the amount alowed by the OT CAP with compensatory time rather than paid
overtime.

e Prepare a disaster recovery plan for its computer network, including off-site storage for
its database.

The OA generally agreed with al 11 recommendations but disagreed with a number of the
audit’s findings. A careful consideration of the OA’s arguments found them to be without
merit.

3 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu
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Actuary, Office of the

Audit Follow-up

The OA reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing all of the
audit’ s recommendations.

4 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu




Aging, Department for the

DEPARTMENT FOR THE AGING

Audit Report on the Department for the Aging Controls over Personally Identifiable
Information

Audit # 7A10-092

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8025
Issued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Not Applicable

Introduction

The objective of this audit was to determine whether the Department for the Aging (DFTA) has
adequate controls over personaly identifiable information (PIl) collected and stored, is
properly securing personal information from unauthorized personnel, and has followed the
Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications (Dol TT) policies to ensure
that personaly identifiable information is being protected throughout its information-
processing systems.

DFTA promotes the independence, health, and well-being of older New Yorkers through
advocacy, education, and the coordination and delivery of services. DFTA contracts with more
than 400 local contractors to provide services to help older persons maintain or enhance their
quality of life in the community. These contractors may collect Pl to provide Long Term Care
Case Management program referrals or services at senior community centers.

In carrying out its mission, DFTA collects, processes, stores, and transmits many types of
information about its clients. This data contains Pl that is confidential or sensitive in nature,
such as an individua’s name, socia security number, medical history and prescriptions,
income, and any reports involving abuse. This data must be safeguarded to prevent theft,
misuse, or disclosure to unauthorized persons that may result in criminal activities such as
identity theft or other inappropriate use of the information.

Results

DFTA generally has controls over the storage of persona identifiable information that it has
collected. Its “Computer Use and Electronic Processing Policy” defines personnel
responsibilities to protect persona information on its systems. In addition, DFTA has case
management standards for its contractors that require all case managers to be trained on the
rights and privacy of clients. DFTA places records in a securely locked area, which includes
locked file cabinets and storage rooms. Finally, DFTA’s program officers conduct annual
assessments to eval uate performance at the long-term care contractor sites.

However, DFTA does not adequately follow the DolITT polices concerning personal
information protection through its information processing system. Specifically, DFTA does not
have a data classification policy requiring the classification of data into public, sensitive,
private, and confidential categories as specified by the Dol TT Data Classification Policy. Also,
DFTA lacks an adequate user access-control and password policy, which poses a threat to the
security of PIl by unauthorized personnel access. DFTA does not follow the DolTT
information security policy to perform annual assessments of the electronic data collected and
stored at contactor sites to identify patterns of security violations and to ensure that proper

5 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu
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Aging, Department for the

controls are instituted to prevent unauthorized access to PIl. Finally, while DFTA has a disaster
recovery plan, the agency did not conduct any disaster recovery tests as specified in the plan.

To address these issues, the audit made six recommendations, including that DFTA should:

Establish a data classification policy as specified by Dol TT’s policy, which requires all
information collected concerning the City’s general business be classified into four
categories: public, sensitive, private, or confidential.

Comply with Dol TT’ s password policy to create a lockout feature that is activated within
15 minutes of unattended inactivity by users.

Revise password policy and require passwords to contain at least eight characters at
contractor sites.

Require al usersto change their passwords at least every 90 days.
Perform annua assessments of eectronic data collected and stored at the contractor sites.

Comply with its disaster recovery plan and perform the required disaster recovery test
twice per year.

DFTA officials generally agreed with the findings and recommendations of this audit.

Audit Follow-up

DFTA reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing all of the
audit’ s recommendations.

Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu




Buildings, Department of

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS
Audit Report on the Queens Quality of Life Unit of the Department of Buildings

Audit# MG09-087A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7967
Issued: July 14, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

The audit determined the adequacy of the Department of Buildings (DOB) Queens Quality of
Life Unit’s (the Unit) response to complaints. DOB is responsible for the safe and lawful use
of more than 975,000 buildings and properties throughout the five boroughs by enforcing the
City’s Building Code, Electrical Code, Zoning Resolution, and other laws applicable to the
construction and alteration of buildings. DOB’s man activities include performing
examinations of building plans, issuing construction permits, inspecting properties, and
licensing of construction trades. It also issues Certificates of Occupancy and Place of
Assembly permits.

In March 1997, DOB created the Unit to oversee the increasing problem of illegal conversions
in Queens. An illegal conversion is an alteration or modification of an existing building to
create an additional housing unit without first obtaining approval from DOB.

Results

The Unit’ s response to quality of life complaintsisinadequate. The Unit’s inspectors were not
able to gain access to amost 40 percent of the properties for which the Unit received
complaints in Fiscal Year 2008. In fact, inspectors were unable to gain access to propertiesin
approximately two-thirds of the field inspection attempts conducted during the year’. When
inspectors are not able to gain access to a property, they are required to leave a “Notice to Call
for Ingpection” (LS-4) form requesting that the property owner call the Unit and schedule an
appointment for inspection. The LS-4 form is the primary method used by the Unit to reach
absent property owners.

In addition, DOB only requested access warrants for less than 1 percent of the properties for
which inspectors could not gain access. For those properties in which inspectors were able to
gain access, violations were issued to owners of 2,232 of them. During the year, DOB issued
vacate orders for 655 properties. However, DOB did not follow up with them to ensure that the
properties remain vacated until the order was lifted.

The audit did find that the Unit generally responds to quality of life complaints in a timely
manner, closes complaints for adequate reasons, attempts to perform second inspections when
required, and follows standard procedures when rescinding vacate orders. However, these
positive aspects are mitigated by the fact that the inspection attempts are not successful and by
the other deficiencies cited above.

The audit makes 14 recommendations, five of which are listed below. The Unit should:

! There can be more than one inspection per complaint.

7 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu
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Buildings, Department of

e Work with DOB’s lega staff to obtain authority to impose incremental fines on
property owners who deny access and/or do not respond to the LS-4 forms.

e Implement periodic inspection attempts on weekends and/or off hours for properties
that show clear evidence of an illegal conversion (i.e., more than one mailbox, door
bell, or water or electric meter for a one-family home) and to which access has been
refused various times.

e Make a greater attempt to pursue access warrants for properties to which inspectors are
unable to gain access.

e Ensure there is a clear understanding of and adherence to department procedures
regarding the performance of inspections conducted on vacated properties.

DOB should:

e Ensure that the Queens Borough Commissioner’s office follows up periodically with
Unit officials to ensure that properties with vacate orders are periodically inspected and
arenot illegally reoccupied.

DOB officials agreed to implement 12 of the 14 audit recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

DOB reported that of the 12 recommendations that it agreed to implement, eight
recommendations have been implemented, two recommendations have been partialy
implemented, and two recommendations are pending. The remaining two recommendations
were not implemented. DOB noted that there must be sufficient legal evidence to support an
access warrant request, and DOB does not have legal authority to impose penalties for failure to
provide access.
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ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN'SSERVICES

Audit Report on the Controls of the Administration for Children’s Services over Personally
| dentifiable Information

Audit #7A09-108

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7992
I ssued: December 10, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit assessed the controls of the Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) over
personally identifiable information (PIlI). ACS protects children from abuse and neglect.
During Fiscal Year 2008, it investigated child abuse and neglect reports involving
approximately 90,000 children, provided preventive services to approximately 32,000 children,
provided foster care for approximately 17,000 children through 36 foster care agencies City-
wide, and helped arrange for the adoption of approximately 1,200 children. ACS aso funds
and supports 257 Head Start centers and 75 preventive agencies and enrolls approximately
102,000 children in child care programs.

ACS collects, processes, stores, and transmits many types of case-record information from its
clients and governmental agencies pertaining to every case processed by the agency. One of
the types of data at risk of theft or misuse is personally identifiable information, which includes
individuals names, addresses, social security numbers, medical information, and other personal
information. Disclosure of this information to unauthorized individuals may result in criminal
activities such as identity theft or other inappropriate uses of the information. The audit
fieldwork was conducted from November 2008 to May 2009.

Results

ACS has adequate controls over storage of personaly identifiable information it has collected.
Its Information and Internet Security Policy defines personnel responsibilities to protect
personal information on its systems. ACS has guidelines requiring that personnel have proper
authorization before destroying or removing documents under its stewardship. The ACS
Division of Personnel (Personnel) places case records in a securely locked area, which includes
file cabinets and storage rooms. Finally, the ACS Division of Personnel had shredding bins for
the disposal of copies of original documents as required in ACS guidelines. ACS also follows
DORIS retention and disposal standards.

However, ACS has an inadequate password policy for its local network and handheld
Blackberry devices, which poses a threat to the security of ACS persona information by
unauthorized personnel or other inappropriate parties. The audit uncovered 15 instances in
which the access of terminated employees was not removed or disabled in the ACS computer
environment. Also, ACS has not met the requirements of DolTT's policies concerning
personal information protection throughout its information processing systems. Specificaly,
ACS does not follow the Dol TT Data Classification Policy requiring the classification of data
into public, sensitive, private, and confidential categories. In addition, while ACS had
identified disaster recovery team members who were not familiar with the disaster recovery
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plan or who did not periodically review the stepsin the plan, it provided no evidence that it had
corrected these weaknesses.

The audit made 12 recommendations, including that ACS should:

e Immediately send out the data classification survey to all the remaining divisions in
order to continue the implementation process of the Dol TT Data Classification Policy.

e Complete the data classification process of classifying data collected by each division to
ensure the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of ACS personal information.

e Reviseits password policy and require passwordsto contain at |east eight characters.

e Ensure that the access of employees whose services are terminated be removed from the
ACS system on atimely basis.

e Create a record-booking process to keep accurate track of dates employee access is
removed from the system.

e Require ACS staff who use a Blackberry for work purposes to take the necessary
security precautions to protect critical information and to prevent access by
unauthorized individuals.

ACS officials generally agreed with the findings and recommendations of this audit.
Audit Follow-up

ACS reported it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing all of the audit’s
recommendations.

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN'SSERVICES

Audit Report on the Compliance of the Harlem Dowling—-West Side Center for Children and
Family Services with Its Administration for Children’s Services Preventive Service Agreement

Audit # MH09-093A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #8006
Issued: March 18, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether Harlem Dowling-West Side Center for Children and Family
Services (Harlem Dowling) complied with certain key service provisions of its preventive
service agreement with the New York City Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) and
its own procedures with regard to the preventive services provided at the Queens Outreach
Center.

Harlem Dowling, a not-for-profit child welfare agency, provides preventive services to families
under a purchase-of-service agreement with ACS. The general preventive services provided by
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Harlem Dowling, either directly or by referral, address the following areas. day care,
homemaking, parent training, domestic violence, housing, job training, and health coverage.
Harlem Dowling's four-year agreement with ACS covers the period January 1, 2006, through
December 31, 2009. The agreement totals $12,179,654 and requires Harlem Dowling to
provide general preventive services to a maximum of 300 families (75 families at each of its
four sites). There are four centers, two in Manhattan (the Central Harlem Center and the West
Side Center) and two in Queens (the Far Rockaway Center and the Queens Outreach Center).
This audit concentrated on the controls of the Queens Outreach Center and covered the period
from July 2007 through February 2009.

Results

Harlem Dowling did not adequately comply with significant provisions of its preventive service
agreement with ACS or its own procedures. Therefore, there is no reasonable assurance that
Harlem Dowling properly helped families a the Queens Outreach Center to obtain the
preventive services needed to become stabilized and to reduce the risk that their children might
be placed in foster care. A magor factor that allowed deficiencies to exist was Harlem
Dowling's failure to adequately oversee the operations at its Queens Outreach Center. The
audit found the following: case records did not contain all required Family Assessment and
Service Plans (FASPs) and Progress Notes, the required number of minimum casework
contacts with the families was not always conducted, Casework Supervisors did not always
document their review of case records in case record review forms, as required, and some
families needs do not appear to have been met. In addition, Harlem Dowling could not
provide evidence that some of its employees had the required work experience when hired, that
some of the employees required to be fingerprinted were in fact fingerprinted before being
hired, and that the required criminal-history records reviews were conducted for those
employees who could not be fingerprinted.

Based on the audits findings, the audit made six recommendations, including that Harlem
Dowling should:

e Strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to ensure that it improves Case
Planners performance with regard to the adequate and timely preparation of all
required FASPs and Progress Notes. FASPs and Progress Notes should be maintained
in CONNECTIONS and/or the hard-copy case record, as required, based on the type of
case. In addition, Harlem Dowling should ensure that it improves the performance of
the Casework Supervisor and the Director in overseeing Case Planners’ review and
signing al required FASPs. It also should ensure that the Case Planners make the
minimum number of casework contacts with the families and document in the case
records their diligent attempts to address the needs of the families identified in the
FASPs.

e Strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to ensure that case record
reviews are conducted and documented monthly, as required, for the duration of the
cases and that administrative-level reviews are conducted and documented for cases that
remain open 24 months or longer. In addition, it needs to ensure that the needs of the
families identified in the FASPs have been met and Plan Amendments are approved
prior to closing the general preventive service cases and discontinuing services.
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e Comply with the personnel provisions of its preventive service agreement with ACS
and ensure that all current and prospective employees have the related work experience
required for their positions and that it submits fingerprints of all prospective employees
to State Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS).

ACS and Harlem Dowling officials agreed with the audit’ s findings and recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

ACS reported that al of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
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STATEN ISLAND COMMUNITY BOARDS

Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Three Staten 1sland Community
Boards

Audit # FP10-106A

Comptroller’ s Audit Library #8021
Issued: June 25, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the three Staten Island Community Boards (Boards)—Boards 1,
2, and 3—are complying with certain purchasing procedures as set forth in Comptroller's
Directives #1, #3, #6, #11, and #24; applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; and the
Department of Investigation’s (DOI) Standards for Inventory Control and Management.

There are Boards for each of the 59 Community Districts throughout the five boroughs of New
York City. Each Board is appointed by the respective Borough Presidents and has a
Chairperson and a District Manager, who manages day-to-day operations. During Fiscal Y ear
2009, the period covered by the audit, Other Than Persona Services (OTPS) expenditures for
the three Boards totaled $263,586.

Results

The Boards generally adhered to the requirements of Comptroller’s Directives #3, #6, #11, and
#24; applicable PPB rules; and the DOI’s Standards for Inventory Control and Management.
In addition, the Boards OTPS expenditures disclosed no instances in which monies were

improperly used. However, there were minor instances in which the Boards did not comply
with certain purchasing procedures. Specifically:

e Filesfor imprest fund expenses did not always contain purchase requisitions.

e Continuing monthly expenditures were inappropriately charged as imprest fund
expenses.

e Four purchases were split to circumvent the $250 expenditure limitation.

e Seven imprest fund checks did not have the inscription “void after 90 days,” and four
imprest fund checks were signed by the custodian of the account, who is not authorized
to sign checks.

e Board 2 did not reconcile the imprest fund account on a monthly basis.

e Three purchases totaling $2,162, for Board 2, were improperly processed using
miscellaneous vouchers.

e Board 2 made eight purchases of office furniture using the incorrect purchase
documents.

e Board 1 did not have sufficient documentation to support 10 rental payments, totaling
$1,000, that it made to alocal church for space to conduct its monthly Board meetings.
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e Boards 2 and 3 inventory lists of computer and electronic equipment were not
complete and accurate.

e Boards 1 and 2 did not maintain written policies and procedures for inventory control.

The audit made 10 recommendations to the Boards to address these issues, including the
following:

e The Boards should ensure that all imprest fund expenditures comply with the provisions
of Directive #3.

e Board 2 should ensure that appropriate purchasing documents are used for vendors that
have a requirements contract and comply with the provisions of Directive #24.

e Board 1 should ensure that sufficient supporting documentation is maintained and
comply with the provisions of Directive #24.

e Boards 2 and 3 should ensure that complete and accurate records of al pieces of
equipment are maintai ned.

e Boards 1 and 2 should establish written policies and procedures for their inventory
controls over equipment.

Board officials agreed with the 10 recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

Board 1 reported that all of the audit’ s recommendations are being implemented.
Board 2 reported that most of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
Board 3 reported that all of the audit’ s recommendations are being implemented.
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Comptroller’s Office, New York City

NEW YORK CITY COMPTROLLER’SOFFICE
Cost Allocation Plan Fiscal Y ear 2009

Report: #FM10-080S
Comptroller’s Audit Library # N/A
| ssued: December 9, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

The Cost Allocation Plan of the City of New York is used to identify and distribute allowable
indirect costs of certain support services to City agencies. A portion of these costs may
eventually be passed on to programs eligible for federal funding and thus be reimbursed to the
City.

The New York City Comptroller’s Office review of its own costs resulted in a summary
schedule that was sent to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for inclusion in the
City’s Cost Allocation Plan. The schedule indicated, by bureau, the percentage of staff time
spent providing servicesto various City agencies during Fiscal Y ear 20009.

Results

A letter report was issued to the OMB indicating various statistics for inclusion in its annua
Cost Allocation Plan.
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Audit Report on the Administration of the Department of Consumer Affairs Imprest Fund

Audit #FR10-105A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8017
Issued: June 17, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined the compliance of the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) with
Comptroller’s Directives, Procurement Policy Board rules, and other City guidelines governing
the administration of imprest funds. Imprest funds are agency-controlled checking accounts that
can be used for small purchases and petty cash transactions. In Fiscal Year 2009, DCA made
537 imprest fund payments totaling $40,569.20. Additionally, in Fiscal Year 2009, the period
covered by the audit, DCA replenished the imprest fund account by $27,249.44 for 346
reimbursements processed.

Results

DCA did not properly administer imprest funds in accordance with the guidelines governing
imprest fund administration. Specifically, miscellaneous funds were improperly deposited in
the imprest fund account; payments were made that were ineligible as imprest fund expenses;
duplicate payments were processed for reimbursement; required monthly reconciliations of
petty cash counts and bank accounts were not conducted; inadequate documentation was kept

to substantiate payments; sales tax was improperly paid; and one check exceeded the threshold
amount for imprest fund payments.

The audit makes atotal of 12 recommendations, including that DCA ensure that:

e All deposits from sources other than imprest fund reimbursements are deposited in the
genera fund and not in the imprest fund.

e Monthly reimbursement vouchers are processed for imprest fund expenses.

e Imprest fund expenditures are not used for persona service costs, consultant fees,
monthly expenditures, and other proscribed expenses.

e All processed payments and supporting documentation are stamped showing amount
paid, check number, and check date.

e Monthly petty cash counts and bank reconciliations are performed.

e Comptroller’s Directive requirements for maintaining a list of checks and for aging and
following up outstanding checks are complied with.

e All documentation to substantiate paymentsis contained in DCA files.

In its response, DCA agreed with eight recommendations, partially agreed with three
recommendations, and disagreed with one recommendation.
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Audit Follow-up

DCA reported that it has implemented the eight recommendations that it agreed with and
partially implemented two recommendations. DCA also reported that it is researching other
money management systems to determine whether these systems have the capability to
automate imprest fund deposits and transactions because its current system does not.
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Cultural Affairs, Department of

DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS

Audit Report on the Process of the Department of Cultural Affairs for Awarding Program
Grantsto Cultural Organizations; July 1, 2007—June 30, 2008

Audit # FL09-106A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8000
Issued: December 30, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

The New York City Department of Cultural Affairs (DCLA) is the largest public funder of
culture in the country, providing support for non-profit organizations representing the visual,
literary, and performing arts disciplines, as well as zoos, botanical gardens, and historical and
science museums. DCLA awards program grants to roughly 800 cultural institutionsin all five
boroughs and oversees operating funds for 34 City-owned cultural institutions as well as a
capital program for cultural facilities.

This audit determined whether DCLA awarded Cultural Development Fund program grants to
cultural programsin compliance with DCLA’ s requirements.

For Fiscal Year 2008, DCLA awarded $35.5 million in program grants to 848 cultural
institutions—$25.1 million in Cultural Development Fund (CDF) funds, $6.2 million in Safety-
Net funds, $3.1 million in City Council Member-ltem funds (discretionary funds), and $1.1
million in Local Arts Council funds.

Results

The audit disclosed that DCLA generally complied with its requirements related to awarding
CDF grants to cultural programs. Proposals that recelved grants were complete and submitted
within the required deadline, and grants were made only to programs operating in New Y ork
City. Theaudit found no grants for fund-raising activities or receptions.

However, the audit found that DCLA asked that organizations alter their CDF Public Service
Award Proposals to increase the amount requested to justify receiving Safety-Net and Member-
Item funds in addition to the CDF funds. Altering proposals after receiving signed grant
agreements is not only improper but greatly diminishes transparency and accountability for
public money that funds hundreds of cultural programs through DCLA. Indeed, the practice
has the appearance of possible misconduct. DCLA also altered unsigned grant agreements to
distribute excess funds that it had set aside for the appeal s process, which invites the conclusion
that certain cultural ingtitutions are more entitled than others to receive additional funding.

The audit aso noted some instances of noncompliance with DCLA policy and procedures.
These weaknesses include: payment by DCLA of the entire award amounts to 381
organizations at the beginning of the fiscal year in violation of its procedures, the staffing of
three panels not in accordance with DCLA regulations, and the failure to submit for registration
by the Comptroller’s Office four agreements with cultural organizations that included Member-
Item funding in excess of $25,000 as required.

The audit report made six recommendations. DCLA should:
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Discontinue its practice of instructing organizations to alter the Synopsis Page of its
Public Service Award Proposal to justify any addition of Safety-Net funds and Member-
Item funds to the CDF Public Service Awards, if any. Safety-Net and Member-Item
funds should instead be awarded through separate contracts, not commingled with
competitively awarded CDF Public Service Awards.

Discontinue its practice of altering grant agreements to distribute excess DCLA funds.

Ensure that it follows its own procedures and guidelines when making payments to
awardees.

Ensure that all panels are staffed in accordance with DCLA guidelines.
Ensure that all grant agreements are signed by all parties and maintained by DCLA.

Ensure that all contracts funded with $5,000 or more in Member-Items (discretionary
funds) be submitted for registration to the Comptroller's Office of Contract
Administration.

DCLA’s Genera Counsel generally disagreed with the audit’ s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

DCLA reported that five recommendations are being implemented and the remaining
recommendation has not been implemented. DCLA stated that “consistent with the Law
Department’s Opinion 9-93, DCLA awards for cultural activities are grants and not
procurements, and continue to be so processed.” Alternatively, DCLA stated that it files grants
of $100,000 or more with the Comptroller’s Office in accordance with Comptroller's Memo

95-00.
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NEW YORK COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY

Audit Report on New Y ork County District Attorney’s Administration of Deferred Prosecution
and Non-Prosecution Agreements

Audit ##FM10-111A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8008
Issued: March 24, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether New York County District Attorney (DANY) properly
administers the receipt and distribution of proceeds received through deferred prosecution and
non-prosecution agreements.

In November 2009, the Mayor and the DANY publicly discussed the distribution of funds
received from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreement settlements and DANY’'s
maintenance of private (non-City) bank accounts outside the City’s fiscal control. On
December 9, 2009, the Comptroller’s Office initiated an audit of DANY focusing on DANY’s
administration of the receipt and distribution of funds received through the agreement
settlements. From January 1, 2007, to December 31, 2009, DANY received $448 million in
settlement payments through three of these agreements. The funds were received, held, and
transferred from DANY s private bank accounts.

According to DANY, as of October 31, 2009, more than $86 million in ancillary funds was
held in 58 different accounts—33 checking accounts, 11 money market accounts, and 14
certificates of deposit. The City treasury funds DANY, and ancillary funds supplement
operations. Generally, ancillary funds comprise money received through state and federal asset
forfeiture, proceeds from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements, and other large
cases. Also included among the ancillary funds are monies held in escrow. According to
DANY, ancillary funds include more than $30 million in funds on deposit that are held in
escrow for use by other parties for such purposes as victim restitution or distribution to other
government agencies.

Results

DANY received and properly accounted for all of the $448 million in payments derived from
deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements since 2007. However, there is a lack of
transparency in the distribution of these funds between the City and the state because DANY
has no formal distribution policy. Unless DANY formalizes a policy, the distribution of these
funds will continue to be questioned and scrutinized.

DANY does not adequately segregate duties that mutually pose a potential risk of error within
the Fiscal Department, a situation further exacerbated by the use of off-the-shelf personal
financial management software (Quicken) to track ancillary funds. Furthermore, disbursements,
totaling $815,324 out of $2,574,353 (31.6 percent), were made from one of DANY’s escrow
accounts that were supported only by e-mail correspondence from DANY’s staff, not by court
decree. Although proper documentation was later provided, the lack of support at the time of
processing constitutes a control weakness that can result in errors. These control risks could
have been mitigated had DANY placed these funds with the City’s Department of Finance
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(DOF). While audit tests revedled no evidence of fraud, the implementation of the report’s
recommendations will further reduce the possibility that an irregularity will occur.

As of October 31, 2009, DANY held approximately $86 million in 58 private bank accounts
that were not registered with the Comptroller’s Office and that were outside the City’s fiscal
controls. The use of private bank accounts is contrary to the County and the Civil Practice
Laws and Rules of New York State. Finaly, DANY may have improperly transferred
approximately $47,200 from one of the escrow accounts to a less restrictive account. Funds
that cannot be returned to the appropriate parties should not be retained by DANY but rather
transferred to the New Y ork State Comptroller as unclaimed funds.

The audit report made four recommendations. DANY should:

e Upon the expiration of existing legidation, establish aformal policy for the distribution
of settlement payments derived from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution
agreements.

e Separate duties among personnel of the Fiscal Department to ensure that no one person
can both perpetrate and conceal errors or fraud.

e Ensure that proper documentation is submitted and reviewed by the Fiscal Department
prior to the distribution of funds.

e Coordinate with DOF and the Comptroller’'s Bureau of Accountancy to transfer the
funds currently held in private accounts to the City’s custody, establish Fiduciary
Accounts (Trust and Agency) where appropriate, and register any remaining accounts
deemed confidential with the Comptroller’s Office.

In their response, DANY officials generally agreed with the audit’'s findings and
recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

DANY reported that three recommendations have been implemented and the remaining
recommendation is pending.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Audit Report on the Department of Education’s Compliance with Reading First Program
Spending Guidelines

Audit #FK09-079A

Comptroller's Audit Library #7988
I ssued: October 26, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether DOE complied with U.S. Department of Education Reading
First spending guidelines and the New York State Education Department’s sub-grant
application relating to school selection and alowable types of expenditures; obtained,
maintained, and reviewed adequate supporting documentation to determine whether
expenditures were reasonable, appropriate, and for Reading First schools only, and; ensured
that Reading First program personnel were properly qualified.

Reading First was created under the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Reading First
was established to ensure that every student could read at or above grade level by the end of the
third grade and was intended to serve poorly-performing, low-income students. Under the
program, states received formula grants from the federal government to apply to scientifically-
based reading programs. Local educational agencies then applied for grants from states. The
initial New York State grant covered the period 2003-2006, and the second grant covered the
period 2006-2009. Reading First ended on June 30, 2010, because its federal statute was not
renewed and Congress discontinued funding for the program.

During Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit, the Department of Education (DOE)
received $34.4 million in Reading First funds from New York State and expended these funds
on 118 schools—64 public and 54 non-public. Federal and State guidelines stipulated that
public elementary schools selected for Reading First should be among those with the highest
percentages of students reading below grade level and the highest poverty levels, based on the
most current available data, as well as on their neighboring non-public elementary schools.
Also, funds were to be used to support scientifically-based reading programs for students
enrolled in kindergarten through third grade and to increase professional development for
teachers. Additionally, key Reading First personnel were required to have teaching and reading
licenses.

Results

DOE did not comply with Reading First Federal and State spending guidelines because it failed
to systematically identify and fund public elementary schools with the highest percentages of
students reading below grade level and the highest poverty levels, based on the most current
available data, as well as on their neighboring non-public elementary schools. Therefore,
Reading First expenditures were fundamentally flawed because, for the most part, they were
not expended on the most deserving schools. Further, DOE did not provide adequate supporting
documentation—such as bills and invoices detailing amounts billed, descriptions, quantities,
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delivery locations, and recipients of goods and services—for $9.5 million of $14.9 million of
Reading First OTPS expenses, as follows:

e DOE did not provide documentation demonstrating that goods and services totaling
$9.3 million were provided for Reading First schools only.

e DOE did not provide documentation demonstrating that goods and services totaling
$164,433 were reasonabl e, appropriate, and for Reading First schools only.

DOE aso expended Reading First funds totaling $42,094 on goods and services that were not
incurred during Fiscal Year 2008, not for Reading First schools and grades, and not related to
Reading First.

DOE spent $3.9 million to support an Internet portal that was difficult or impossible for users
to access because of connectivity issues and shut down the portal on June 30, 2009, because of
these issues and a lack of funding. Since DOE spent $3.9 million on the portal, supporting
devices, software, and services during the audit period—and at least $34.4 million in total—
DOE should have ensured that the portal was properly developed, implemented, and ultimately,
usable.

Also, Reading First program personnel were not properly qualified because they lacked the
required reading licenses.

Since the Reading First program ended on June 30, 2010, DOE will not be selecting new
Reading First schools and program personnel. Therefore, the audit made no program-specific
recommendations, but made six general recommendations. DOE should:

e Expend Federal and State grant money only for its intended purpose and populations,
and in accordance with Federal and State guidelines.

e Monitor grant expenditures and ensure that they are reasonable, appropriate, and
comply with Federal and State guidelines.

¢ Maintain adequate supporting documentation—including bills, invoices, and receiving
reports—for all Federal and State grant expenditures.

e Require employees who authorize payments to compare receiving reports to invoices
prior to rendering payments to vendors.

e Ensure that Internet portals and websites are properly developed, implemented, and
functional.

e Employ only properly qualified pedagogical employees.

DOE agreed with five of the six recommendations. However, it disagreed with the specific
Reading First assertions upon which those recommendations were based.

Audit Follow-up

DOE agreed with and maintained that it instituted internal controls to implement five of the six
audit recommendations. However, DOE continues to disagree that it should require employees
who authorize payments to compare receiving reports to invoices prior to rendering payments
to vendors.

DOE maintains that its size and complexity render this recommendation infeasible.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of Vanguard High School with Department of Education
Procurement Guidelines for Small Dollar Purchases

Audit # FM08-113A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #3004

Issued: March 18, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Revenue: $18,431

Introduction

This audit determined whether Department of Education (DOE) officials properly administered
the small dollar purchases made through SIPP for Vanguard and whether Vanguard made
purchases in accordance with DOE rules and regulations.

DOE provides primary and secondary education to more than a million students between pre-
kindergarten and the 12th grade in approximately 1,400 schools. Its Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) allow the use of the Small Item Payment Process (SIPP) to facilitate small
dollar purchases of Other Than Personal Services (OTPS). SIPP payments can be made
directly to vendors or to reimburse employees who have already made small purchases.
Vanguard High School (Vanguard) is one of 425 high schools in the system and serves
approximately 380 students in grades 9-12.

The audit covered Fiscal Year 2007 (July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007), during which Vanguard
expended $131,452 through SIPP that consisted of 381 payments.

Results

The audit could not determine whether Vanguard complied with DOE SOPs because of
Vanguard' s inability to provide sufficient documentation for a significant portion of the audit
population. However, based on the documents provided, the audit determined that Vanguard
officials circumvented the procedures set forth in the SOPs. Vanguard officials paid a
minimum of $18,431 in questionable expenditures, processed payments without proper
authorizations, circumvented the $500 expenditure threshold, failed to maintain supporting
documentation, paid for prior year purchases, and used incorrect object codes to record SIPP
expenditures.

In addition, Vanguard officials improperly processed SIPPs by using a former school
secretary’s user ID for the DOE Financial Accounting Management Information System
(FAMIS). Lastly, Vanguard's Principal did not safeguard his user ID and passwords for access
to FAMIS and approval of SIPP transactions.

The audit report recommended that DOE:

e Investigate the validity of the questionable expenditures mentioned in this report and
determine whether the school officials misappropriated and misused the school funds.

e Recoup the duplicate payments and any other funds that were misused.
e Provide additional training to ensure that school officials follow DOE SOPs including,
0 oObtaining proper authorizations
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o complying with the $500 expenditure threshold

0 maintaining supporting payment documents for six years
0 properly recording the expensesin each fiscal year, and

0 using the correct object codes to record SIPP expenditures.

e Require the Integrated Service Center (ISC) to perform periodic reviews of Vanguard's
SIPP expenditures to ensure compliance with SOPs.

e Promptly deactivate the FAMIS user ID for any staff members who have left DOE.

e Notify staff members on ways of properly safeguarding user IDs, passwords, and
approval codes.

DOE officials generally agreed with the findings and recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

DOE reported that it referred the draft report to the Special Commissioner of Investigation
(SCI), which completed its investigation in September 2010. DOE is waiting for SCI to issue
the report and SCI’s recommendations before taking any actions to recoup misappropriated
funds and duplicate payments. Moreover, training was provided to Vanguard personnel in
2009 and 2010 covering procurement rules and regulations as well as safeguarding user IDs,
passwords and approval codes. In addition, DOE reported that effective July 1, 2010, ISCs
were replaced with Children First Network Teams (CFN). The CFN is now responsible for
monitoring Vanguard' s SIPP expenditures and compliance with DOE SOPs.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Audit Report on the Department of Education’s Administration of the Early Grade Class Size
Reduction Program

Audit # FM09-113A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7980
Issued: September 9, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether those schools that received State Early Grade Class Size
Reduction (EGCSR) funding created the number of classrooms required to reduce class size.

To reduce class size, the State Legislature passed legisation to create the EGCSR program. In
2007, EGCSR funding was incorporated into State Foundation Aid. Foundation Aid funding is
used for increases in general operating costs and ongoing programs, with the major part of the
funding also subject to the provisions of the State's 2007 Contracts for Excellence legidation.
That legidation required DOE to develop afive-year plan to reduce class size. DOE’s plan was
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approved on November 19, 2007, and DOE continues to receive EGCSR funds to reduce class
sizein kindergarten to third grade.

In Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit, DOE received approximately $88.8
million from the State and supplemented the program with $14.9 million in federa
contributions and $76.2 million in City tax levy funds to maintain the total EGCSR classrooms
established in previous years. The total of these funds, $179.9 million, was to be used to create
approximately 1,600 additional classes, with an expectation of reducing the average early grade
class size to 20 students.

Results

During Fiscal Year 2008, DOE did not spend $48.4 million (26.9 percent) of the $179.9 million
of EGCSR funds in accordance with EGCSR guidelines and fell significantly short of
providing the required number of additional classrooms paid for with State EGCSR funds.
DOE used nearly $46.8 million of the $179.9 million in EGCSR funds earmarked for reducing
early grade class size to substitute $46.8 million in tax levy funds, contrary to EGCSR
guidelines. By using EGCSR funds in place of tax levy funds, schools freed up less restrictive
money to spend on other budget items instead of further reducing classroom averages. The
$46.8 million should have been spent on creating an additional 414 general education classes at
245 schools across the City, but these funds were improperly used instead to pay for teacher
positions that would have existed without the EGCSR program.

Of the total $46.8 million that was misused, 115 elementary schools used more than $17.9
million to substitute tax levy funds instead of creating 159 additional classes, even though they
had the need and capacity to add classrooms. An additional $21 million was improperly
allocated to 108 schools that did not have the capacity to add 185 additional classrooms.
Finally, $7.9 million was given to 46 schools to add 70 additional classrooms but which already
had class sizes of 20 students or less in kindergarten to third grade and had no need of
additional EGCSR funding.

In addition, 15 schools misspent $1.6 million on per diem absence coverage, cluster teachers,
and teacher removals (transfers, resignations, maternity leave, etc.) instead of using the funds to
create 14 new classrooms.

The audit report made eight recommendations to the DOE Central Office (Central) and
Integrated Service Centers (ISCs), anong them that:

DOE Central should:
e Continueto give priority to new classroom formation.

e Require schools to prepare a formal annual plan detailing whether funds will be used to
add classrooms or to fund push-in teachers.

e Require ISCs to monitor the use of EGCSR funding to verify that it is in accordance
with the plans established by those schools within their districts.

| SCs should:

e Closely monitor the schools that plan to add a classroom to ensure that funds are used
only to create classrooms additional to those that would have existed without the
EGCSR funds.
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e Make use of Enrollment, Capacity, and Utilization Reports and projected enrollments
for those schools that plan to add a push-in teacher to determine whether an additional
classroom can be added instead.

In their response, DOE officials re ected the audit’ s findings and recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

DOE reported that it continues to disagree with the audit’s recommendations and stated it has
again “voluntarily earmarked and allocated unrestricted operating funds to the schools
primarily to retain classes formerly funded with State Early Grade Class Size Reduction
alocations.”

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Audit Report on the Administration of New York State Standardized Tests by the New Y ork
City Department of Education

Audit # MD08-102A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7972
Issued: July 22, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) has adequate internal
controls over the administering of New Y ork State standardized tests for grades 3, 4, and 5.

DOE provides primary and secondary education to more than 1 million pre-kindergarten to
grade 12 students in over 1,400 schools. DOE prepares students to meet grade level standards
in reading, writing, and math and tests students to determine how well they are meeting these
mandated learning standards. Students in grades 3 - 8 take both the New York State
standardized English Language Arts (ELA) Test and the New York State standardized
Mathematics (Math) Test. This audit focused on the administration of ELA and Math tests for
students in elementary school grades 3, 4, and 5 only. The scope period of the audit was the
2007—-2008 school year.

Results

DOE has adequate internal controls with respect to ensuring that schools are familiar with
established procedures when administering the New York State standardized tests at
elementary schools. In addition, the schools that were visited generally complied with the New
York State Education Department (NY SED) testing guidelines and the DOE Handbook and
testing memoranda. However, DOE lacks sufficient preventive and detective controls aimed at
deterring inappropriate manipulation of test scores, which would help to ensure the overall
integrity of the assessment process.
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DOE has established procedures for the administration of New York State standardized ELA
and Math tests at elementary schools. DOE provides a Handbook and distributes test
memoranda to its staff in an effort to keep them informed of al required procedures in
administering State and Citywide tests. DOE also offers its staff annual training on proper
methods in administering the tests as well as training of scoring staff to help identify testing
irregularities when grading the long answer portions of the exam. The audit also found that, for
the most part, the schools visited complied with the State guidelines and the guidelines outlined
in the Handbook.

Since achieving a positive school performance rating provides an added incentive for school
officials to ensure that students perform well on standardized tests, there is a potential risk for
inappropriate test manipulation. Based on observations, significant weaknesses were identified
that DOE has not addressed to help prevent or detect the manipulation of test scores.
Specifically, DOE needs to improve its oversight of testing monitors to ensure that they are
carrying out their duties properly and ensure that monitoring checklists are used more
effectively. In addition, DOE should re-implement the use of analytics to identify possible
testing irregularities and tampering and should institute stronger controls over the second and
third sections of thetests. Finally, DOE should ensure that substantiated allegations of cheating
are shared with the Office of Accountability (OA), the office primarily responsible for
coordinating yearly testing and compliance with NY SED testing guidelines and DOE controls
over the tests.

The audit made 14 recommendations, five of which are listed below. DOE should:

e Accurately track the assignment of testing monitors to ensure that they are being used
effectively.

e Discuss with NYSED the possibility of obtaining the answer keys promptly after the
administration of each test to enable DOE to perform a timely erasure analysis.
However, DOE should perform erasure anaysis to identify possible improprieties
regardless of when it receives the answer key.

e Compile, maintain, and track data on the number of make-up exams that are taken for
the Day Two and Day Three ELA and Math exams.

e Identify indicators to use in detecting unusual patterns that may be indicative of test
tampering or irregularities and collect sufficient data to adequately track those
indicators. Based on the information collected, DOE should target those schools with
unusual patterns for further follow-up.

e Ensure that the Office of Specia Investigations (OSI) formalizes a process to make
certain that all instances of substantiated cheating are shared with OA, so that OA can
strengthen existing controls or develop new ones in an effort to prevent cheating from
occurring in the future.

DOE officias generally agreed with the audit’s recommendations, but disagreed with one of
them and did not respond to one of them. Officials also disagreed with the tone of the report.
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Audit Follow-up

DOE reported that of the 12 recommendations that it agreed with, six recommendations have
been implemented, two recommendations are in the process of being implemented, one
recommendation was not implemented, one recommendation was not addressed, and the
remaining two recommendations are under consideration. Moreover, DOE explained
additional steps taken to strengthen controls over its administration of standardized tests.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Audit Report on the Department of Education’s Calculation of High School Graduation Rates

Audit # MEO9-065A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7971
Issued: July 21, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) properly calculated high
school graduation rates. The period covered by this audit was the Class of 2007, which
includes students who entered a City public high school on or after September 1, 2003, and
were expected to graduate by August 31, 2007.

DOE provides primary and secondary education to over one million students, pre-kindergarten
to grade 12, in more than 1,400 schools. To graduate from one of the City’s 425 high schools,
a general education student must accumulate 44 credits in designated subjects, pass five New
Y ork State Regents examinations, and maintain a 90 percent attendance rate.

DOE uses two computer systems, the High School Scheduling and Transcripts (HSST) system
and the Automate the Schools (ATS) system, to track student schedules, performance, and
attendance. HSST is used to record students’ schedules, grades, and transcripts. ATS is used
to record students biographical information, admission and discharge data, attendance, and
status.

The graduation rate is calculated by dividing the number of graduates by the total number of
students in the cohort who either graduated, dropped out, or were still enrolled. Only those
students who were discharged from the school system during the four years are excluded from
the calculation. According to DOE, the 2003-2007 cohort (the focus of this audit) consisted of
88,963 students, including 43,651 graduates, 17,035 still enrolled, 18,524 discharges, and 9,753
dropouts. Using the City’s formula, DOE reported on August 11, 2008, that the four-year
graduation rate increased from 58 to 62 percent between 2005 and 2007.

Results

The audit revealed that DOE needs to institute stronger controls to ensure that official records
corroborate the classification of students as graduates. Our review of 197 sampled graduates
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found that the transcripts for 19 (9.6%) of them did not appear to have evidence that the
students had the required number of credits overall or in major subjects or passed all of the
required Regents examinations needed to graduate. DOE provided internal documentation
from schools that appears to support the graduation status of 17 of these 19 students. However,
in a number of instances, the audit was unable to determine with reasonable assurance that the
documentation provided to auditors was actually reviewed by the schools at the time the
decisions to graduate the students were made.

The audit found that schools are given considerable authority with minimal oversight by DOE
in determining whether State and DOE graduation standards are met. The audit also found that
schools awarded students multiple credits for passing the same course two or more times and
did not maintain evidence that all transcript changes were properly approved. Moreover, it
appears that some students were classified as discharged without adequate evidence to support
that classification. Finaly, the audit concluded that the parameters set by the State for
classifying students as dropouts, if not followed by DOE in a timely manner, result in a
reported dropout rate that does not account for all students who have actually dropped out of
school.

DOE did, however, establish a system of internal quality control reviews (i.e., data reliability
checks) in an effort to ensure the accuracy of its graduation rate calculation. DOE also engaged
an external audit firm to perform some agreed-upon procedures to assist in the validation of the
graduation rate.

To address these issues, the audit made 12 recommendations, including that DOE:

e Establish that HSST reflects that a student has met graduation requirements before a
diplomais given.

e Implement controls to ensure that schools make sure that the transcripts and permanent
record cards of genera education graduates reflect that they have accumulated the
required number of credits overall and in major subjects and pass all required Regents
examinations.

e Ensure that all grade and exam score changes made to student transcripts are
permanently traceable in HSST.

e Implement controls to ensure that schools only classify students as having been
discharged when the discharge has been appropriately documented and properly
recorded in ATS.

DOE generaly agreed with nine recommendations, disagreed with one, and did not address
two. However, DOE disagreed with many of the findings upon which the recommendations
were based.

Audit Follow-up

DOE reported that it has replaced the HSST data base with the Scheduling, Transcripts, and
Academic Reporting System (STARS) in an effort to accurately update high school students’
progress towards graduation. In addition, ATS was upgraded to include information on the
documentation for student discharges. DOE also stated that in November 2009, Chancellor’'s
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Regulation A-501 was amended “to clarify that achievement of 90 percent attendance is a
promotional consideration and goal, but not a graduation requirement.”
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Audit Report on the Department of Environmental Protection’s Progress in Constructing the
Croton Water Treatment Plant

Audit #FR08-121A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7977
Issued: September 1, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

The overal objective of this audit was to evaluate the Department of Environmental
Protection’s (DEP) effectiveness in carrying out the mandate in the Consent Decree to
construct the Croton Water Treatment Plant.

DEP executed a 1998 Consent Decree after the federal government alleged that the City had
falled to safeguard the quality of Croton water, thereby violating federal drinking water
regulations. According to the Consent Decree and its supplements, DEP must construct the
Croton Water Treatment Plant (Plant) by October 31, 2011, to filter drinking water from the
City’s Croton water system.

Failure to attain intermediate milestones and complete the Plant on time will subject the City to
monetary penalties. In 2003, the estimated cost to build the Plant was $992 million. The
current estimated construction cost to build the Plant is more than $2 billion. The scope of this
audit covered calendar years 2003 to 2009.

Results

While much of the work completed to date is in accordance with established timeframes, DEP
will not be able to complete overall construction of the Plant and commence operations in
accordance with the terms of the Consent Decree. DEP has already missed certain milestone
dates for which it was penalized $4.7 million. Moreover, the City may be liable for more than
$10 million in additional penalties (almost $15 million overal) because DEP will not
commence Plant operations until April 2012—six months later than the required milestone date
of October 31, 2011.

The Plant will not be completed on time because a contractual problem extended the start of
construction, and DEP lagged in completing designs and awarding construction contracts for
required improvements (i.e., off-site facilities) that are near the site of the Plant and are needed
to deliver treated drinking water from the Plant to the City’s water distribution system.
Moreover, the delay in awarding off-site facility contracts has hindered DEP's ability to
complete required Plant startup testing by October 31, 2011.

DEP has a project management system to carry out the Plant’s design and construction.
However, it did not effectively adhere to its system to carry out required work associated with
the designs and procurement of the off-site facilities.

The audit made 10 recommendations, including that DEP should:

e |Immediately complete any outstanding designs, solicit bids, award contracts, and
commence work for al remaining off-site facility construction contracts.
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e Incorporate construction schedules for off-site facility work in the overall Plant progress
schedule.

e Effectively plan and manage the critical off-site facility work to ensure its completion
within sufficient time to undertake adequate Plant testing operations.

e Ensurethat it completes al required work in accordance with the timeframes prescribed
in the Consent Decree.

e Consult with the New York State Department of Health and seek a waiver for any
assessed and potential penalties.

e Ensure that the work of design consultantsis properly supervised and tracked.
DEP agreed with only two of the 10 audit recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

DEP reported that eight recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process
of being implemented. DEP disagreed with, and does not plan to implement, the remaining two
recommendations concerning ng liquidated damages.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Audit Report on Audit Report on Department of Environmental Protection’s Oversight of Costs
To Construct the Croton Water Treatment Plant.

Audit #FR09-110A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7976
Issued: September 1, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has
effectively administered the construction of the Croton Water Treatment Plant (Plant) to ensure
that costs were substantiated, reasonable, and necessary.

DEP executed a 1998 Consent Decree after the federal government alleged that the City had
falled to safeguard the quality of Croton water, thereby violating federal drinking water
regulations. According to the Consent Decree and its supplements, DEP must construct the
Pant by October 31, 2011, to filter drinking water from the City’ s Croton water system.

Failure to attain intermediate milestones and complete the Plant on time will subject the City to
monetary penalties. In 2003, the estimated cost to build the Plant was $992 million. The
current estimated construction cost to build the Plant is more than $2 billion. The scope of this
audit covered calendar years 2003 to 2009.
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Results

DEP has generally administered the construction of the Croton Water Filtration Plant
effectively to ensure that actual costs are substantiated, reasonable, and necessary. While the
audit identified some problems in maintaining records for substantiating voucher payments, its
review indicated that DEP has appropriate processes and internal controls for reviewing and
approving payments to contractors.

However, the audit noted that the actual cost to construct the Plant is much higher than was
estimated by DEP when it reported in 2003 that the cost would be $992 million. The actual
cost of the contracts awarded by DEP by February 2009 totaled $2.13 billion—$1.14 billion
higher than estimated. Had the conceptual cost estimate complied with engineering standards
for accuracy, the actual cost of construction would not have been expected to exceed $1.29
billion. Accordingly, the audit concluded that the conceptual cost estimate was unreliable and
could not be used as a gauge of the actual costs that would be incurred by DEP to construct the
Plant.

The audit made six recommendations, including that DEP:

e Prepare written procedures for auditing payment vouchers in accordance with
Comptroller’s Directive No. 7.

e Ensure that engineering audit office files contain appropriate evidence to show that
substantiating documentation was reviewed.

e Ensure that conceptual cost estimates adhere to estimating guidelines in the
Department’ s “ Cost Estimating Manual.”

e Develop conceptual cost estimates that contain sufficient substantiating information.

e Adjust cost estimates to include the anticipated effects of inflation in labor, equipment,
and material costs.

e Adequately oversee the work of consultants preparing cost estimates, and review
documentation used in their development.

In its response, DEP agreed with all six recommendations of the audit report.
Audit Follow-up

DEP reported that it has implemented al the audit recommendations and that it has formed a
new Cost Estimating Division to ensure compliance with its Cost Estimating Manual.
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

Audit of the Reliability and Accuracy of Commercial Motor Vehicle Tax Data Administered by
the Department of Finance

Audit #7A09-101

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8002

Issued: January 29, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Revenue: $8 million

Introduction

This audit examined the reliability and accuracy of the Commercial Motor Vehicle Tax data
administered by the Department of Finance (DOF), which is responsible for collecting City
revenues efficiently and encouraging compliance with City tax and other revenue laws.

DOF administers a Commercial Motor Vehicle Tax (CMVT) that is levied on the following
vehicles: medallion taxicabs, non-passenger commercial motor vehicles weighing more than
10,000 pounds (and those weighing less than 10,000 pounds if they are registered outside of
New Y ork City), and all motor vehicles used for transportation of passengers that are registered
outside New York City but used within the City limits. All other types of motor vehicles are
handled by the New Y ork State Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV). Every month, the DMV
electronically forwards to DOF the data for the vehicles it registers that are subject to the
CMVT. DOF handles the CMVT billing and collection process. DOF collected $47.5 million
dollars in CMVT revenue for Fiscal Year 2008. Fieldwork for this audit was performed from
October 2008 to August 2009.

Results

The CMVT data exists in a secure environment and is readily accessible to all essential users
identified by DOF. CMVT data is generally accurate and reliable for collection purposes and
generally contains the required information for enforcement and penalty collection purposes.
However, while conducting the tests that addressed the objectives to this audit, the auditors
identified an outstanding balance (unpaid) of $8 million. Included in this balance were
accounts that were underpaid due to dishonored checks but that nevertheless received a tax
stamp. Also, DOF has arule that permits a tax stamp to be issued if an account owes less than
$5. In addition, DOF does not notify account holders who have made an overpayment.
Finally, CMVT billing periods are kept independent of each other. As a result, previous
balances are not carried over to the next billing period, alowing accounts with an outstanding
balance for a prior period to receive atax stamp in subsequent periods.

The audit made five recommendations. DOF should:

e Ensure that the billing process is corrected and previous years account balances are
carried forward.

e Develop a memo of understanding with the Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC)
and New York State DMV to ensure that al CMVT are collected before the TLC
approves the licenses for medallions and non-medallion automobiles, thereby improving
its collection of outstanding CMVT balances.
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e Comply with the Rules of the City of New York, Title 19, to ensure that all uncertified
checks have been converted to collectible funds before issuing atax stamp.

e Identify and notify account holders of overpayments to allow them the opportunity to
request arefund in writing to DOF.

e Determine whether the system should write off account balances of less than $5 or carry
them over to the next billing

DOF officials agreed with three recommendations, partially agreed with one recommendation,
and disagreed with one recommendation.

Audit Follow-up

DOF reported that it is attempting to implement the four recommendations that it agreed with
or partially agreed with. In addition, DOF reported that it has met with the Law Department
and is still researching the best way to hold TLC licensees accountable for their outstanding
CMVT baances.

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

Audit Report on the Implementation of 421(a) Incentive Program Tax Benefits for Propertiesin
Manhattan

Audit #FR08-123A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7985

I ssued: October 6, 2009

Monetary Effect: Potential Revenue: $15,187,548

I ntroduction

The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the Department of Finance (DOF) is
implementing tax exemptions appropriately under the Section 421(a) program, and; is
calculating tax benefits accurately.

The Section 421(a) program provides tax exemption benefits to owners of residentia real
property who construct new multiple dwellings or convert, alter, or improve existing buildings
for residential use. The Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) is
responsible for administering the program and issuing a certificate-of-eligibility to property
owners it deems eligible and who meet program requirements. DOF is then responsible for
calculating and implementing tax benefits granted under the program.

The program was created in 1971 under legislation authorized by Section 421(a) of the New
York State Real Property Tax Law as a means of encouraging housing development in the City.
Exemptions are granted for a period of up to three years for construction, and either 10, 15, 20,
or 25 additional years on a dliding scale, depending on the property’s location in the City,
whether construction is carried out with substantial government assistance, and whether
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requirements for affordable housing have been met. In Fiscal Year 2009, 37,485 properties
received $607 million in tax benefits.

Results

DOF isinaccurately calculating tax exemption benefits under the Section 421(a) program. As a
result, for 50 sampled properties, the City has lost more than $15 million in rea estate tax
revenue from the date that properties were originally granted tax exemptions until Fiscal Y ear
2008. Moreover, certain properties overpaid $1.2 million in taxes. Furthermore, the audit
estimated that DOF could under-bill approximately $130.2 million in additional taxes for the
sampled properties in future years throughout the remaining terms of the exemption benefits.
DOF adso lacked reliable program records and written procedures for calculating tax
information. Finally, certain DOF files lacked required documentation.

The audit made 10 recommendations, including that DOF:

e Review and adjust the calculations of taxable assessed values and taxes due for the 50
sampled properties and for all other properties.

e Recoup $9,896,149 in real estate taxes from 37 properties.
e Recoup $4,849,389 in improperly allowed real estate tax benefits for two properties.

e Adjust base year assessed value calculations for four properties as required by program
rules and recoup $442,010 in lost real estate taxes.

e Implement adequate internal controls to ensure that all program information is
accurately recorded in FAIRTAX and the hard copy property files (e.g., property cards,
etc.) In that regard, information in FAIRTAX and the property cards should be
periodically reconciled.

e Prepare formal written policies and procedures for calculating assessed values and
exemptions. Ensure that appropriate DOF staff is instructed in program policies and
procedures.

In its response, DOF strongly disagreed with the report’s findings. DOF disagreed with eight
of our 10 recommendations, partially agreed with our recommendation to implement adequate
internal controls, and agreed with our recommendation to prepare formal written policies and
procedures for calculating assessed values and exemptions.

Audit Follow-up

In response to the recommendation to implement adequate internal controls, DOF reported that
it has replaced the hard copy property files and property cards with a Shared Internal File
entitled: “421 a Exemption Description.” Information in thisfileis periodically reconciled with
FAIRTAX. DOF also reported that it is in the process of finalizing a policy and procedures
manual for the 42la program. However, DOF continues to disagree with eight
recommendations and did not address the remaining recommendation.
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THE FINANCIAL INFORMATION SERVICESAGENCY
Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Financial Information Services
Agency

Audit # FP10-054A

Comptroller’ s Audit Library #8007
Issued: March 25, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Financial Information Services Agency (FISA) complied
with certain purchasing procedures as set forth in the New York City Charter, the New Y ork
City Comptroller’s Internal Control and Accountability Directives (Comptroller’s Directives)
#3, “Procedures for the Administration of Imprest Funds;” #6, “Travel, Meals, Lodging and
Miscellaneous Agency Expenses,” #24, “Agency Purchasing Procedures and Controls;”
applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules, and the New York City Department of
Investigation's (DOI) Standards for Inventory Control and Management. The audit covered
the period July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009.

FISA isresponsible for the data processing systems that support the activities of City personnel
who work with the City’s central financial records, employee payroll, and personnel records.
One such system is the Financial Management System, which is used by officials to administer
the City budget and account for public funds.

Results

With the exception of the issues noted below, the audit found that FISA generally adhered to
the requirements of Comptroller’s Directives #3, #6, and #24, DOI’ s inventory standards, and
applicable PPB rules. In addition, an examination of the FISA’s Other Than Personal Service
(OTPS) expenditures disclosed no instances in which moneys were improperly used. However,
FISA did not always comply with certain aspects of Comptroller’s Directive #3, #6, and #24,
and DOI’sinventory standards. Specifically, FISA:

e Charged expenses to the incorrect object codes,
e Improperly used miscellaneous vouchersto pay two expenditures;
e Improperly used the imprest fund for recurring expenditures; and
e Maintained incomplete and inaccurate inventory records.
The audit made four recommendations to FISA to address these deficiencies. FISA should:
e Charge all purchasesto the correct object codes;

e Ensure that miscellaneous vouchers are used only for purposes that are alowed by
Comptroller’s Directive #24;

e Ensure that the imprest fund is used for appropriate expenses in accordance with
Comptroller’ s Directive #3; and

e Maintain complete and accurate inventory records.
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FISA officias agreed with the four recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

FISA reported that all of the recommendations have either been implemented or are in the
process of being implemented.
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NEW YORK CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT

Audit Report on Fire Department Controls over the Professional Certification Process of the
Fire Alarm Inspection Unit

Audit # MH09-086A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7969

Issued: July 16, 2009

Monetary Effect: Potential Revenue: $5,635

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Fire Department (FDNY) had adequate controls over the
Alarm Unit's professiona certification process to ensure that certifications are timely and
legitimate. The audit scope was July 2007 through April 2009.

FDNY’s Bureau of Fire Prevention is responsible for conducting inspections of bulk fuel,
hazardous cargo, range hoods, sprinklers and standpipes, and fire darm systems. Its Fire Alarm
Inspection Unit (Alarm Unit) is responsible for conducting initial inspections of fire alarm
systems of commercial buildings (e.g., schools, hotels, factories, office buildings, department
stores, hospitals) and high-rise residential buildings and issuing Letters of Approval or Letters
of Defect. When it finds more severe problems, the unit immediately issues Violation Orders.

To ensure compliance with a Letter of Defect, an inspector is to follow up by either going to
the premises or by allowing the building owner to have a registered architect, a professional
engineer, or a licensed electrical contractor attest to the proper operation of the fire alarm
system (known as a “self” or “professional” certification). Throughout the year, the Alarm Unit
selects approved professional certifications for audit. The Alarm Unit reported that it met its 5
percent audit goal by auditing 57 of the 1,139 professional certifications that it approved during
Fiscal Year 2008.

Results

FDNY does not have adequate controls over the professional certification process of the Alarm
Unit to ensure that certifications are timely and legitimate. Collectively, the inadequate
controls create an environment in which the likelihood of corruption or the abuse of authority is
increased and the risk of danger to the public is heightened.

The following include the areas of concern: 1) property owners for 49 percent of the 51
audited professional certifications reviewed failed their inspections, 2) an unreliable system for
tracking professional certifications, 3) inadequate procedures for the timeliness of the
professional certification process, 4) inadequate procedures for categorizing fire alarm system
deficiencies based on their seriousness and for selecting audits, 5) missing hard-copy inspection
files, 6) an inadequate goal for the audit of professional certifications, 7) the lack of an annual
rotation program for inspectors and supervisors, and 8) inaccurate billings for audit inspections,
resulting in a potential revenue of $5,635.

In addition, there were questionable matters in hard copy case files that further illustrate the
need for FDNY to strengthen its controls.

The audit made 21 recommendations, including:
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Until the new computer system that is in the process of being developed is fully
operational by the Alarm Unit, FDNY should ensure that Alarm Unit officials
effectively use whichever application (the Fire Prevention Information Management
System or Self-Certification Database) is selected to monitor the professional
certification process from the receipt of the certifications to their audit and any
subsequent enforcement inspections.

FDNY should develop and implement adequate written procedures that are sufficiently
detailed for the Alarm Unit to follow for its professiona certification process. The
procedures should include time frames for reviewing professional certifications and
conducting audit inspections of professional certifications. In addition, the procedures
should include fire alarm system deficiencies categorized by their seriousness, the
circumstances in which the Alarm Unit would not allow a Letter of Defect to be
professionally certified, and the factors that should contribute to the Audit Supervisor’s
decision to select a professional certification for audit.

FDNY should comply with its established time frame and cease accepting professional
certifications that are submitted later than 90 days of the issuance of a Letter of Defect.

FDNY should investigate the 10 professional certifications identified in this report for
which the building owners may have either been incorrectly billed for inspections that
did not occur, not billed at all, or inaccurately billed for inspections that did occur. If
warranted, revised bills should be sent to the owners.

In their response, FDNY officials generally agreed with 16 of the 21 recommendations and
disagreed with four. The remaining recommendation was rendered not applicable because
FDNY changed the relevant practice.

Audit Follow-up

FDNY reported that it is in the process of implementing the recommendations that it agreed
with. In addition, FDNY stated that “a combination of new staff, use of the enhanced Access
database and the increase of audits performed from five percent to ten percent, clearly indicate
a large unacceptable level of failure. As a result, and with the recommendation of BFP
Executive Management, the professional certification process and program will be suspended
indefinitely on December 31, 2010.” FDNY also stated that it is in the process of conducting
an “in-depth-analysis’ of the current hourly inspection fee structure.
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Health and Hospitals Corporation

HEALTH AND HOSPITALSCORPORATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of New York City Health and Hospitals Corporation with the
Financial Provisions of the Ambulance and Pre-hospital Emergency Medical Services Memo of
Understanding

Audit # FM08-080A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7991

Issued: November 24, 2009

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $1,503,131
Potential Revenue: $947,447

Introduction

The audit’s objective was to determine whether the New York City Health and Hospitals
Corporation (HHC) paid New York City the appropriate amounts in accordance with the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (i.e., “Services by the City and Compensation by
HHC” and “ Property and Contracts of HHC and Related Matters”).

A January 19, 1996, MOU set forth terms and conditions for the transfer of Emergency
Medical Services (EMS) from HHC to the New York City Fire Department (FDNY). The
transfer of responsibilities sought to improve the effectiveness of ambulance and pre-hospital
emergency medical services by combining EMS personnel with the FDNY emergency response
system.

The MOU specifies that HHC will bill and receive all amounts arising from EMS's delivery of
patients to HHC hospitals pending FDNY’s assumption of the billing and collection
responsibilities itself. The MOU requires the City Budget Director and President of HHC
jointly to project the amount of EMS-anticipated collections (projected collections) prior to
each fiscal year. The amount of projected collections must be repaid to the City by HHC in
four payments, three at the end of each of the first three quarters, and one final payment within
60 days of the end of the City’s fiscal year. The final payment may require adjustment based
on differences between actual and projected collections and from adjustments or expenses
incurred or paid by HHC on behalf of EMS.

In 2002, FDNY assumed responsibility for billing and collection of non-Medicaid payments,
third-party insurance, self-pay patients, and Medicare—for EMS services provided to patients
delivered to HHC hospitals. Currently, those payments are sent to a lockbox and transferred
daily to an HHC bank account. HHC remits these amounts, less any HHC deductions, as part
of its quarterly payments to the City. The audit covered Fiscal Years 2006, 2007, and 2008
(July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2008).

Results

HHC did not adhere to the financia terms of the MOU and may owe the City nearly $2.4
million. Since 2000, HHC improperly deducted $2,450,578 in offsets against EMS payments
due the City. These offsets include $1,454,638 for use of space to operate the fleet
maintenance facility at Sea View, even though an agreement exists between the City and HHC
for use of the premises; $947,447 in bank charges for its own lockbox account; and $48,493 in
unsubstantiated payments to vendors. Furthermore, HHC and the City did not negotiate a
payment schedule once FDNY assumed the responsibilities of billing and collecting of non-
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Medicaid revenue. As a result, there has been an unwarranted delay in payments by HHC to
the City of non-Medicaid revenue. In addition, HHC did not obtain prior written approval from
the City when it delayed making quarterly Medicaid payments in 2006. Finally, FDNY made
untimely rental payments for a radio transmittal tower resulting in $5,052 in unnecessary late
feesfor Fiscal Year 2008.

The City could have prevented these issues through closer oversight, enhanced controls, and
better coordination. Although the City may be able to recoup the improper deductions from
HHC, the City is at risk of losing potential interest income until the parties establish new due
dates and associated |ate payment penalties.

The audit made 13 recommendations: seven to HHC, four to OMB and two to FDNY,
including the following.

HHC should:
e Pay the City $2,450,578.

e Abide by the terms of the July 20, 2000, license agreement and cease assessing the City
an indirect cost associated with the City’s use of Sea View Hospital and surrounding
area.

e Cease charging the City bank fees associated with HHC’ s lockbox account.

e Negotiate with OMB a more expeditious payment schedule, establish a liquidated
damages clause for any delayed non-Medicaid revenue payments, and formalize any
modifications to the MOU accordingly.

OMB should ensure that:
e HHC pays the City $2,450,598.

e HHC adheres to the terms of the MOU and payments of EM S funds are promptly made
to the City.

e Anannua reconciliation is performed to verify that all adjustments and credits taken by
HHC against the final payment are valid.

FDNY should:
e Ensure that rental payments are processed on time.

e All EMS lease renewals should be in the name of FDNY and all lease payments should
be processed through the FDNY’ s hormal budgetary process.

In their response, HHC officias stated it reimbursed the City $1,503,131 of the $2,450,578
assessed by the audit as part of the June 30, 2009, EMS final settlement reconciliation.
However, HHC officials stated, “We do not concur with several findings (e.g., ‘Improper Bank
Charges,” ‘Untimely Payment for EMS Services and ‘Lack of Documentation Supporting
Approval of Delayed Medicaid Payments').” Regarding the seven recommendations directed to
HHC, the HHC response agreed with three, partially agreed with one, and disagreed with three.

In its response, OMB officials generally agreed with two of four recommendations, partially
agreed with one recommendation, and disagreed with the remaining recommendation. OMB
decided not to pursue the $947,447 associated with lockbox bank charges.
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In their response, FDNY officials stated that FDNY will ensure that al rental payments are
paid on time. However, they disagreed with the other recommendation that suggested all EMS
leases should be in the name of FDNY .

Audit Follow-up

HHC reported that all of the audit recommendations that it agreed with have been implemented.

FDNY reported that it is implementing the recommendation to make timely payment on all
invoices. FDNY continues to disagree that all EMS lease renewals should be in the name of
FDNY. FDNY stated that ambulance Medicaid reimbursement rates would decrease should the
recommendation be implemented.

OMB reported that it is currently implementing the recommendations that it agreed with.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

Audit Report on the Implementation of the Electronic Death Registration System by the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

Audit # 7A09-083

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7989
Issued: November 24, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether: the Electronic Death Registration System (EDRS) functions
reliably, and information recorded in the database is accurate and secure from unauthorized
access, the system design allows for future enhancements or upgrades, EDRS has been built
within the anticipated cost estimate; users are satisfied with the system; and; a disaster recovery
plan has been devised for EDRS and has been incorporated into the Department of Health and
Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) disaster recovery plan.

The mission of DOHMH is to promote and protect the health and mental health of all New
York City residents. Among DOHMH'’ s responsibilities is the registration and issuance of birth
and death certificates. DOHMH’'s Bureau of Vital Statistics (Vital Statistics) issues all
Certificates of Death for deaths that occur within the City of New York. The Buria-Death
Registration Unit of Vital Statistics records information pertaining to each death in the
DOHMH computer system and issues certified death certificates and permits for the burial,
cremation, and transportation of human remains. 1n 2006, DOHMH began using EDRS for its
paper-based death registration with alink to the Social Security Administration for verification
of decedents Socia Security numbers. Audit fieldwork was conducted from October 2008
through April 2009.

Results

EDRS functions reliably, and information recorded in the database is accurate and secure from
unauthorized access. EDRS is based on the national EDRS standards model, alows for future
enhancements or upgrades, and was completed within original cost and time estimates. It has a
disaster recovery and business continuity plan in place. Users are generally satisfied with the
system. However, there were reporting and performance-monitoring issues that should be
resolved to improve system usefulness. In addition, DOHMH needs to develop a policy and
procedures for handling future EDRS enhancements or upgrades, and review all open items
previously recorded in Web Tracker for problem resolution.

To address these issues, the audit made five recommendations, that DOHMH:

e Have the vendor correct the EDRS ad hoc report generating capability to meet the
required specifications.

e Test al available EDRS standard reports produced by the system, request resolution of
all reports where problems were noted, and test the reports after the problems have been
addressed.

e Institute or develop a proper system monitoring facility and set it to record EDRS
service performance.
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e Develop apolicy and procedures for handling EDRS enhancements or upgrades.

e Review the status of all issues reported in Web Tracker, and where appropriate, close
the reported issues and institute a stricter monitoring and periodic updating procedure
for al those issues.

In their response, DOHMH officials generally agreed with the five findings and
recommendations of the report.

Audit Follow-up

DOHMH reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have been implemented.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

Audit Report on the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene Oversight of the Correction of
Health Code Violations at Restaurants

Audit # MEQ9-074A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7970
I ssued: July 20, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

The audit determined whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) had
adequate internal controls to ensure that conditions that led to health code violations being
issued to restaurants are corrected in atimely manner. DOHMH is charged with protecting and
promoting the health and mental well-being of all City residents through health-promotion and
disease-prevention programs and through the enforcement of City health regulations. The
DOHMH Bureau of Food Safety and Community Sanitation is the unit responsible for
enforcing the City Health and Administrative Codes, the State Sanitary Code, and various local
laws of the City of New York. The scope period of this audit was Fiscal Year 2008 (July 1,
2007, through June 30, 2008). During Fiscal Year 2008, BFSCS conducted 61,848 restaurant
inspections.

Results

DOHMH'’ sinternal controls for ensuring that health code violations at restaurants are corrected in
a timely manner need to be strengthened. Follow-up inspections of sampled restaurants were
often not conducted in a timely manner; DOHMH did not ensure that al restaurants were
inspected annually; and documentation was inadequate on why restaurants that repeatedly failed
sanitary inspections were alowed to remain open. Furthermore, DOHMH did not adequately
track its inspectors or supervisors to ensure that inspections were being properly conducted and
monitored.

However, for the sampled restaurants, the audit determined that the reinspections were conducted
by a different inspector than the inspector who conducted the initia visit. In addition, the audit
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confirmed that the restaurants in the Golden Apple program, which is aimed at encouraging food
safety, were removed from the program if they failed an inspection.

To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that DOHMH:

Ensure that all permitted restaurants are given a full sanitary inspection at least once a
year in accordance with its procedures.

Consistently conduct compliance inspections of restaurantsin atimely manner.

Ensure that those restaurants that have failed three or more consecutive regular sanitary
inspections or two or more consecutive Accelerated Inspection Program (Program)
inspections are reinspected in atimely manner.

Ensure that reasons for not closing restaurants that fail a minimum of three consecutive
regular sanitary inspections or two consecutive Program inspections are documented in
the DOHMH tracking system.

Analyze inspection data to ascertain whether significant variances exist with respect to
inspection scores given by inspectors. |f such variances exist, determine the reasons for
the variances and, if needed, make modifications (e.g., increase training) to ensure that
inspections are performed in a consistent manner.

Ensure that supervisors conduct supervisory inspections as required to ensure that
sanitary inspections are being properly conducted and to minimize the risk of corruption
in the inspection process.

In its response, DOHMH officials disputed many of the audit’s findings but agreed or partially
agreed with seven of the audit's recommendations and stated that it would consider
implementing the other recommendation.

Audit Follow-up

DOHMH reported that six recommendations have either been implemented or are in the
process of being implemented, and one recommendation is no longer applicablee. DOHMH
argued that the remaining recommendation is not needed. DOHMH stated that the Accelerated
Inspection program was phased out as part of the agency’s move to a system of rating
restaurants with letter grades. In addition, DOHMH stated that its controls over food
inspections are effective. Therefore, a recommendation that the agency ensure that supervisors
conduct supervisory inspections is not necessary.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE

Audit Report on the Monitoring by the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene of the
Background Checks of School-Age Child Care Program.

Audit # MH10-070A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #8023
I ssued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene's (DOHMH's)
Bureau of Child Care (Bureau) conducted the required inspections for registered School-Age
Child Care (SACC) programs in accordance with its State contract and determined whether
individuals working at the facilities obtained State Central Register of Child Abuse and
Maltreatment (SCR) clearances and criminal background checks.

DOHMH is responsible for monitoring programs that provide child care. According to data for
calendar year 2009 maintained by the Bureau on the State’'s Child Care Facility System, the
Bureau conducted 2,559 inspections for the 1,273 SACC programs registered by the New Y ork
State Office of Children and Family Services. The audit scope was July 1, 2008, through
February 17, 2010.

Results

DOHMH’s Bureau of Child Care conducts the required compliance inspections of registered
SACC programs in accordance with its State contract. The Bureau exceeded the 50 percent
inspection requirement and performed compliance inspections of more than 90 percent of the
programs during calendar years 2008 and 2009. The Bureau also maintained documentation as
evidence that compliance inspections were performed for the 30 sampled SACC programs, and
when violations were found, Corrective Action Plans were provided to the Program Directors
detailing the violations found and the length of time the program was given to correct the
problem. Follow-up inspections were conducted to make certain that the violations were
corrected. In addition, face-to-face safety assessment interviews were conducted for the four
employees in the audit sample whose criminal history background checks had an indication of
an arrest or conviction.

However, an SCR clearance was not obtained, nor was an application even completed, for two
of the 162 sampled workers requiring them at the time of the auditors' site visit. There was no
evidence that SCR clearances were obtained for 24 (15 percent) workers as well, although there
were SCR applications on file. Also, fingerprinting was not conducted, nor were criminal
history checks completed, for 24 (12 percent) of the sampled 198 workers requiring them at the
time of our visit. In addition, DOHMH Inspectors were inconsistent in maintaining evidence to
verify the review of each worker’s personnel file during the compliance inspection.

The audit made five recommendations, including that DOHMH should:

e Ensure that SACC Program Directors immediately follow up on individuals cited in this
report for lacking SCR clearances.
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e Advise SACC Programs Directors to maintain a tracking system of all documents
required for their workers to ensure that lacking documents can be identified and
obtained.

e Ensure that DOHMH inspectors and Program Directors are informed that volunteers
over the age of 16 require fingerprint clearances.

e Require DOHMH inspectors to complete the Staff Information Chart along with the
SACC Inspection Checklist.

In their response, DOHMH officials generally agreed with the recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

DOHMH reported that four recommendations have been implemented and the remaining
recommendation has not been implemented. DOHMH stated that the State OCFS has decided
not to allow DOHMH to conduct assessments of individuals whose records show a history of
child abuse. The State requires SACC program directors to perform these assessments.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES

Audit Report on the Compliance of the Department of Homeless Services with City
Procurement Rules and Controls over Payments to Non-Contracted Providers

Audit #FK 09-069A

Comptroller's Audit Library #8009

Issued: March 25, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Savings: $6,803
Potential Savings. $996,616

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) complied with
Title 6 of the New York City Administrative Code, Chapter 13 of the New York City Charter,
PPB rules, and the New York City Comptroller’s Internal Control and Accountability
Directives, Directive #24, “ Agency Purchasing Procedures and Controls,” when procuring and
paying for shelter and social services; maintained adequate controls over payments made to
providers for shelter and socia services to homeless families, and; adequately monitored
providers to ensure that they satisfactorily provided shelter and social services for which they
were paid.

DHS is responsible for providing temporary emergency shelter and social services to eligible
homeless families and individuals in a safe and supportive environment. Services for homeless
families are primarily delivered by approximately 150 providers under both formal written
contracts and unwritten or handshake agreements with DHS. DHS pays non-contracted
providers for services based upon mutually-agreed-upon daily rates and provider-reported
lodging data. In Fiscal Year 2008, DHS made payments totaling $152.7 million to 107 non-
contracted providers. This audit covered the period July 2007 through October 2009.

Results

In Fiscal Year 2008, DHS failed to contract with providers of shelter and social services and
did not account for and process provider payments through the City’s Financial Management
System (FMYS) as required by the New York City Administrative Code, the City Charter, the
Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules, and Comptroller's Directive #24. Instead, DHS
operated using unwritten agreements and paid providers from an agency bank account.

Previous Comptroller’s Office audits and letters in June 1998, October 2003, June 2007, and
June 2008 cited DHS for its failure to contract formally for shelter services. Although DHS
stated in October 2003 that it would make “every effort to convert to contract,” it failed to do
s0. As of February 2008, DHS did not have contracts with 91 of 154 providers. These 91
providers accounted for 5,150 of 9,649 units—more than 53 percent—used to house homeless
families. During the course of the audit, DHS made progress towards contracting with
providers. As of January 2010, DHS contracted for 60 percent of units, and DHS provided
documentation that it isin the process of contracting for an additional 8 percent of units used to
house homeless families. However, DHS needs to make additional progress and should do so
expeditiously.

In November 2008, DHS began to account for and process all provider payments through FMS.
However, DHS continues to violate Comptroller’s Directive #24 because it is improperly using
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Purchase Orders to process payments to non-contracted providers. Purchase Order Documents
should be used only for special, non-procurement expenditures for which a contract is not
required.

DHS failed to institute sound and effective internal controls and did not monitor providers to
ensure that they accurately recorded and reported client-lodging days. Therefore, when DHS
calculates payments to providers, it relies on an honor system and simply uses the unchecked
client-lodging days submitted by providers. We reviewed the Aladdin Hotel monthly invoice
and sign-in logs for June 2008 and found that DHS made duplicate payments totaling $25,918.
In eight instances, DHS provided families with two hotel rooms. DHS also paid the Aladdin
Hotel for 221 unsupported client-lodging days totaling $23,866.

Additionally, DHS made unjustified payments to a provider totaling $953,635. DHS
maintained that these payments were for expenses, such as real estate taxes, prior year close-out
payments, start-up budget costs, and interest on start-up budget costs. However, DHS is not
obligated to reimburse providers for expenses in addition to paying them substantial rates of
between $810 and $4,836 per family per month. Moreover, since the DHS hilling system did
not allow lump-sum payments to be made to providers, DHS generated the unjustified
payments using duplicate lists of clients and service dates and invented rates and provided this
data to support and justify the payments.

DHS also failed to adequately monitor providers to ensure that they provided safe and sanitary
shelter to homeless families and transitioned them to permanent housing in atimely manner.

The audit made 15 recommendations, including that DHS should:

e Enter into contracts with all providers of shelter and social services that delineate
services to be provided, establish performance standards, and provide termination
clauses and remedies.

e Comply with New York City Administrative Code, the City Charter, and PPB rules
regarding contracting.

e Comply with Comptroller’s Directive #24 and record contracts and associated payments
in FMS and use prescribed purchasing documents to process payments.

e Immediately institute a sound and effective system of internal controls and monitor
providers to ensure that they accurately record and report client-lodging days. These
controls should include, but not be limited to, conducting random, periodic inspections
of client sign-in logs.

e Recoup duplicate and overpayments for unsupported client-lodging days totaling
$49,784 made to the Aladdin Hotel for June 2008.

e Pay providersonly for shelter and social services and calculate provider payments based
on accurate client-lodging data and mutually-agreed-upon daily rates.

¢ Conduct unannounced periodic site inspections and interviews with clients and staff.

e Work with providers that consistently fail to meet placement targets to improve their
performance.
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DHS strongly disagreed with the report’s findings and generally disagreed with or stated it was
already in compliance with the report’ s recommendations

Audit Follow-up

DHS agreed only to recoup from the Aladdin Hotel overpayments for unsupported client-
lodging days and to conduct unannounced periodic site inspections and interviews with clients
and staff. In its response, DHS reported that it is in the process of recouping $6,803 from the
Aladdin Hotel. DHS also reported that for cluster site apartment program providers, it conducts
bi-annual reviews composed of: programmatic evaluations, physical inspections of a sample of
units, corrective action plans, and follow-up re-inspection. Additionally, all cluster site
apartment units are inspected quarterly.

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES

Audit Report on the Contract of Basic Housing, Inc., with the Department of Homeless
Servicesto Provide Shelter and Support Services

Audit # ME09-088A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7968

Issued: July 17, 2009

Monetary Effect: Actual Savings. $51,856
Potential Savings: $411,865

I ntroduction

The audit determined whether Basic Housing, Inc. (Basic Housing) complied with the key
financial and programmatic provisions of its contract with the Department of Homeless
Services (DHS) to provide services to clients. DHS is responsible for providing emergency
shelter and socia services to homeless families and individuals in New York City. DHS
provides services through 11 City-run and 205 privately-run shelters, consisting of 49 adult and
167 family facilities.

DHS refers clients to shelters such as Basic Housing, a non-profit organization that runs
shelters for homeless families in Manhattan, the Bronx, and Brooklyn (Basic Housing is an
affiliate of Basics, Inc.). In 2004, Basic Housing entered into a four-year, 11-month contract
with DHS to provide 143 families with transitiona housing and social services, such as
arranging for childcare services, assistance in the search for permanent housing and
employment, and health screening. On January 1, 2007, the contract was amended to provide
only social services to an additional 178 families located in the Bronx and Manhattan,
increasing the total contract amount to $26,410,637. The funding alocation of the contract is
33 percent Federal, 28 percent State, and 39 percent City. DHS paid Basic Housing $7,224,802
in Fiscal Year 2008, as recorded in the City’s Financial Management System.
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Results

Basic Housing did not adequately comply with certain administrative and financial provisions
of its contract with DHS to provide services to the homeless. The audit found significant
noncompliance issues with Basic Housing concerning the funds it received from DHS, such as
noncompliance with documentation requirements, insufficient evidence that al funds received
were used appropriately, and inadequate accounting practices. As a result, $1.19 million (31
percent) of the $3.86 million the audit reviewed represents overpayments and unsupported
costs that should be recouped. The City would be entitled to 39 percent of the recoupment, or
$463,721. The audit also identified an additional $78,752 in unallocated costs for which a
portion should be recouped. In addition, there were questionable transfers of almost $1.3
million from Basic Housing to Basics, Inc., that DHS should reconcile or, if unreconcilable,
recover. Furthermore, Basic Housing did not consistently provide required socia services to
clients. Consequently, some clients were compromised in their efforts to obtain permanent
housing and become self-sufficient.

However, Basic Housing has established an accounting system to record its transactions and a
client-tracking system to track client services. Basic Housing has aso developed a
comprehensive set of procedures for providing socia services, which enables it to help families
obtain permanent housing.

To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that Basic Housing:
e Obtain and maintain the required documentation as per the contract.

e Reexamineits Fiscal Year 2008 close-out request and identify and remove any expenses
not related to the contract in order to accurately report all expenses incurred under the
contract. Ensure that future close-out requests include only those expenses incurred in
relation to the service of the contract.

e Ensure that clients files contain documentation and evidence of the provision of al
required assistance to clients to address their needs.

The audit also recommended, among other things, that DHS:

e Conduct a periodic examination of Basic Housing books and accounting records to
ensure that all funds are used exclusively for Basic Housing's contract operations and
ensure that Basic Housing develops appropriate cost-allocation plans relative to its
affiliate and to other vendors or programs served by Basic Housing.

e Recover the $1.19 million in overpayments and unsupported costs and the appropriate
portion of the $78,752 in unallocated costs.

e Require Basic Housing to provide a corrective action plan to correct the problems noted
in this audit.

In their responses, DHS officials agreed or partially agreed with 10 of the 12 recommendations
addressed to them and disagreed with the remaining two recommendations, and Basic Housing
officials agreed or partially agreed with nine of the 11 recommendations addressed to them and
disagreed with the remaining two recommendations.
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Audit Follow-up

DHS reported that six recommendations have been or are in the process of being implemented
and that four recommendations have been partially implemented. DHS recouped a total of
$132,963. Of this amount, $51,856 was allocated to the City. However, DHS did not address
13 recommendations.

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES

Audit Report on Department of Homeless Services Controls over the Determination of
Eligibility of Temporary Housing Benefits for Homeless Families

Audit# MG09-058A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7987
Issued: October 15, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

The audit determined whether the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) maintains adequate
controls over the determination of eligibility for temporary housing benefits for homeless
families.

DHS, in partnership with public and private agencies, is tasked to provide temporary and
emergency shelter for homeless families and single adults in New York City. In addition, DHS
provides job training, substance abuse and mental health services, as well as housing search
support. The services are designed to help homeless families gain self-sufficiency and make
the transition from temporary to permanent housing. DHS manages 11 City-run and 205
privately-run shelter facilities consisting of 49 single adult facilities and 167 family facilities.

In an effort to address and resolve the problem of family homel essness without the intervention
of the courts, the New York City Family Homelessness Special Master Panel (the Panel) was
created by a New Y ork State Supreme Court Order in January 2003 and was active until April
2005. DHS adopted various recommendations made by the Panel regarding a variety of aspects
of the family shelter system, including the creation of a central family intake center called the
Prevention Assistance and Temporary Housing Office (PATH), which provides assistance to
families seeking emergency housing. PATH operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week.

Results

DHS must improve its controls over the eligibility determination process with respect to
ensuring that its investigative guidelines have been followed when families are found to be
ineligible for shelter. Also, DHS is not accurately reporting the reasons that some families are
determined to be ineligible for benefits.

DHS has established a number of guidelines to govern the overal process of determining
eigibility for temporary housing benefits for homeless families. However, in instances in
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which families are determined to be ineligible for temporary housing, DHS has not
implemented sufficient controls to ensure that its investigative guidelines for determining
eligibility are followed by its staff in a consistent manner. For 32 sampled cases in which
families filed more than one application (encompassing 138 applications), DHS staff did not
consistently adhere to its procedures when processing the applications and determining
eligibility for seven (22 percent) of the cases. As a result, families were delayed or denied
assistance for which they may have been eligible.

The audit did find that PATH staff responsible for the eligibility verification process generally
followed DHS guidelines for meeting with applicants in an initial screening, scheduling
eligibility assessment conferences within the required time frame after the filing of the
application, and referring applicants who claimed to be victims of domestic abuse to No
Violence Again (NOVA). However, these positive aspects are mitigated by the weaknesses in
the eligibility determination process cited above.

Based on the evidence maintained in the case files sampled, neither the auditors nor DHS could
ascertain whether there were sufficient efforts to investigate applicants situations before
making determinations of eligibility. The absence of controls to ensure that guidelines are
consistently followed increases the risk of incorrectly denying temporary housing benefits.

The audit makes four recommendations. DHS should:

e Improve its oversight of the eligibility determination process and ensure that the Team
Leaders and quality review staff diligently review the case files and assess eligibility in
accordance with the guidelines.

e Modify its guidelines to reflect further action that investigators are required to take
when one of the multiple prior residences cannot be verified so as not to delay the
eligibility process.

e Ensure that training, both initial and ongoing, is adequate so that employees are
thoroughly familiar with and adhere to al DHS policies and procedures when
processing applications and determining eligibility.

e Ensure that it reviews the reasons for determining ineligibility and accurately reports
detailed reasons families are found not eligible for services.

DHS officials did not directly address the four audit recommendations, however, they
acknowledge the validity of two of our recommendations pertaining to training and the
assessment of eligibility in accordance with the guidelines. DHS aso stated, “however, in
accordance with State regulations and as a result of the settlement of the McCain litigation,
DHS is no longer required to—and does not—give presumptive validity to primary tenants
statements about whether or not their housing is available to the applicant.”

Audit Follow-up

DHS reported that because it disagreed with the findings and recommendations in the audit,
and is not going to implement the recommendations, it did not provide a status update.
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NEW YORK CITY HOUSING AUTHORITY

Follow-up Audit Report on User Access Controls of the New York City Housing Authority’s
Tenant Selection System and Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan System

Audit # FS10-056F

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8013
Issued: May 19, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This follow-up audit determined whether the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA)
implemented the six recommendations made in the previous audit entitled Audit Report on
User Access Controls of the New York City Housing Authority’s Tenant Selection System and
Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan System, (7A04-138) issued June 30, 2006.

NYCHA is the largest public housing authority in the United States. NYCHA'’s goal is to
provide decent and affordable housing in a safe and secure living environment to low- and
moderate-income residents throughout the five boroughs. NYCHA’s Conventional Public
Housing Program serves approximately 403,581 authorized residents in 178,554 apartments in
336 public housing developments throughout the City.

To be considered for an apartment in a public housing development, an applicant must
complete and submit an application. NY CHA screens the application, assigns a priority code,
and enters the applicant’s information on its preliminary waiting list—the Housing Authority
Tenant Selection (HATS) system. An applicant’s movement through the application and
selection process is tracked by the HATS system. When an applicant is “certified” as eligible
for NYCHA housing, this data is manually entered in the Tenant Selection and Assignment
Plan (TSAP) system. When an apartment in a development becomes available, TSAP
automatically selects the next applicant on that development’s waiting list based on the
applicant’s priority rating, application certification date, and apartment-size needs. The
fieldwork for this follow-up audit was conducted from September 9, 2009, through February
24, 2010.

Results

This follow-up audit disclosed that of the six recommendations made in the previous audit,
NY CHA has implemented three, partially implemented one, and has not implemented two. The
HATS and TSAP systems are still not integrated. In addition, the outcome of three matching
tests performed on HATS and TSAP data revealed some improvement. However, the two
systems still contained different data. Audit tests found: 23 active applicants who appeared on
TSAP s waiting list, although there was no record that those applicants were first processed in
HATS; 95 uncertified applicants with “active” status in TSAP, indicating that those applicants
were on a rental waiting list; and 2,177 instances in which applicants listed as certified in
HATS should have appeared in the TSAP database but did not.

The audit made two recommendations that NY CHA should:

e Ensure that the new system is up and running no later than the fourth quarter of 2010 to
allow information from HATS to be sent to TSAP in a timely manner, to allow for

56 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/audit/audits_2010/05-19-10_FS10-056F.shtm�

Housing Authority, New York City

system reconciliation, and to create audit logs that identify the user ID of the person
making changes to the system.

e Review and correct the items for both systems mentioned in this report to ensure that
the information in HATS and TSAP are consistent.

In their response, NY CHA officias generally agreed with the audit recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

NY CHA reported that the new NYCHA Improving Customer Experience (NICE) system is
scheduled to be implemented during the first quarter of 2011. NYCHA aso reported that the
discrepancies between HATS and TSAP mentioned in the audit report have been corrected.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Follow-up Audit Report on the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program of the Department
of Housing Preservation and Devel opment

Audit #FS09-105F

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7974
Issued: July 30, 3009

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Housing Preservation and Development
(HPD) implemented the five recommendations made in a previous audit entitled Audit Report
on the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program of the Department of Housing Preservation
and Development, (FN04-060A) issued October 17, 2005.

HPD is the largest municipal developer of affordable housing in the nation. It protects the
existing housing stock and expands housing options for New Y orkers as it strives to improve
the availability, affordability, and quality of housing in New Y ork City. Section 8 isafederaly
funded housing subsidy program that offers low-income families the opportunity to lease safe,
decent, and affordable privately-owned rental housing that they otherwise could not afford by
providing additional, supplemental funds. HPD applies for and provides Section 8 funds to
eligible families in accordance with federal rules and regulations and currently administers
vouchers for approximately 26,000 households. The scope of the audit covered the period
October 10, 2008, to February 28, 2009.

Results

This follow-up audit disclosed that of the five recommendations made in the previous audit,
HPD has implemented two and partially implemented three. Of the sample 25 files reviewed,
12 files lacked 16 required documents (HPD subsequently submitted eight documents for eight
files). A review of HPD's Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) Register Payment History
Reports determined that payments were being made to four cases of the 25 files reviewed that
lacked proper documentation, which indicated a lack of interna controls. The previous audit
estimated that $5,525,493 was questionable due to a lack of required documentation. For
comparative purposes, the follow-up audit estimated that some $3.9 million paid to landlords
could be in question due to lack of proper documentation. In addition, HPD was able to
recoup only $1,122 of thetotal $11,141 in incorrect HAP payments found previously.

The audit made two recommendations that HPD should:

e Ensure that all necessary documents are included in the files, specifically those related
to HAP contracts and that it adheres to all applicable HUD and HPD regulations and
guidelines.

e Determine whether the four files for which payments were made despite the lack of
proper documentation are eligible for Section 8 subsidies, and if necessary, begin
recoupment procedures.

In their response, HPD officials generally agreed with the audit recommendations.
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Audit Follow-up

HPD reported that both recommendations have been implemented.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Audit Report on the Department of Housing Preservation and Development Cornerstone
Program

Audit # MEQ9-077A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7975
Issued: August 5, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

The audit determined whether the Department of Housing Preservation and Development
(HPD) ensured that the goals of the Cornerstone Program were met. HPD’s mission is to
improve the availability, affordability, and quality of housing in New York City. To fulfill this
mission, HPD uses a variety of preservation, development, and enforcement strategies and
works with private, public, and community partners to strengthen neighborhoods and to enable
more New Y orkers to become homeowners or renters of well-maintained, affordable housing.
In 2000, HPD established the Cornerstone Program, a multi-family, new construction initiative,
designed to expand private housing and create affordable rental and homeownership units. As
of March 2009, a total of 51 sites (encompassing 4,536 units) had been approved for the
Cornerstone Program; construction had been completed at 20 (39%) of the 51 sites. The 20
sites had 2,191 units.

Results

Although the audit determined that HPD generally ensured that the primary goals of the
Cornerstone Program were met, there were a number of deficiencies in its implementation of
the program.  Through the Cornerstone Program, HPD expanded private residential
development by making City-owned land available for private developers to create rental and
homeownership opportunities. HPD also expanded affordable housing by requiring that
developers sdll or rent some units at less than market rate to lower- and middle-income
applicants. Through the first three Cornerstone RFPs as of March 2009, 22 percent of the
2,191 completed units were designated for low-income families and another 78 percent were
designated for households earning at least 115 percent of area median income, with
approximately one-third of the completed units sold or rented at market rate.

However, HPD did not maintain accurate information on the number of developments
participating in the Cornerstone Program or any information on the number of affordable units
being developed as a result of the first three Cornerstone requests for proposal (RFP). As a
result, HPD was unable to adequately track its progress in meeting the program’s primary
goals. In addition, HPD did not maintain adequate evidence of its detailed evauations of
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developer responses to the fourth Cornerstone RFP. The audit was, therefore, unable to
ascertain whether the proposals upon which HPD based its decisions to award devel opment
opportunities were fairly evaluated in a transparent and consistent manner. Furthermore, the
housing lottery process, which HPD uses to select applicants for interviews for available
Cornerstone Program units, has control weaknesses that increase the potential for some
applicants to receive preferential treatment. Finaly, HPD did not adequately ensure that
tenants or homeowners were qualified for the affordable units.

To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that HPD:
e Ensurethat it accurately tracks its Cornerstone Program devel opments.

e Ensurethat all relevant documentation for the RFP process is maintained, including the
scores given by individual reviewers and the scores given by the panel of reviewersin
each category.

e Allow applications for the housing lottery to be filed online or by phone as well as by
mail.

e Assume the responsibility for the selection of applicants for the affordable units by
developing a new set of procedures for listing and randomly selecting applicants, and
incorporating appropriate segregation of duties and supervisory oversight into this
process.

e Require that developers provide copies of applicants employment-income
documentation along with evidence that they validated this documentation.

e Include, in future agreements with developers, income limits for subsequent owners or
renters of affordable units and ensure that these limits are enforced.

In its response, HPD agreed or partialy agreed with six of the audit’s recommendations and
stated that it would consider the remaining two.

Audit Follow-up

HPD reported that seven recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process
of being implemented. HPD stated that it is currently studying the feasibility of allowing
applications to be filed online. HPD did not implement the remaining recommendation;
however, HPD is currently researching technology options for random electronic selection of
lottery list orders.
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HUMAN RESOURCESADMINISTRATION

Follow-up Audit Report on the Development and Implementation of the Paperless Office
System by the Human Resources Administration

Audit #FS10-057F

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8010
Issued: April 21, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

The objective of this follow-up audit was to determine whether HRA implemented nine
recommendations contained in a previous audit, Audit Report on the Development and
Implementation of the Paperless Office System by the Human Resources Administration,
(7A04-099) issued May 2, 2005.

HRA’s mission is to enhance the quality of life for al City residents by providing temporary
assistance to eligible individuals and families to help them lead independent and productive
lives. HRA accomplishes its mission through the administration of a wide range of social
welfare benefits and services, including public assistance, Medicaid, food stamps, and job
training centers. In 1993, HRA reviewed its benefit application process and found it labor-
intensive, inefficient, and error-prone. To address these problems and to prepare for an
anticipated increase in service demand, HRA decided to develop the Paperless Office System
(POS).

POS was intended to serve as a single data entry point for severa HRA programs and to
automate the process of determining and re-certifying public assistance eligibility. Automation
was to be accomplished by integrating direct data entry and image processing, workflow
management, decision-support software, and communications links to the New York State
Welfare Management System and other databases. Specific POS objectives were to
electronically verify applicant digibility data; significantly reduce the number of fraudulent
claims and fair hearing losses; improve digibility worker productivity and client service; and
promote accountability and responsive case management. Fieldwork for this audit was
performed from October 2009 to January 2010.

Results

The current follow-up audit disclosed that of the nine recommendations made in the previous
audit, HRA implemented six recommendations, partialy implemented one, and did not
implement one. Auditors found one recommendation to be no longer applicable. HRA has
implemented changes in the following areas: POS is currently linked to severa of its own
agency systems, the State systems, and other City agency systems; HRA incorporated a
tracking system to monitor POS enhancement phases, which includes the testing phase; and
HRA has complied with the City’s procurement rules. In addition, based on the POS user
survey, users are generally satisfied with the system. HRA has an adequate disaster recovery
plan that includes POS and a written policy and procedure for POS. HRA has developed
policies and procedures to ensure that user accounts are adequately controlled; however, some
POS users are listed as inactive employees. Also, HRA did not engage an independent quality-
assurance consultant for system development. Finally, the recommendation regarding inclusion
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of complete POS datain the MMR is no longer applicable since the MMR format has changed
significantly since 2005.

To address the outstanding issues from the previous audit that still exist, audit recommends that
HRA officials:

e Employ an independent quality-assurance consultant in future systems developments to
oversee and monitor HRA’ s entire systems devel opment process from its inception.

e Periodically review the status of inactive user accounts and terminate access where
appropriate.
HRA officials agreed with the recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

HRA reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing both audit
recommendations.
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INDEPENDENT BUDGET OFFICE

Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the New York City Independent
Budget Office

Audit # FP09-135A

Comptroller’ s Audit Library #7993
Issued: December 11, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the New York City Independent Budget Office (IBO) is
complying with certain purchasing procedures as set forth in the New Y ork City Comptroller’s
Internal Control and Accountability Directives (Comptroller’s Directives) #1, #3, #6, #11 and
#24; applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; and the Department of Investigation’s
(DQI) Standards for Inventory Control and Management.

IBO serves as a publicly funded agency responsible for enhancing official and public
understanding of the New York City budget. The IBO’s principa responsibilities include
providing nonpartisan budgetary, economic, and policy analysis for elected officials and the
residents of the City. The IBO publishes reports and responds to requests for information and
analysisrelated to the City budget.

During Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit, Other Than Persona Service (OTPS)
expenditures for the New Y ork City Independent Budget Office amounted to $474,539.

Results

The audit disclosed that the IBO generally adhered to Comptroller’s Directives #6, #11, and
#24, applicable Procurement Policy Board rules;, and the Department of Investigation's
Standards for Inventory Control and Management. However, there were minor instances in
which the IBO did not comply with certain purchasing procedures. The IBO:

e Did not maintain 14 original invoices totaling $1,603.

e Lacked segregation of duties over the imprest fund.

e Incorrectly charged the imprest fund for two staff meetings held outside the office.

e Included imprest fund checks outstanding more than 90 days in the checkbook balance.

e Improperly processed a miscellaneous voucher for the purchase of postage totaling
$5,000.

The audit made five recommendations to the IBO to address these issues. The IBO should
ensure:

e All reimbursement request forms include original receipts and supporting
documentation.

e Individuals authorizing the purchase should not sign the checks. The employee
requesting reimbursement should not sign as the pre-audit examiner. The custodian of
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the imprest fund account should not be assigned any other duties related to the imprest
fund.

e Meadls outside the office for City employees are not paid for with City funds under any
circumstances.

e Checks outstanding more than 90 days are recredited to the checkbook balance to
comply with Directive #3 requirements.

e Miscellaneous vouchers are used when appropriate.
IBO officials agreed with the five recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

The IBO reported that al of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
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DEPARTMENT OF INVESTIGATION

Audit Report on the Controls over Personnel, Payroll, and Timekeeping Practices at the
Department of Investigation

Audit # MH09-092A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7998
Issued: December 30, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Investigation (DOI) has adequate controls
over its personnel, payroll, and timekeeping practices and whether its controls are in
accordance with applicable City rules, Comptroller’s Directives, and its own forma
procedures.

DOl acts as an independent and nonpartisan watchdog for New York City (City) government,
City-funded programs, and City contracts with private or community organizations. The major
functions of DOI include investigating and referring for prosecution cases of fraud and
unethical conduct by City employees, contractors who do business with the City, and others
who receive City money either directly or indirectly.

Candidates seeking employment at DOl must fill out various documents, such as a
Comprehensive Personnel Document and a Background Investigation Questionnaire, which are
necessary for DOI to review each candidate’s credentials and to conduct an extensive
background review. All employees of DOI are responsible for completing weekly time sheets
that are reviewed by their supervisors. DOI’s timekeepers are then responsible for reviewing
the time sheets for accuracy and for recording use of leave, accrual and use of compensatory
time (comp time), and accrual of paid overtime. A total of 304 employees worked for DOI at
some time from July 2007 through October 24, 2008. In addition, some City agencies
provided DOI atotal of 89 of their own employees to help DOI with its investigations. DOI’s
personal service expenditures totaled $17.4 million for Fiscal Year 2008. The audit scope
was July 2007 through May 2009.

Results

DOI's controls over its personnel, payroll, and timekeeping practices were generally in
accordance with applicable City rules, Comptroller’s Directives, and its own formal
procedures. Nevertheless, this audit identified certain minor areas where improvement is
warranted.

The audit found that employees who were required to be City residents all lived within the five
boroughs, that employees were paid within the salary ranges of their associated titles set by the
Department of Citywide Administrative Services (DCAYS), that salary increases were authorized
and adequately justified, that proposed lump sum payments made to employees who separated
from DOI were approved by the Comptroller’ s Office prior to issuing the actua payments, and
that managerial employees did not accrue comp time to which they were not entitled.

The following are some of the areas identified where DOI could improve its controls:
maintenance of personnel documents, security of timekeeping files, segregation of duties
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between the payroll and timekeeping functions, and monitoring of annual leave and comp time
balances and paid overtime.

The audit made nine recommendations, including that DOI:

Strengthens the controls over its record-keeping practices. All records pertaining to the
personnel and timekeeping processes should be securely maintained in an organized
manner.

Continues its communication with DCAS to ensure adherence to the title specifications set
by DCAS for al employees appointed to positions in competitive and non-competitive
classtitles. If DOI believes that any DCAS specifications need to be modified, it should
file an appedl.

Ensures that approved waivers are granted for any employees whose annual leave balance
exceeds the maximum limit and for any employees in competitive and non-competitive
class titles whose non-Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) comp time has not been used
within 120 days of its being earned. Any excess annual leave or non-FLSA comp time
balances for which approved waivers are not obtained should be converted to sick leave in
accordance with City regulations.

Ensures that its Employee Manual is updated to include regulations for both managerial
and non-managerial employees, including but not limited to, DCAS's “Leave
Regulations for Management Employees,” “Leave Regulations for Employees who are
Under the Career and Salary Plan,” and “Regulations Governing Compensatory Time
Off, Compensation for Overtime, and Meal Allowances for City Employees.”

In their response, DOI officials generally agreed with all of the audit’ s nine recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

DOl reported that all of the audit’ s recommendations have been implemented.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE (NOW UNDER ADMINISTRATION FOR
CHILDREN’'S SERVICEYS)

Audit Report on the Oversight of the St. John’s Group Home Contract by the Department of
Juvenile Justice

Audit # MD10-062A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #8022
I ssued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the St. John’s Group Home (St. John's) operated in accordance
with the key terms of its contract with the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) and whether
DJJ adequately monitored the contract.

DJJ is responsible for providing detention facilities for juveniles whose cases are pending
adjudication or who are awaiting post-adjudication transfer to state facilities. DJJ oversees a
network of secure and non-secure detention group homes in Queens, Manhattan, Brooklyn, and
the Bronx that admit nearly 5,000 juveniles each year. In 1986, DJJ entered into a contract
with St. John’s for the purchase of non-secure detention group care for juveniles. The term of
the most recent contract between DJJ and St. John’s was May 1, 2008, through April 30, 2011.
Programs include services such as case management, education, health, dental, and mental
health; and activities, such as field trips, museum visits, sports, and recreation. The audit scope
was Fiscal Year 2009.

In January 2010, the Mayor announced that DJJ will be merged into the Administration for
Children’s Services (ACS) as anew division called the Division of Y outh and Family Justice.

Results

The audit found limited evidence to demonstrate that St. John’ s operated in accordance with the
key terms of its contract with DJJ. For the 12 performance standards in effect, there was
evidence that St. John’s met only four of them. A major contributing cause was inadequate
monitoring of these standards on the part of DJJ; although DJJ did perform some monitoring of
the contract’s other areas, it could provide evidence of monitoring St. John's compliance for
only 6 of the 12 standards.

Regarding other key contract terms, St. John’s conducted the required background checks and
sent inquiries to the Statewide Central Register of Child Abuse and Maltreatment for all
employees sampled and monitored the driving records of the employees. A review of the case
management files for the sampled youths indicated that they received medical assessments and
educational services. However, there was no evidence that St. John's provided case
management services to all the youths in the sample, and its facility and visitor logbooks were
not maintained in accordance with the contract requirements. The audit also found that DJJ did
not prepare discharge plans for all youths in the sample, did not ensure that annual external
audits of St. John’s were completed in a timely fashion, and lacked evidence of corrective
action plans.

To address these issues, the audit made 14 recommendations, including that DJJ should:
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Ensure that St. John’'s is aware of the performance standards to which it is being held,
complies with the performance standards, and maintains evidence of its compliance.

Ensure that St. John’s provides the required case management services to all youths and
maintains evidence of the services, such as progress notes, in the case management
files.

Instruct St. John’s employees on the correct procedures for filling out the logbooks.

Ensure that it establishes mechanisms and uses them to monitor al performance
standards to determine St. John’s compliance with the contract.

Ensure that discharge plans or reentry plans are prepared for al youths to identify their
needs and to use for follow-up after discharge.

Ensure the timely completion of annual external audits of the St. John’ s facility.

Ensure that St. John’'s prepares and submits corrective action plans for al conditions
requiring attention that are found during site visits.

DJJ and ACS officials generally agreed with the audit’ s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

ACS reported that DJJ has either implemented, is in the process of implementing, or plans to
implement all of the audit’s recommendations. ACS stated that St. John’s new contract will be
updated after the current contract expiresin April 2011.
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LANDMARKSPRESERVATION COMMISSION

Audit Report on the Internal Controls of the Landmarks Preservation Commission Over
Permits

Audit # MG10-073A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #8015
Issued: June 17, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) had adequate
controls over its permit issuance process.

LPC is responsible for safeguarding the City’s historic, aesthetic, and cultura heritage;
improving property values in historic districts, and promoting the use of landmarks for the
education, pleasure and welfare of the public. By law, the agency must review any proposals
for aterations to landmark buildings and determine whether they have any effect on the
significant features of a building or a historic district. Before performing work on landmark
properties, building owners or tenants must apply for a permit from LPC. All LPC permits fees
are calculated and collected by the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB). During
Fiscal Year 2009, DOB reported collecting 3,435 permit fees, totaling $1.4 million, on behalf
of LPC.

Results

The audit found that LPC has inadequate controls for its permit issuance: it lacks written
documentation of supervisory reviews, lacks adequate controls over its perforation machines
(which are used to authenticate approved permits and documents with LPC’s official imprint),
and lacks secure storage for LPC files. Although the audit found no instances in which
unauthorized permits were issued, LPC’s poor controls create an environment that could allow
the issuance of unauthorized permits without detection. In addition, LPC did not track or
reconcile LPC permit fees collected by the Department of Buildings with LPC permits issued.
Finally, the audit found that LPC’s computer permit database was not secure.

To address these issues, the audit makes eight recommendations, including that L PC should:

e Ensure that supervisory reviews are documented in writing (initialed and dated) at key
steps throughout the permit process.

e Redtrict access to its perforation machinesto protect its official LPC imprint.

e Reconcile DOB Revenue Reports with permits LPC has issued and promptly report
discrepancies to DOB for follow-up.

e Deactivate inactive user accounts on PATS.
e Periodically review activity on the computer system to detect unauthorized uses.

LPC officials generaly agreed with five recommendations, did not address one
recommendation, disagreed with one recommendation, and deemed the remaining
recommendation no longer applicable.

69 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/audit/audits_2010/06-17-10_MG10-073A.shtm�

Landmark Preservation Commission

Audit Follow-up

LPC reported that six recommendations have been implemented or are in the process of being
implemented, one recommendation was not implemented, and the remaining recommendation
is no longer applicable. LPC stated that it is in the process of implementing PILLAR — a

database integration and mapping project that it will be able to use to run reports to reconcile
the permit fees collected at DOB.
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Follow-up Audit Report on the Licensing and Oversight of the Carriage-Horse Industry by the
Departments of Health and Mental Hygiene and Consumer Affairs

Audit #FS09-124F

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7981
Issued: September 21, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This follow-up determined whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH)
and the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) have implemented the 11 recommendations
contained in the previous audit, Audit Report on the Licensing and Oversight of the Carriage-
Horse Industry by the Departments of Health and Mental Hygiene and Consumer Affairs,
(MHQ7-092A) issued June 27, 2000.

DOHMH and DCA are the key agencies responsible for overseeing and licensing the horses,
carriage horse drivers, carriages, and stables. During Fiscal Year 2008, there were
approximately 203 licensed horses, 283 licensed drivers, and 68 licensed carriages that
provided horse-drawn carriage rides to the public. The horses are monitored by the office of
Veterinary Public Health Services (VPHS) at DOHMH. Drivers who operate horse-drawn
carriages are licensed by DCA.

The previous audit determined that in general, DOHMH and DCA had adequate controls over
the licensing and oversight of carriage horses, drivers, carriages, and stables, and complied with
applicable rules and regulations of the City of New York concerning the carriage horses,
drivers, owners, and stables. The scope of the audit covered the period January 1, 2007, to June
3, 2009.

Results

This follow-up audit disclosed that of the 11 recommendations made in the previous audit,
DOHMH and DCA have implemented 7 recommendations. One recommendation was partially
implemented, two recommendations were not implemented, and one recommendation was not
applicable. Our review of DOHMH policies verified that they established the Advisory Board,
as required in the Administrative Code. DOHMH stated that it has received the
recommendations submitted by the Advisory Board and is currently reviewing them. However,
to date, none of the recommendations have been implemented. DOHMH has established
procedures for conducting field and stable inspections. DOHMH has also updated its horse
licensing and Certificate of Health forms to reflect issues noted in the previous audit. Auditors
observations verified that the stables and horses appeared to be adequately maintained. In
addition, DCA inspection cards were found for all drivers observed in the field. The audit noted
several new issues not cited in the previous audit: unlicensed horses may be working after
licenses have expired and DOHMH inspectors do not use a detailed stable inspection form
(VPHS 100) to record stable inspections. DCA continues to be noncompliant with the
Administrative Code and the Rules of the City of New York that require they conduct carriage
inspections at least once every four months.

The audit made six recommendations, including that:

71 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



http://www.comptroller.nyc.gov/bureaus/audit/09-21-09_FS09-124F.shtm�

Multi-Agency

e DOHMH should implement the recommendations made by the Advisory Board.

e DCA and DOHMH officias should comply with the Administrative Code and ensure
that all working horses are healthy and currently licensed.

e DOHMH require inspectors to use form VPHS 100 when inspecting horse stables.

e DOHMH require inspectors to examine horses against a current license inventory to
ensure that inspections properly monitor the conditions of all working horses. The
inventory list should be periodically provided to outside organizations, such as the
ASPCA, that assist in the oversight of the carriage-horse industry.

In their response, DCA officials disagreed with one of the two recommendations addressed to
them. DOHMH officials agreed with two recommendations and disagreed with three
recommendations addressed to them.

Audit Follow-up

DCA reported that it will continue to ensure that carriage inspections are conducted as required.
However, DCA also stated that it will continue to issue horse licenses after receiving proper
authorization from DOHMH.

DOHMH reported that four recommendations have been implemented and the remaining
recommendation was not addressed.

MULTI-AGENCY

A Compilation of System Development Audits and an Assessment of Citywide Systems-
Development Strategy

Report #FS10-136S

Comptroller’s Audit Library #3012
Issued: May 13, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

Given the amount of taxpayer money spent on computer systems, the Comptroller’s Office has
dedicated a portion of the resources of the Audit Bureaus to conduct audits of computer
system-devel opment projects implemented by City agencies.

Audits conducted by the information technology (I1T) division during the period of fiscal years
2005 through 2009, have documented instances of mismanagement of system-development
projects. These instances of mismanagement have included: excessive cost overruns; missed
deadlines; systems not developed as planned; and systems that ssmply did not meet agency
needs and were abandoned.
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Results

For this compilation report, we revisited the lessons learned from these audit reports when
viewed in total. The report focused on the system development process and the costs
associated with these projects. Based on are-evaluation, this report concludes that up to $190.7
million of the $299.6 million IT system-development projects examined may have been poorly
spent, specifically: up to $125.3 million on cost overruns; $50 million on a system that did not
meet its initial business and system requirements; and, up to $15.4 million on systems that due
to issues of functionality are at risk of not accomplishing the intended tasks. In general, based
on the results of audits of IT system development projects, the report determined that the City
has not created a successful unified City-wide strategy for developing IT systems. As a
consequence, the resources invested in these projects are at risk.

However, the report did conclude that there appears to be an improvement in the process of
developing IT system projects. Earlier audit reports identified cost overruns or funds wasted,
as well as reservations regarding whether the systems met their original business and systems
requirements and overal goals. More recent audit reports disclosed systems that are
operational, although they identified instances of deficiencies or incomplete deliverables from
which it may be concluded that some portion of the associated investment in the system may be
at risk.

To address these issues, the report makes seven recommendations for improvement:

e Management must be realistic about the results they want from the new system and
when the system will be fully operational. The use of performance indicators can help
identify potential problems early in the devel opment.

e Requirement planning should include al users that are able to specify the requirements
precisely as to what the finished system should include in order for it to be well-
designed and effective. These users should be involved in planned tests, adequately
trained as testers, and they must be allowed sufficient time to achieve the testing
objectives.

e Project time frames should be short, which means that large system development
projects should be split into separate modul es.

e The consistent use of the System Development Life Cycle as defined by Department of
Information Technology and Telecommunications' (DolTT) Project Management
Office by all City Agencies.

e An independent Quality Assurance (QA) consultant must be employed at the outset of
project development with specific instructions to objectively evaluate the progress of
the development and evaluate the performance of the vendor as defined in VENDEX
(Vendor Information Exchange System) to augment the evaluation performed by the
specific City Agency.

e An Oversight Committee composed of City representatives with technical expertise
should be established to review all project plansto see if they are redlistic. Participants
of the Oversight Committee should be encouraged to challenge the development team
as to the viability of the timely completion of the project. Also, this Committee should
be empowered to monitor the progress of each technology project undertaken

73 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu




Multi-Agency

throughout the City with a specific ‘go or no go’ process. This would thereby help to
close the void that currently exists in the development of system projects.

e A team consisting of agency management, an independent oversight committee, and the
QA consultant should evaluate the impact that requested changes (either legal or user-
specified) will have on system requirements cost, and it should consider the magnitude
of project risks caused by these changes.

Report Follow-up

Not Applicable

MULTI-AGENCY

Audit Report on the Provision of Vision Screening Services to Elementary School Students in
New Y ork City Charter Schools

Audit #ME10-077A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8024
I ssued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) adequately monitored the
provision of vision screening services to chartered elementary school students and whether the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) effectively provided vision screening
services to kindergarten and first grade students in the charter schools.

DOE provides primary and secondary education to more than one million pre-kindergarten to
grade 12 students in over 1,500 schools. In 1998, the New York State Charter Schools Act
allowed the creation of independent public schools that operate based on the terms of five-year
performance contracts, or “charters” The Chancellor, through DOE’s Office of Charter
Schools, is one of the entities or authorizers empowered to award charters in New York City.
During school year 2008-2009, there were 78 charter schools in the City serving over 23,000
elementary, middle, and high school students. Fifty-eight of the 78 charter schools started at
the elementary grade level.

Charter schools must ensure that their students receive required health assessments and
immunizations, that health records are properly maintained, and that nursing or comparable
health services are provided to students. The State Education Law requires all schools in the
State to provide vision screening services to al new entrants within six months of admission to
the school. DOE works with DOHMH to provide vision screening services. Health servicesin
the schools are provided through the Office of School Health (OSH), a joint program of DOE
and DOHMH, whose mission is to provide health care and preventative services to City
schoolchildren.
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Results

The audit concluded that DOE did not adequately oversee the provision of vision screening
services to chartered elementary school students in the City to ensure that they were conducted
in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. DOE initially argued that the charter
schools did not need to provide vision screening services to its students and therefore DOE did
not need to oversee the schools' practices in this regard. However, State law clearly requires
al schools to provide vision screening services to al new entrants within six months of
admission to the school. Despite DOE’s lack of oversight, the audit found that the sampled
charter schools ensured that 92 percent of the new entrants at the second grade or higher
received vision screenings.

The audit also concluded that DOHMH appears to be consistently providing vision screening
services to kindergarten and first grade students in the chartered elementary schools.
However, there is a need for improvement in DOHMH' s follow-up contacts with the parents of
students who failed their vision screening examinations. Although follow-up contacts were
made for sampled students who had the most serious eye conditions, little follow-up was done
for those sampled students who failed their vision screenings but had |ess serious eye problems.

On a related matter, the audit also found that since charter schools are not obligated to follow
the Chancellor’s Regulations, students attending charter schools are not required to receive the
same level of vision screening services as those attending public schools.

The audit recommended, among other things, that DOE:

e Ensure that DOE-authorized charter schools provide the required vision screening
examinations to all new entrants within six months of admission. This should include
new entrants who transfer into charter schools from regular City public schools but for
whom there is no record of them having received vision screening services.

e Consider requiring that the charter schools authorized by DOE or using DOE facilities
follow the Chancellor’ s Regulations with regard to vision screening.

The audit recommended, among other things, that DOHMH:

e Directly or through the charter schools follow up with all parents who do not respond to
notices indicating that their children failed their vision screening examinations.

In their responses, DOE officials agreed to implement two of the three recommendations
addressed to them, while DOHMH officials stated that they would consider implementing one
of the two recommendations addressed to them.

Audit Follow-up

DOE reported that “early in this school year, charter schools were advised in writing that they
are required by law to vision screen new entrants within six months of enrollment regardless of
grade at entry and that their students’ vision screening history can be accessed through the
NY CDOE’s pupil tracking system (ATS). The NYCDOE Office of School Health and Office
of Charter Schools have scheduled training in conducting vision screening and retrieving ATS
data.
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DOHMH reported that it “will look into the feasibility of implementing an alternative strategy
of providing principals of each school with alist of students who did not return an E12S.”2

2 When a student fails the vision screening examination, a letter and an E12S form are given to the
student by the DOHMH staff to take home to their parents. The E12S formisto befilled out by the
student’ s doctor and returned to DOHMH.

76 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu




Multi-Agency

AUDITSOF MANAGERIAL LUMP-SUM PAYMENTS
Monetary Effect: Actual Savings: $571,090.01

The Bureau of Financial Audit audits lump-sum payments to employees covered by the
Management Pay Plan upon their final separation from City employment.

The employees covered by this plan receive a lump-sum payment for both vested and current
accrued annual leave, sick leave, and compensatory leave. The payment is calculated in
accordance with Personnel Orders 16/74, 78/3, 24/77, 78/9, 88/5, 88/6 and 99/6. Employees
who were in the Managerial or Executive Pay Plan on December 31, 1977, were given vested
rights for their previously accrued annual leave, sick leave, and compensatory leave. After
January 1, 1978, the plan became the Management Pay Plan.

Upon final separation from service, each employee's agency submits a lump-sum payment
claim to the Comptroller for audit.

For Fiscal Year 2010, those audits of the manageria lump-sum requests submitted by city
agencies resulted in a savings to the City of New Y ork of $571,090.01:

Total number of clamsin Fiscal Year 2010 535
Total amount of agency-prepared lump-sum claims $ 13,122,399.65
Total amount of lump-sum claims approved for payment $12,551,309.64
Claims correctly prepared by the agency 289
Claims reduced during audit 203
Claimsincreased during audit 43
Claims denied 0

Total dollar value of agency overpayments, before audit $ 577,756.43
Total dollar value of agency underpayments, before audit $ 6,666.42
Net Savingsresulting from audit $ 571,090.01
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AUDITSOF HIGH RISK WELFARE FUND PAYMENT VOUCHERS

Monetary Effect: Actual Savings:  $484,875*
Potential Savings. $109,617

Financial Audit ensures that agencies are in compliance with provisions contained in more than
600 agreements between the City and various unions covering welfare and annuity benefits for
active and retired employees.

Copies of al payment vouchers are submitted to the Comptroller by City agencies in
accordance with Comptroller's Directive 8 (Special Audit Procedures on High Risk Vouchers).

The payments are reviewed to ensure that they conform to the terms and conditions of all
agreements, Office of Labor Relations (OLR) stipulations, Personnel Orders, Office of
Collective Bargaining decisions, etc. Audits have revealed the following types of errors:

e Contributions made in error for unauthorized titles or rates
e Contributions made for retirees prior to their actua retirement date

e Duplicate payments for atitle or a group of titles under two different agreements or the
same agreement

During Fiscal Year 2010, 4,930 vouchers totaling over $616.6 million were audited with these
results:

Number of

Vouchers Amount
Total Number of VVouchers Audited: 4,930 $616,621,173.88
Vouchers Accepted: 4,555 $399,601,171.49
Vouchers Not Accepted: 375 $217,020,002.39
Overpayments: $ 265544.35
Questionable: $ 0.00
Underpayments: $ 19,751.03

*Collections during Fiscal Y ear 2010 totaled $484,875. Part of the collection amount,
$328,947 is from overpayments identified in previous years. Agencies recouped this amount
either by check from the appropriate fund or by deducting the overpayment from subsequent
payment vouchers.
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STATEN ISLAND PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Richmond County Public
Administrator’s Office

Audit # FN09-097A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7997
Issued: December 30, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

The objective of this audit was to determine whether the Richmond County Public
Administrator’s Office (RCPA) complied with Article 11 of the New York State Surrogate’s
Court Procedures Act, the Report and Guidelines of the Administrative Board for the Offices of
the Public Administrators, and other applicable City and State laws and regulations.

RCPA administers the estates of decedents in the borough of Staten Island. As the estate
administrator, the RCPA makes funeral arrangements, collects debts, pays creditors, manages
the decedents assets, searches for possible heirs, and files tax returns on behaf of the
decedents.

Results

The audit found that the RCPA adequately handled certain estate management responsibilities
including the filing of the required monthly suspense account report with Surrogate's Court,
ensuring that expenses funded by the suspense account were appropriate and necessary for the
administration of the estates, and submitting monthly reports to the Comptroller’s Office.

However, audit found some issues of concern. Specifically, the RCPA improperly maintained
checking accounts in the RCPA’s name totaling $813,961, did not allocate the funds in
checking accounts to the corresponding estates, and maintained average monthly balances that
exceeded the FDIC insurance limit. In addition, there were significant inadequacies in RCPA’s
internal control procedures as they relate to the recording and reporting of the estate funds,
payment of legal fees to estates, tracking the progress of each estate, reconciling the books and
bank account balances, and segregating key responsibilities.

To address these issues, the audit makes six recommendations, that the RCPA:

e Immediately close all checking accounts under the RCPA’s name and ensure the
checking accounts are reopened under the names of the appropriate estates.

e Reconcile al bank accounts with the estates and ensure the estate assets are accurately
reported.

e Monitor al bank balances to ensure they are within the FDIC insurance limit.

e Ensure that affidavits of work are submitted and reviewed before payments are made to
attorneys.

e Develop a system to monitor cases adequately, including the use of a “tickler” function
that would inform the RCPA of any unusua delays in estate administration and allow
for the prompt and appropriate action to be taken.
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e Conduct an annual independent audit and properly address al recommendations in a
timely fashion.

In their response, RCPA officials noted that certain issues cited were the direct result of the
office being understaffed and that to implement the audit’s recommendations, funding must be
made available for an accounting clerical employee.

Audit Follow-up

RCPA reported that it is in the process of implementing some of the audit’s recommendations;
however, the remaining recommendations cannot be implemented without funding for an
additiona staff person and updated software.
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RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Pensioners of the New York City Fire Department Working for the City after Retirement,
January 1, 2008-December 31, 2008

Audit #FL 10-114A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8027
I ssued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether any New York City Fire Department pensioners were
reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the New York City Fire
Department Pension Fund (FIRE), and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to
any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social
Security Law (RSSL) 8211 and 8212 or New York City Charter 81117 during calendar year
2008.

Results
The audit found no individuals who received pension payments during 2008 that appeared to

violate applicable sections of State and City laws. Consequently, the audit made no
recommendations to FIRE officials.

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Non-Pedagogical Pensioners of the New York City Department of Education Working for the
City after Retirement, January 1, 2008-December 31, 2008

Audit #FL10-115A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8028

Issued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Savings: $4,708

Introduction

This audit determined whether any New Y ork City Department of Education (non-pedagogical)
pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the New
York City Board of Education Retirement System (BERS), and quantified the amounts of
improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New Y ork State
Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) 8211 and 8212 or New York City Charter 81117
during calendar year 2008.

Results

One BERS retiree obtained $4,708 in pension payments that appeared to violate applicable
sections of State and City laws.
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The report made four recommendations, that BERS officials.

e Investigate the individual identified as receiving a pension while being reemployed in
public service. BERS officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against
thisindividual if heisfound to beillegally collecting a pension.

e Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action,
the name of thisindividual if heisfound to beillegally collecting a pension.

e Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether
current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in
previous audits as “ double-dippers’ or “disability violators.”

e Send specia reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability
retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.

In their response, BERS officials agreed with one audit recommendation and did not respond to
the remaining three.

Audit Follow-up

BERS reported that all of the audit recommendations are being implemented.

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Pedagogical Pensioners of the New York City Teachers' Retirement System Working for the
City After Retirement, January 1, 2008-December 31, 2008

Audit # FL10-116A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8029

I ssued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Savings: $156,991

Introduction

This audit determined whether any New York City Teachers Retirement System (TRS)
pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the TRS,
and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to
be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or
New Y ork City Charter 81117 during calendar year 2008.

Results

Twenty TRS retirees obtained $156,991 in pension payments that appeared to violate
applicable sections of State and City laws.

The report made four recommendations, that TRS officials:
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e |Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while being reemployed in
public service. TRS officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against
those individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.

e Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action,
the names of those individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.

e Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether
current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in
previous audits as “ double-dippers’ or “disability violators.”

e Send specia reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability
retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.

In their response, TRS officials stated that they were in full compliance with the report’s
recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

TRSrestated that it isin full compliance with the audit’ s recommendations.

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Pensioners of the New York City Employees Retirement System Working for the City after
Retirement, January 1, 2008—-December 31, 2008

Audit #FL10-117A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8030

I ssued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Savings. $32,835

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether any New Y ork City Employees’ Retirement System (NY CERS)
pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from NY CERS,
and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to
be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or
New York City Charter 81117 during calendar year 2008.

Results

The audit found five individuals who received $32,835 in pension payments during 2008 that
appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.

The report made four recommendations, that NY CERS officials should:

e Investigate those individuals identified as concurrently receiving pensions while being
reemployed in public service. NYCERS officials should also commence prompt
recoupment action against those individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.
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e Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action,
the names of individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.

e Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether
current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in
previous audits as “ double-dippers’ or “disability violators.”

e Send specia reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability
retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.

NY CERS officias agreed with the first recommendation but differed on the resolution of the
cited cases; they agreed with the remaining three recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

NY CERS reported that all recommendations have been implemented, and all overpayments for
pensioners in violation of the applicable laws have been recouped or are in the process of being
recouped.

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

Pensioners of the New York City Police Department Working for the City after Retirement,
January 1, 2008-December 31, 2008

Audit #FL10-118A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8031

Issued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Savings. $22,202

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether any New York City Police Department pensioners were
reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the New Y ork City Police
Pension Fund (POLICE), and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any
individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security
Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New Y ork City Charter 81117 during calendar year 2008.

Results

Four POLICE retirees obtained $22,202 in pension payments that appeared to violate
applicable sections of State and City laws.

The report made four recommendations, that POLICE officias:

e Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while being reemployed in
public service. POLICE officials should also commence prompt recoupment action
against those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
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e Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the
names of the individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.

e Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current
pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits
as“double-dippers’ or “disability violators.”

e Send specid reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to al disability retirees
that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.

In their response, POLICE officials generally agreed with the audit recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

POLICE reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

NYC Pensioners Working for New York State After Their Retirement, January 1, 2008—
December 31, 2008

Audit #FL 10-119A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8032

Issued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Savings. $296,202

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether any New York City pensioners returned to public service as
employees of New York State and illegaly collected a pension from New York City, and
guantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be
violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or
New Y ork City Charter 81117 during calendar year 2008.

Results

Sixteen New Y ork City pensioners working for New York State obtained $296,202 in pension
payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.

The report made four recommendations, specificaly that officials of the five New York City
retirement systems:

e |Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while being reemployed in
New York State public service. City retirement system officials should also commence
prompt recoupment action against those individuals found to be illegally collecting
pensions.

e Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the
names of the individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.
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e Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current
pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits
as“double-dippers’ or “disability violators.”

e Send specid reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to al disability retirees
that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.

Officias of the New York City retirement systems generally agreed to implement or stated that
they were aready in the process of implementing the audit’s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

New York City Fire Department Pension Fund (FIRE) reported that al of the audit
recommendations are being implemented.

New York City Teachers Retirement System (TRS) restated that it isin full compliance with
the audit’ s recommendations.

New York City Board of Education Retirement System (BERS) reported that the only
recommendation that applied to BERS - sending reminders to retirees, is being implemented.

New York City Employees Retirement System (NY CERS) reported that all recommendations
have been implemented and all overpayments for pensioners in violation of the applicable laws
have been recouped or are in the process of being recouped.

New York City Police Pension Fund (POLICE) reported that al of the audit's
recommendations are being implemented.

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

New York City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement, January 1,
2008-December 31, 2008

Audit #FL 10-120A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8032

Issued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Potential Savings: $238,490

Introduction

This audit determined whether any New York City pensioners returned to public service as
consultants and illegally collected a pension from New Y ork City, and quantified the amounts
of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New Y ork
State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) 8211 and 8212 or New York City Charter
81117 during calendar year 2008.
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Results

Thirteen New York City pensioners working as consultants for the City obtained $238,490 in
pension payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.

The report made four recommendations, specifically that officias of the five New York City
retirement systems:

e Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while receiving payments
from the City for providing professiona services as consultants. City retirement
systems officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against those
individuals found to beillegally collecting pensions.

e Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the
names of individualsfound to beillegaly collecting pensions.

e Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether
current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in
previous audits as “ double-dippers’ or “disability violators.”

e Send specia reminders to all retirees that clearly state their responsibilities when
returning to public service after retirement.

Officias of the New York City retirement systems generally agreed to implement or stated that
they were aready in the process of implementing the audit’s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

New York City Fire Department Pension Fund (FIRE) reported that al of the audit
recommendations are being implemented.

New York City Teachers Retirement System (TRS) restated that it isin full compliance with the
audit’s recommendations.

New York City Board of Education Retirement System (BERS) reported that the only
recommendation that applied to BERS - sending remindersto retirees, is being implemented.

New York City Employees Retirement System (NY CERS) reported that all recommendations
have been implemented and all overpayments for pensioners in violation of the applicable laws
have been recouped or are in the process of being recouped.

New York City Police Pension Fund (POLICE) reported that al of the audit's
recommendations are being implemented.
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DEPARTMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS SERVICES

Audit Report on the Administration of The Minority- and Women-owned Business Enterprise
Program by the Department of Small Business Services

Audit # MDQ09-062A
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7986
I ssued: October 8, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

The audit determined whether the Department of Small Business Services (DSBS) has
complied with the key provisions of Local Law 129 and 86-129 of the Administrative Code.

The mission of DSBS is to make it easier for businesses in New York City to form, do
business, and grow. It provides direct assistance to business owners, fosters neighborhood
development in commercial districts, links employers to a skilled and qualified workforce, and
promotes economic opportunity for minority- and women-owned businesses.

DSBS also runs the Minority and Women-owned Business Enterprise (M/WBE) Program,
newly created in December 2005 when Mayor Bloomberg signed Local Law 129 into effect.
Local Law 129 was enacted to address the disparities in the procurement of construction,
professional and standard services and goods that were revealed by a study commissioned by
the New York City Council. Under the law, DSBS administers, coordinates, and enforces the
program as implemented by City agencies.

Results

DSBS did not comply with the key provisions of Loca Law 129 and 8§6-129 of the
Administrative Code related to its monitoring of City agencies M/WBE utilization and how
well agencies met their goals. Asaresult, DSBS could not fully assess the M/WBE program’s
effectiveness in increasing the participation of M/WBEs in the City’s procurement process.
The agency generally complied with key provisions only with regard to outreach, training,
counseling, and certification. DSBS stated it was not able to fully comply with provisions
related to auditing M/WBE contracts due to the low number of qualifying contracts in effect
during the audit period.

DSBS received the M/WBE utilization plans from al City agencies required to prepare them.
However, there was little evidence that DSBS reviewed the plans in a timely manner or that it
met with the City agencies that did not meet their goas to determine the causes of
noncompliance and to discuss possible remedies. Notwithstanding DSBS's outreach, training,
counseling, and certification efforts, the audit noted that the fundamental goal of the program is
to increase M/WBE participation in the City’s procurement process, not merely to give these
companies an opportunity to compete. By failing to adequately monitor agencies compliance
with M/WBE utilization goals, DSBS could not fully assess the program’s overall effectiveness
and recommend improvements where necessary.

The audit also noted two significant internal control weaknesses to be immediately rectified—
(1) DSBS did not adequately discuss, document, and follow up with the contractors and the
contracting agencies regarding the results of its audits of contracts with M/WBE subcontracting
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goals and (2) DSBS did not conduct client assessments for 16 percent (115) of the newly
certified M/WBEs in Fiscal Year 2008.

The audit made seven recommendations, including that DSBS should:

Immediately meet with all agencies not meeting their goals to discuss ways that they
could improve, and document the results of those meetings.

At least annually review and document its review of the utilization of M/WBEs by the
agencies subject to the local law requirements to determine if they are meeting the goals
stated in their M/WBE utilization plans.

Meet and document its meetings with the agencies that are not achieving their M/WBE
utilization goals to determine the reason(s) the goals are not being met and whether the
agencies are making all reasonable efforts to do so. In addition, based on the results of
these meetings, DSBS should determine whether any common factors exist among the
agencies that may need to be addressed.

Establish a system whereby audit findings are followed up with contractors (both prime
and subs as appropriate) and contracting agenciesin atimely manner.

DSBS officials generally agreed with the audit’s seven recommendations but claimed that it
already performed the tasks identified in three of them.

Audit Follow-up

DSBS reported that it already performed the tasks for three of the seven audit recommendations
and has taken steps to implement the remaining four recommendations. DSBS claims that it
had consistently met with agencies to discuss their progress and to solicit their input as to what
DSBS might do in order to improve their ability to succeed. In addition, DSBS stated that its
audit process includes procedures for the notification of audit findings, a requirement for
agencies to develop corrective action plans to address findings, and requires ongoing follow-up
by DSBS to ensure that corrective action plans are being implemented and followed.
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NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY

Audit Report on Vendor Contracts with New York City Transit to Provide Access-A-Ride
Services

Audit #M EQ09-078A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7973
Issued: July 28, 2009

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether New Y ork City Transit (NY CT) adequately monitored Access-
A-Ride vendors' compliance with certain key contract provisions. Access-A-Ride provides
door-to-door transportation for people with disabilities who are unable to use public bus or
subway service. Service is available 24 hours a day, seven days a week (including holidays),
throughout the five boroughs. While NY CT’s Paratransit Division administers the Access-A-
Ride program, private carriers under contract with NY CT provide the service. During Calendar
Year 2008, NYCT contracted with 14 private companies. (Contracts with three of these
vendors were not renewed by NYCT for Calendar Year 2009.) In Calendar Year 2008, the
total cost of the program for the 14 carriers was $242.8 million for approximately 5 million
completed trips.

Results

The audit concluded that 6.3 percent of the 5.8 million assigned trips were no-shows.
Otherwise, NYCT generally monitored the compliance of its Access-A-Ride vendors with
certain key contract provisions. A review of on-time performance reports generated by
NYCT’'s ADEPT system found that these reports were generally accurate. The audit reviewed
448 trips for 50 routes and found that although vendor-recorded vehicle-arrival times, driver-
recorded arrival times, and automatic vehicle locator system-recorded arrival times varied, the
times were sufficiently similar so as not to affect the calculation of on-time performance. The
audit also found that Access-A-Ride drivers had valid licenses that authorized them to drive
Access-A-Ride vehicles. Furthermore, Access-A-Ride carriers had ensured that its drivers
complied with Article 19-A regulations.

However, NY CT’s monitoring of no-shows reported by Access-A-Ride vendors had significant
deficiencies. The 14 NYCT Access-A-Ride vendors had 362,587 no-shows in Calendar Y ear
2008, or 6.3 percent of the 5.8 million assigned trips during this period. While NYCT
identified instances of vendors incorrectly classifying contractor no-shows as either customer
no-shows or no-fault no-shows, the agency was not able to specify the number of no-shows
reviewed and the percentages that were misclassified because it did not adequately document
itsreviews. Consequently, neither NY CT nor the audit could determine the extent to which no-
shows were misclassified and whether the instances identified were indicative of a much larger
problem. By not ensuring that vendors accurately reported the number of contractor no-shows,
NYCT might have been allowing vendors to provide an inflated view of their performance,
resulting in NYCT not being able to determine whether contractors were receiving incentive
payments they were not entitled to, or avoiding penalties for which they were liable.
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Finally, although NYCT tracks customer complaints against Access-A-Ride vendors and has
procedures in place to investigate and respond to those complaints, there was insufficient
evidence that the agency regularly discussed complaint trends with each vendor or that vendors
took corrective action to address identified problems. Consequently, opportunities to reduce
customer complaints—and improve customer service—appear not to have been consistently
used by NYCT.

To address these issues, the audit recommended that NY CT:

e Prepare written guidelines to ensure that no-shows are reviewed in a systematic and
consistent manner.

e Enhance its monitoring of no-shows to ensure that each vendor is reviewed continually.

¢ Include the total number of no-shows that are reviewed in its no-show reconciliation-
review reports so that the error rates for vendor no-show classifications can be
determined.

e More closely monitor analysts no-show reviews to ensure that questionable no-show
classifications by vendors are adequately identified and reclassified.

e Contract managers should more effectively utilize complaint-tracking data by
discussing negative trends with vendors and requiring them to take necessary action to
correct the identified problems.

e Contract managers should more clearly document their discussions with vendors on
performance issues.

NY CT did not provide aformal response to this report.
Audit Follow-up

NY CT reported that al of the audit’ s recommendations are being implemented.

NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY
Audit Report on New Y ork City Transit’s Maintenance and Repair of Subway Stations

Audit #M J09-056A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7982
Issued: September 22, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

| ntroduction
This audit assessed the adequacy of New York City Transit's (NYCT) efforts to identify and
repair defective conditionsin commuter areas of its subway stations.

NYCT is the largest agency in the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) regional
transportation network. It operates 27 subway lines consisting of nearly 6,500 subway cars that
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travel over 660 miles of track connecting 468 active stations throughout four of the five City
boroughs. The subways serve an average of 4.5 million riders daily. In addition, NYCT
operates bus service throughout the four boroughs and rail service on Staten Island. In Fiscal
Year 2008, NYCT had more than 48,000 employees and an operating budget totaling $7.9
billion. For the same year, exclusive of capital projects, NYCT spent approximately $144
million on station maintenance, of which the City reimbursed $81 million for the operation,
maintenance, and use of the stations.

NYCT s Division of Station Operations (Division of Stations) is responsible for ensuring that
all subway stations and station facilities are properly maintained in a clean, safe, and sanitary
condition at al times. The Division's Maintenance and Support Unit (MSU) operates eight
maintenance shops that are directly responsible for maintaining the stations and related
facilities within each of their geographic regions. The shops employ a workforce of
approximately 1,000 employees, including skilled-trade workers (i.e., electricians, ironworkers,
masons, and carpenters) and are responsible for providing scheduled and unscheduled
maintenance at stations throughout the subway system.

Results

NYCT does not adequately inspect and repair defective conditions in commuter areas of the
subway stations and does not adequately ensure that all existing defects are identified and
reported to maintenance shops, and subsequently repaired. Consequently, defective conditions
that constitute a danger to the public, including trip hazards and potential exposure to lead paint
and asbestos, remain unrepaired for extended periods of time.

About two-thirds (99) of the (144) defects initially observed by the auditors at the 50 sampled
stations between November 6 and December 12, 2008, were not reported by NYCT station
supervisors to the maintenance shops for follow-up. NY CT asserted that station supervisors do
not report certain conditions (i.e., peeling paint) because they either cannot be remedied by the
maintenance shops or are the responsibility of another division. They noted that paint and iron
defects are alternatively identified “through Capital Programs, Capital Program Management,
and Budget, consultant structural surveys, Subways Infrastructure Engineering structural
inspections and station condition assessments.” However, many of these surveys may not be
conducted freguently enough to ensure that al defective conditions that could pose potentially
hazardous to the riding public are identified, reported, and addressed promptly.

In addition, the audit found that NYCT lacks a clear standard for the frequency of station
inspections, and it does not routinely use inspections reports or keep them on file.

Audit tests involving 425 sampled trouble calls at the 50 stations found that when station
supervisors report defective conditions to the maintenance shops, they are not always repaired.
About 15 percent (15%) of the defects associated with trouble calls that were observed at the
sampled stations had not been repaired, despite being reported to the maintenance shops well
over 60 days prior to our station inspections. Of greater concern was that the NYCT trouble-
call database showed that some of the unrepaired conditions had been closed out as completed,
when the auditors observed that the conditions had not been repaired.

Regarding the maintenance shops, the audit also found weaknesses in NYCT existing
procedures governing how trouble calls are recorded, assigned, closed out, tracked, and
reported. Further, the audit found that NY CT lacks a reliable computerized system to manage
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and assess maintenance activities and facilitate accurate record keeping, data collection, and
analysis. Last, thereis ageneral lack of accountability and supervisory review of maintenance
work performed.

To address these issues the audit made 16 recommendations, among them that NY CT should:

Ensure that station inspections are appropriately performed by station supervisors and
that all observed defects are reported to the maintenance shops.

Establish a minimum requirement for frequency of station inspections and include this
requirement in the Station Supervisor Training Program Manua and other applicable
operating procedures.

Ensure that required inspection and frequency reports are used to evidence inspections
and establish record maintenance requirements for such reports.

Establish minimum requirements for supervisors to randomly review the work
performed by maintenance personnel and to report on these observations. These
reviews should be used as part of employee evaluations.

Consult the Information Technology-Information Systems (IT-1S) department within
the agency to discuss the weaknesses and needs of the MSU in tracking trouble calls.

Audit Follow-up

NY CT reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have either been implemented or arein
the process of being implemented.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Audit Report on the Controls of the Department of Transportation over City Disability Parking
Permits

Audit # MDQ09-076A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8003
Issued: February 5, 2010

Monetary Effect: Unable to Determine

Introduction

The audit determined whether the Department of Transportation (DOT) has adequate controls
over the issuance of City disability parking permits.

DOT’ s mission isto provide for the safe, efficient, and environmentally responsible movement
of people and goods in New York City. One of DOT’s functions is the issuance of parking
permits. DOT’s Parking Permits for People with Disabilities (PPPD) unit is responsible for the
issuance of both the City and State disability parking permits. The focus of this audit was the
issuance of City disability parking permits. The PPPD unit reported that it issued a total of
24,369 City disability parking permits during Fiscal Y ear 2008, the period covered by the audit.

A City disability parking permit alows individuals to park a most curbsides on City-owned
streets, to park at meters without using an authorized payment method, and to park in areas
where regular parking is prohibited. An applicant for the permit must be a New York City
resident or a non-resident who is either employed full time or attending school in New Y ork
City. The applicant must also be certified by a New Y ork City physician as having a disability
that severely and permanently or temporarily impairs the applicant’s mobility, requiring the use
of aprivate vehicle for transportation.

Results

DOT’s controls over the issuance of disability parking permits are inadequate. Although the
audit did not find any instances of permits being issued to non-eligible individuals, the PPPD
unit’s poor procedures and controls create an environment that allows for the issuance of
fraudulent permits without detection. DOT's recordkeeping practices for its inventory of
permit seals are grossly deficient. The audit found at least 22,000 seals that were unaccounted
for, which is a problem since anyone can create fraudulent permits using these seals.
Fraudulent permits would undermine DOT’s efforts to ensure that only those who need and
qualify for permits receive them and would also result in lost revenue to the City. DOT does
not monitor the permits it generates, nor does it reconcile the generated permits with
applicants' files to ensure that all printed permits are valid and warranted. DOT is not capable
of generating key reports on demand, contributing to its inability to monitor permit issuance.
Moreover, PPPD personnel share user identifications and passwords in e-Permits (DOT’s
computerized processing system) to record applicants medical certification assessment
information. As a result, DOT is unable to track the identities of those who recorded the
certification information and is therefore unable to determine whether the information was
recorded only by authorized personnel.

In addition, the audit found that permits of living individuals were deactivated by the PPPD
unit because DOT’ s match procedure to identify deceased permit holders is inadequate. Also,
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DOT does not comply with its own procedures by accepting out-of-state driver’s licenses as
proof of identification for applicants who state that they reside within New Y ork City and who
are not non-residents employed or attending school in the City.

The audit made 16 recommendations, some of which are highlighted:

e Conduct an immediate investigation to determine the disposition of the 11 boxes of
seals (totaling 22,000 disability parking permit seals) that were unaccounted for, as
indentified in the report;

e Ensure that inventory records of the disability parking permit seals are accurately
maintained and that all seals and their storage location are included in its inventory
records,

e Conduct periodic physical inventory counts of the disability parking permit seals to
ensure that its inventory records are accurate. |If discrepancies are identified between
the physical inventory counts and the inventory records, they should be investigated and
the results of the investigation documented;

e Ensure that user identifications and passwords are not shared by its employees. User-
specific identifications should be created for each employee authorized to record the
certification assessment information in the e-Permits system;

e Periodicaly monitor e-Permits data (e.g., compare permits issued to applications) to
ensure the accuracy and legitimacy of the permits being issued;

e Develop reports to assist in their monitoring of e-Permit data and printed permits to
identify duplicate permits that may have been processed and to ensure accuracy of the
recorded data; and

e Ensure that all applicants possess a New York State Department of Motor Vehicle
Driver's License or New York State Non-Driver’'s Identification card before processing
a City disability parking permit, as required by DOT procedures. If DOT changes the
requirements for obtaining a disability parking permit, the procedures should be revised
accordingly.

DOT officias generally agreed with the audit’s recommendations. However, they disagreed in
part with the finding related to the missing disability parking permit seals.

Audit Follow-up

DOT reported that 13 recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of
being implemented, one recommendation was implemented in an alternative way, and the
remaining two recommendations will not be implemented. DOT stated that it revised the
permit application to require the applicants’ nine-digit social security numbers instead of the
last four digits because DOHMH’s system only uses complete social security numbers. In
addition, DOT stated that it has investigated the discrepancy of the 11 boxes and concluded that
“there is no evidence of any missing, misplaced or misappropriated disability Permit
Holographic seals’. Moreover, DOT stated that it is required to issue disability parking permits
to driverswho live outside of New Y ork City.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Audit Report on the Oversight of the Private Ferry Operators by the Department of
Transportation

Audit # MG10-061A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8020

Issued: June 24, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue:  $47,409
Potential Revenue: $28,830

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Transportation (DOT) ensured that private
ferry operators complied with the requirements of their permits and license agreements and that
the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) provided a safe, clean, and
well-maintained environment at DOT piers. The audit also determined whether DOT ensured
that private ferry operators correctly paid their permit fees, and that EDC collected the landing
fees and security deposits.

DOT is responsible for regulating public and private ferry operations originating or terminating
within New York City. DOT issuesal permits and license agreements. Based upon an agreement,
it is responsible for collecting private ferry permit fees and the EDC is responsible for
maintaining DOT piers and collecting private ferry landing fees and security deposits.

During Fiscal Year 2009, five private ferry operators provided private ferry service in New
York City, and DOT reported an average weekday ridership of 30,694 passengers on 20 private
ferry routes. During this time, EDC reported collecting $852,059 in ferry-related revenue,
using $741,863 in pier-related expenses, and receiving $59,644 for its administrative fee. As of
June 30, 2009, EDC had a balance of $272,550 in the reserve fund.

Results

The audit found that DOT ensured that private ferry operators complied with the operational
aspects of their permits and license agreements. In addition, the overall structural conditions
and routine maintenance for all DOT piers appeared to generally bein good condition.

However, DOT’s controls over the billing and collection of fees from private ferry operators are
inadequate. As a result, DOT was not able to ensure that operators correctly paid their permit
fees, landing fees, and security deposits. In addition, staff failed to forward checks for deposit in
atimely manner. Consequently, since Fiscal Year 2009, DOT failed to properly administer al 30
permits and five (29 percent) of 17 license agreements, resulting in $76,239 in fees and security
deposits not being collected. At the time the report was issued, DOT had collected $47,409 of
the funds and $28,830 remained uncollected. The current collection practices increase the risk
that non-collection, or misappropriation, of funds may occur and go undetected.

The audit made nine recommendations, including that DOT should:

e Develop written policies and procedures to ensure that all fees are billed, collected, and
deposited in atimely manner.

e Track dl permitsissued and reconcile fees collected with corresponding permits.
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e Reconcile landing fees collected and reported by EDC with the corresponding license
agreements.

e Reconcile security deposits collected and reported by EDC with the corresponding
license agreements.

DOT agreed with the audit’ s findings and all nine recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

DOT reported that all of the audit’ s recommendations are being implemented.
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DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Audit Report on the Department of Y outh and Community Development Out-of-School Y outh
Program

Audit #ME10-076A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8019
Issued: June 23, 2010

Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Department of Youth and Community Development
(DY CD) effectively monitored Out-of-School Y outh (OSY) program contractors to ensure that
they complied with key provisions of their contracts. DY CD is charged with administering the
City’ s youth employment and training programs. One of DY CD’s programs, the OSY program,
provides educational and employment services to 16 to 21 year olds who are not connected to
school or work, or who need assistance upgrading their occupational skills. In Fiscal Year
2009, DY CD had a budget of about $8.1 million for the OSY program. During this period, the
contractors registered 890 OSY program participants. Payments to OSY vendors are based 80
percent on reimbursement of line-item expenditures and 20 percent on performance.

Results

The audit concluded that DY CD adequately monitored the OSY program providers to ensure
that they generally complied with key provisions of their DYCD contracts. DYCD program
managers made periodic site visits to the OSY providers and prepared informal site visit reports
and comprehensive annual monitoring reports. The providers participant files generaly
contained adequate supporting documentation relative to participant eligibility, assessments,
and service plans. In addition, the program facilities the auditors visited were in good
condition and provided adequate space for classroom instruction. Furthermore, OSY provider
claims for milestone payments were adequately supported.

However, the audit determined that DYCD did not adequately follow up to ensure that
providers implemented the corrective action plans OSY program providers developed in
response to weaknesses identified in DY CD monitoring reports. In addition, the audit found
that the four sample providers (1) did not sufficiently complete the required biweekly updates
of pre-exit participant progress and monthly updates of post-exit participant progress and (2)
did not ensure that each staff member who had direct contact with participants had the required
fingerprinting, criminal background checks, and training. Finaly, DY CD monitoring reports
did not note most of these deficiencies.

To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that DY CD:
e Conduct follow-up visits to ensure that identified deficiencies are promptly corrected.
e Ensure that participant progressis regularly updated.

e Ensure that fingerprints and criminal background checks are documented for all OSY
staff members who have direct contact with participants.
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e Ensure that all staff members are adequately trained, especially on how they should
interact with the participants.

e Ensure that program managers effectively assess contractor compliance with all key
contractual requirements, including but not limited to those related to biweekly and
monthly updates, fingerprinting, criminal background checks, and training; such
assessments should be included in the monitoring reports.

In its response, DY CD disputed one of the audit’s findings but generally agreed to implement
the audit’ s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

DYCD reported that al of the audit's recommendations are being implemented. DYCD,
however, noted that while training on interacting with participants is important, it is not a key
standard.
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Claims

CLAIMS

During Fiscal year 2010, reports were issued on clams filed against the City. The anayses
accepted amount for those claims totaled $3,761,485. This resulted in a potential cost
avoidance of $26,446,171 as shown below:

Total Claim Amount
Less: Analyses Accepted Amount
Potential Cost Avoidance

$30,207,656
$ 3,761,485
$ 26,446,171 *

*Note: As stated, these cost-avoidance figures are only “potential.” They are based on results
of analyses, and these are only the first step in the claim process. As claims are further
processed, and as they are concluded via settlement or lawsuits, the actual figures will be
different because of other factors that need to be considered at other steps of the claim process.

A listing of the 11 claims follows.

REPORT DATE CLAIM ANALYSES | DISPOSITION
NUMBER CLAIMANT ISSUED | AMOUNT | ACCEPTED | SETTLEMENT
AMOUNT AMOUNT
FP09-127S |Franklin Parrasch 07/06/09 * * *
FP09-115S |Jodin Diabetes Center 07/29/09 * * *
FP09-128S |United Pipe Nipple Co., 07/29/09 * * *
Inc.
FP09-133S |Brooklyn Union Gas Co. —| 09/24/09 * * *
Ave. X
FP09-132S |Keyspan Energy Delivery | 09/24/09 * * *
Inc.
FP09-134S |Brooklyn Union Gas Co. —| 09/24/09 * * *
Metropolitan Ave.
FP09-125S |Frontier Kemper 03/01/10 * * *
FP10-103S |Project Reach Youth, Inc. | 01/28/10 * * *
FP10-104S |KForce, Inc. 12/11/09 * * *
FP10-113S |King Liquors 01/28/10 * * *
FP10-128S |The LiRo Group 03/15/10 * * *
FISCAL YEAR 2010 $30,207,656 |$3,761,485 $26,446,171
TOTALS
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FRANCHISE, CONCESSION, AND LEASE AUDITS

Franchise, concession, and lease agreements between various City agencies and private
organizations result in revenues to the City, based on formulas defined in the agreements. City
agencies that enter into such agreements include the Economic Development Corporation
(EDC), Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications (Dol TT), and the
Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks). Our audits evaluate the payments made by such
entities as sports franchises and hotels. As shown below, Fiscal Year 2010 audits resulted in
collecting actual revenues totaling $125,906,097, potentia revenues totaling $110,666, and
actual savings totaling: $774,513. Additional revenue can be collected if all audit
recommendations are followed.

Audit Audit Actua Remaining | Actual
Library : Revenue To | Potential Savings

Number No. Agency/Title Date Issued Date Revenue

FNO09-104A |8011 EDC-Master and 4/27/10 $125,500,000 0 0
Maritime
Contracts

FN10-086A |8026 EDC—Piers 92 and 6/30/10 $ 6,968 0 $774,513
94

FPO8-103A (8014 |DolTT—-Empire 6/2/10 0 0 0
City Subway

FK09-129A |7994 | Parks—Concert 12/21/09 $ 65,900 $ 110,666 0
Foods

FL0O9-067A | 7978 Parks-World Fair 9/3/10 $ 22,957 0 0
Marina

FMO08-104A | 7979 Parks—Fitmar 9/4/09 $ 86,686 0 0
Management

FM09-091A | 8005 Parks-South Beach 3/18/10 $ 6,888 0 0
Restaurant Corp.

FM09-130A | 8001 Parks-Lakeside 1/29/10 $ 30,915 0 0
Restaurant Corp.

FNO09-063A | 7966 Parks-New Y ork 7/15/09 $ 181,720 0 0
Mets

FR10-081A |8018 Parks-Sunny Days 6/23/10 $ 4,063 0 0
in the Park, Inc.
TOTAL $125,906,097 | $110,666 | $774,513
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Audit of the Financial and Operating Practices of the New York City Economic Devel opment
Corporation and Compliance with Its Master and Maritime Contracts, July 1, 2005 to June 30,
2008

Audit #FN09-104A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8011

Issued: April 27, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $125.5 Million

I ntroduction

The audit determined whether the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC)
accurately recorded and reported its revenue and expenses to the City, properly retained
revenue payments in accordance with the Master and Maritime contracts, and remitted amounts
due the City; and complied with other significant provisions of the agreements.

EDC is a locad development corporation created to carry out economic development services
related to the attraction, promotion, and expansion of private investment and employment
opportunities in the City. EDC performs its services under two contractual agreements with the
City, the Master Contract and the EDC Maritime Contract. The audit covered the period July 1,
2005, through June 30, 2008.

Results

EDC generally accounted for its revenue and expenses and complied with other provisions of
the agreements such as the submission of the budget and financial plan reports to the City.
However, there was a noticeable lack of transparency in the classification and disclosure to the
public of certain revenue transactions that resulted in EDC’s inappropriate retention of $125.5
million in payments it collected as a conduit on behalf of the City. The amount included
payments from the 42nd Street Project, proceeds from the sale of City-owned assets, and the
balance of an inactive public purpose fund that should have been transferred to the City and
disclosed accordingly in EDC’ sfinancia reports to the City.

There were adso some internal control deficiencies that led to EDC's lack of review of the
payments in lieu of taxes, inadequate controls over its property disposition process, and
incomplete collection of rental income. Other weaknesses included problems with the
calculation of the energy discount, the recording of the Revolving Loan Fund Program (RLF),
and the monitoring of contract administration, job retention and construction requirements, and
timekeeping functions.

The report made 12 recommendations, including that EDC:
e Remit the retained funds, totaling $125,513,793, to the City:

e Provide for proper classification and enhance the transparency of its revenue amounts due
the City.

e Properly monitor the 42nd Street Development Project.
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e Use the total funding balance of $10,079,415 as of June 30, 2008, from inactive Public
Purpose Funds #12, #13, #18, #28, #30, and #31 in accordance with the terms and
provisions of the respective funding and trust agreements.

e Properly administer the sales of real properties.

e Recoup the $97,079 in rents and license fees due. Properly calculate, bill, and collect the
rent amounts and other tenant reimbursements in accordance with the terms of each lease
agreement.

e Recoup the excessive Energy Cost Savings Program (ECSP) discounts of $461,038
credited to six customer accounts and credit the other six accounts with the total shortfall
of $122,110. In addition, EDC should credit the difference of $262,962 to Con Edison.
Use the correct rate to calculate ECSP discounts and ensure that the amount is consistent
with Con Edison’ s discount.

e Implement policy and guidelines to ensure that all contractor submissions are properly
reviewed and approved.

In their response, EDC officials generally disagreed with the audit report findings and
recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

EDC reported it has implemented one recommendation, is in the process of implementing two
recommendations, partially agreed with four recommendations, disagreed with and will not
implement four recommendations, and did not respond to the remaining recommendation. EDC
stated that “pursuant to a written directive from the Deputy Mayor, dated September 20, 2010,
as had been agreed-upon by EDC, OMB and the Deputy Mayor, upon reversion of the 42™
Street Project properties to the City control ... NYCEDC will remit future rental revenues
therefrom to the City on an annual basis, retaining an administrative fee for its services.” In
addition, EDC stated that it will make adjustments to the ECSP accounts and expects to recoup
all workers compensation overpayments by the end of 2010 is in the process of implementing
new procedures for contractor submissions, and has implemented a new timesheet system.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Audit Report on the Operation and Management of Piers 92 and 94, January 1, 2007-December
31, 2009

Audit # FN10-086A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8026

Issued: June 30, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue $6,968
Actua Savings:  $774,513

I ntr oduction:

The audit determined whether the operators for Piers 92 and 94 accurately reported gross
revenue, properly calculated and paid the appropriate fees due the City and paid them on time;
and complied with certain non-revenue related requirements of their agreement (i.e., completed
the required capital improvements, maintained the required security deposit and insurance
coverage, and paid utilities, etc.)

The City of New York is the owner of Piers 92 and 94 on the Hudson River between 52nd and
56th Streets. The properties include the surface area of the decks, the head house, the outdoor
parking lot, and related improvements. Piers 92 and 94 operate as a facility for trade and
consumer shows, customary convention center uses, supporting ancillary services, and public
parking. Currently, the facility offers 208,000 square feet of exhibit or event space and
approximately 280 parking spaces above Pier 92. The New York City Economic Development
Corporation (EDC) is responsible for administering the agreements with the operators of the
piers under its Maritime contract with the City. From calendar years 2007 through 2009, our
audit scope period, the operations of Piers 92 and 94 have been under two separate companies;
The Un-Convention Center, Inc. (Un-Convention) and MMPI Piers LLC (MMPI).

Results:

The audit found that the operators were generally in compliance with the agreements, except
for the following observations:

For the operating period January 1, 2007 through November 21, 2008, a review noted that Un-
Convention understated its revenue by a total of $197,920 and its base charge by $300.
Therefore, it owes the City $20,092 in additional fees and base charge. In addition, Un-
Convention did not perform the required pier improvements, resulting in the City having to
reimburse $81,387 to the new operator for the costs.

For the operating period December 11, 2008, through December 31, 2009, the audit found that
MMPI understated its events revenue by $45,257, underpaid its base charge by $968 and did
not maintain an adequate security deposit. In addition, MMPI submitted $774,513 in excess of
the reimbursable capital improvement alowed. EDC has not approved these for
reimbursement.

To address these issues, the audit recommends that:

e Un-Convention revise its revenue participation charge calculations and remit $20,092 in
base charge and revenue participation chargesto EDC.
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e Un-Convention reimburse EDC $81,387 for unfinished required improvements at the
pier.

e MMPI exclude parking operating expenses from its event revenue participation charge
calculation.

e MMPI submit the additional $6,968 in base charge and security deposit to EDC.

e MMPI capital improvement costs submitted to EDC are within the scope of Exhibit C
of the occupancy permit.

The audit recommends that EDC:
e Approve only capital improvements outlined in the occupancy permit with MMPI.

e Ensure that the operators pay the correct base charge and security deposit, and verify
the accuracy of participation charge calculations.

e Ensure that the necessary improvements and maintenance work at the piers are
performed in atimely manner.

e Recoup $81,387 from Un-Convention for unfinished capital improvements.

In their response, Un-Convention officials generally disagreed with the audit report
conclusions. However, they did not provide relevant information to justify the basis for their
disagreement.

MMPI partially agreed with the report conclusions. However, it did not agree that parking
operating expenses should not be included in the calculation of event revenue participation
charge.

EDC generally agreed with the recommendations addressed to it that involved MMPI, but did
not agree with those regarding Un-Convention. It agreed with our recommendation regarding
the pier conditions.

Audit Follow-up

MMPI reported that it continues to disagree with the audit recommendation to exclude parking
expenses from Event Revenue and still partially agrees with the audit conclusions. However,
MMPI did pay an additional $6,968 consisting of $968 for underpayment of rent and an
additional $6,000 toward its Security Deposit prior to the final audit.

EDC reported that it isimplementing most of the audit’s recommendations. EDC stated that its
Lega Department is still in consultation with the City Law Department to determine EDC’s
rights regarding the Un-convention Center.

The Un-Convention Center has not provided follow-up information.
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DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Audit on the Payment by Empire City Subway of License Fees Due the City and Compliance
with Certain Provisions of its License Agreement

Audit # FPO8-103A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8014
Issued: June 2, 2010

Monetary Effect: Unable to Determine

Introduction

This audit determined whether Empire City Subway (ECS) accurately reported its annual profit
and paid its franchise tax payments on a timely basis, and whether the Department of
Information Technology and Telecommunications (Dol TT) has ensured that ECS complied
with the provisions of the agreement.

ECS, asubsidiary of Verizon, is the largest telecommunications conduit provider in New Y ork
City. ECS has afranchise from the City to design, construct, and maintain subsurface electrical
conduit and manhole infrastructure in Manhattan and the Bronx, which ECS rents to
telecommunications and cable television service providers. The franchise agreement is
administered by Dol TT. The audit covered the period from January 1, 2007, to June 30, 2009.

Results

ECS generally adhered to the requirements of the license agreement and paid all franchise tax
payments that were due during the audit period in a timely manner. However, ECS financial
statements were not certified by an independent public accounting firm. Moreover, ECS did
not apply depreciation consistently and overstated gross conduit valuation for the purposes of
calculating excess profits that may be due the City by including the costs of unassigned and
unidentified conduits. In addition, because the deficits are cumulative, ECS overstated its
accumulated deficit, which is used to offset any future excess profit payments due the City.

DolTT has not ensured that ECS effectively manages, constructs, or retires conduits. In a
related matter, we believe that Dol TT should consider seeking legislative change enabling the
conduit rental rate to be set at a competitive level that permits the contract to generate revenue
for the City.

The report made eight recommendations to ECS, among them that ECS:

e Apply depreciation consistently when calculating annual net profit and accumulated
deficits.

e Readjust calculations of net income and associated deficit amounts.
e Maintain accurate and complete financial records as required by the agreement.

e Adjust gross plant assets by reducing the valuation of gross plant assets by $85 million
accounting for the value of the conduits in unassigned and unidentified categories.

e |dentify the tenants occupying all the unidentified conduits and bill those tenants. Once
the tenants are being billed, the construction associated with those conduits can be
added back to gross plant assets.
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The audit made two recommendationsto Dol TT, that it:

e Undertake a more assertive role in overseeing the construction and management of the
overall conduit infrastructure system so that the plant vauation is not inflated with
unnecessary construction costs for the purposes of calculating excess profits and
payments that may be due the City.

e Consider seeking legidative change stating that it is just and reasonable to set the
conduit rental rate at a competitive level that permitsthe contract to generate revenue
for the City. A new rate should take into account the rate of inflation and be comparable
to conduit rental rates charged in other cities.

ECS disagreed with the audit’s findings and recommendations, and Dol TT generally agreed
with the recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

ECS reported that is in the process of obtaining certified financial statements for calendar years
2008, 2009, and 2010, and is currently working with DolTT to implement the audit’s
recommendations.

Dol TT reported that it isin the process of implementing the audit’ s recommendations.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of Concert Foods with Its Department of Parks and Recreation
Contract

Audit # FK09-129A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7994

I ssued: December 21, 2009

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $65,900
Potential Revenue: $110,666

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether Concert Foods accurately and completely reported gross
receipts of the Sheep Meadow Café, properly calculated permit fees due the City, and paid
permit fees on time, Concert Foods complied with certain other non-revenue-related
requirements of its permit agreement; and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks)
adequately monitored Concert Foods performance and enforced the terms and conditions of its
agreement with Concert Foods, as required by the New Y ork City Charter, Chapter 14, 8365.

Concert Foods managed, operated, and maintained a snack bar and two pushcarts at the Sheep
Meadow Café (north of the Sheep Meadow Café in Central Park) under a contract with Parks.
The agreement covered the six-year period from February 5, 2003 to March 31, 2009. Under
the terms of the agreement, Concert Foods agreed to pay Parks the higher of $105,233 or 20
percent of gross receipts for the period May 1, 2008-March 31, 2009, and to submit specified
documentation to Parks to substantiate its gross receipts. During operation year 2009, Concert
Foods paid the permit fees of $127,477 based upon reported gross receipts of $637,386.

The permit agreement also required Concert Foods to spend certain amounts on capital
improvements each operating year and make specified capital improvements and repairs, sell
only authorized items at Parks-approved prices, maintain the snack bar, restrooms, and
surrounding area, obey al relevant laws and regulations, and obtain all necessary permits and
licenses. Concert Foods was also required to conform to certain non-revenue related
requirements of the agreement and to return equipment to Parks or replace it upon the
expiration of the agreement.

The audit covered the period February 5, 2003 to March 31, 2009, with regard to capital
improvements. For al other tests, the audit covered only the period May 1, 2008 to March 31,
2009, because Concert Foods could not provide sales records prior to that period.

Results

The audit revealed that Concert Foods failed to report gross receipts of at least $93,002 and,
therefore, owes the City $20,519 - $18,600 in fees and $1,919 in penalties and interest. Further,
Concert Foods failed to report additional gross receipts of $46,673 that it maintained were
generated at another Concert Foods concession, the Delacorte Theatre. Although we know that
Concert Foods did not report al revenue earned at the Sheep Meadow Café, we could not
determine the total gross receipts or the corresponding payments due the City because Concert
Foods alleged it lacked sales records and Concert Foods lacked internal controls of any kind
over the collecting, recording, and reporting of revenues. Given Concert Foods failure to
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report gross receipts of at least $93,002 and the utter lack of sales records and internal controls,
it appears that Concert Foods may have perpetrated fraud.

The audit also revealed that Concert Foods failed to expend $156,047 on capital improvements,
as required by the agreement, or to make specified capital improvements and necessary repairs
to the Sheep Meadow Café. During the course of the audit, Concert Foods paid Parks $31,487
toward its capital improvements reducing the amount owed for capital improvements to
$124,560. Additionally, Concert Foods expanded the scope of its operations and vending
space, sold unauthorized items, charged customers more than amounts approved by Parks, and
did not obtain necessary permits and licenses, designate insured parties as specified in its
permit, or pay al New York State and City sales tax. Concert Foods did not comply with or
fulfill these contractual obligations, and Parks failed to adequately monitor Concert Foods
performance and enforce the terms and conditions of its agreement, as required by the New
Y ork City Charter, Chapter 14, 8365.

Since Concert Foods permit expired, and it was not awarded this concession again, the audit
addressed recommendations solely to Parks. The audit made four recommendations with
regard to Concert Foods and 10 recommendations with regard to future snack bar concessions,
including that Parks should:

e Seize Concert Foods security deposit of $26,308 and apply it toward the $145,079 it
owed Parks for capital improvements, fees, penalties, and interest.

e Refer the collection of the remaining $118,771 owed it for capital improvements, fees,
penalties, and interest to the New Y ork City Law Department.

e Ensure that future snack bar concession agreements with fees based on gross receipts
clearly stipulate that concessionaires maintain adequate systems of internal control and
keep complete and accurate records as well as books of account and data, including
daily sales and receipt records, which show in detail the total business transacted by the
concessionaire and the gross recei pts derived therefrom.

e Monitor concessionaires performance and enforce the terms and conditions of their
agreements, as required by the New Y ork City Charter, Chapter 14, 8365.

e Issue Notices to Cure, assess liquidated damages when permissible, and follow up on
concessionaires that do not comply with and fulfill agreement provisions.

e |ssue Advices of Caution in the City’s VENDEX regarding concessionaires that do not
comply with or fulfill agreement provisions.

Parks generally agreed that Concert Foods lacked sufficient internal financial controls.
However, Parks disagreed with several of the audits findings, particularly with the report’s
findings regarding capital improvements, scope of operations, and vending space. Parks
partially agreed with three and agreed with 11 of the 14 audit’s recommendations. Concert
Foods disagreed with the audit report’s major conclusions.

Audit Follow-up

Parks stated that it collected $34,413 from Concert Foods, which represents the full amount
Parks deemed owed for capital improvements and license fees. Additionally, Parks stated that

112 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu




Franchise, Concession, and Lease Audits

the agreement with the new concessionaire clearly stipulates requirements for adequate internal
controls and record keeping.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of Food Craft, Inc. (World Fair Marina Restaurant and
Banquet) with Its License Agreement and Payment of License Fees Due the City

Audit # FL09-067A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7978

| ssued: September 3, 2009

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $22,957

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Food Craft, Inc. (Food Craft) accurately reported its total
gross receipts to the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks), properly calculated the
annual license fees due the City and paid them when due, and complied with certain non-
revenue-related requirements of the license agreement.

Parks has a license agreement with Food Craft to renovate and operate a restaurant and catering
facility, the World Fair Marina Restaurant and Banquet Hall, in Flushing Meadows, Queens.

During the audit period of March 1, 2007, through September 30, 2008, Food Craft reported a
total of $1,548,304 in gross receipts.

Results

The audit found that Food Craft generally paid its minimum license fees on time, maintained
the required liability insurance that named the City as additional insured party, maintained the
required security deposit, and paid utility charges.

However, Food Craft had significant internal control weaknesses over the collecting, recording,
and reporting of revenue. As a result of these weaknesses, the audit could not ascertain
whether al of the revenue earned at the World Fair Marina Restaurant and Banquet was in fact
recorded in Food Craft’s books and records, and accurately and completely reported to Parks.
Nor could the audit determine whether Food Craft paid all license fees due Parks. Furthermore,
the internal control weaknesses and lack of records were so extensive as to raise red flags
concerning the potential of fraud.

Food Craft also violated provisions of New Y ork State Labor Law and its license agreement by
not distributing all service charges/gratuities collected to its wait staff. Moreover, Food Craft
did not complete al the capital improvements to the licensed premises as stipulated in its
license agreement.

The audit made six recommendations to Food Craft, which included the following:

e Pay the City the additional $1,980 in license fees and late charges assessed in this audit
report.
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Take immediate action to strengthen itsinternal controls over the financial operations of
the restaurant, the bar, and banquet hall. These actions should include:

o Creating and maintaining a complete and accurate cash receipts journal that
records all individual transactions of receipts of cash that includes at least basic
information such as the date cash was received, the dollar amount received, and
the patron from whom the cash was received,

o Installing and maintaining a cash register, point of sale system, or other device
to record its banquet and restaurant sales, and

0 Issuing sequentialy prenumbered banquet contracts, invoices, and restaurant
guest checks.

Distribute al service charges to its wait staff who worked at each function, in
accordance with Labor Law Section 196-d, Division of Labor Standards, New Y ork
State Department of Labor.

Operate arestaurant at the facility asrequired by its license agreement.

Immediately pay al outstanding water and sewer charges related to the licensed
premises (in response to the draft report, Food Craft stated that it paid the outstanding
water and sewer charges, totaling $20,976.69.)

Complete all required capital improvement work.

The audit made six recommendations to Parks, which included the following:

Issue a Notice to Cure requiring the payment of the additional $1,980 license fees and
late charges due from Food Craft management assessed in this audit report.

Consider terminating the agreement.

If for reasons presently unknown to us, Parks decides to continue this agreement, it
should assign a Parks employee to closely monitor Food Craft’s operations through the
remainder of the contract period to ensure that the appropriate license fees are paid.

Issue a Notice to Cure mandating that Food Craft management:

o Establish and implement an adequate system of interna controls over the
financial operations of the restaurant, the bar, and banquet hall,

o Distribute all service charges in accordance with the New York State Labor
Law, and

0 Complete al required capital improvement work.

Ensure that all modifications to capital improvement requirements are approved and
documented with formal agreements with the concessionaire.

Ensure that all repair and maintenance work be excluded from license agreement
provisions that require concessionaires to expend funds for capital improvements.

In its response, despite taking exception to the audit’s findings, Food Craft’s Attorney stated
that Food Craft agreed to implement or was already in the process of implementing five of the
six recommendations directed to Food Craft. He stated that Food Craft disagreed with the
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remaining recommendation, related to service charges, and would like to review the position
with counsel for the City. In its response, Parks generally agreed with the report’s six
recommendations directed to Parks and described the actions it has taken or will take to address
the report’ s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

Parks reported that 10 recommendations have been or are in the process of being implemented,
one recommendation is pending, and disagrees with the remaining recommendation. Parks
reported that Food Craft has paid the additional $1,980 in license fees and late charges and all
outstanding water and charges have been paid. In addition, Parks decided not to terminate its
agreement with Food Craft and has hired a technical advisory consultant to work with Food
Craft to maintain better internal controls. Moreover, Parks has referred the matter of
distribution of services chargesto Food Craft’ s wait staff to the Law Department.

According to Parks, Food Craft reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of
implementing the five recommendations that it agreed with. In addition, Food Craft stated that
New York State Labor Law Section 196-d addresses gratuities and not service charges, and
Food Craft does not collect gratuities for its staff.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION
Audit Report on the Compliance of Fitmar Management, LL C with Its License Agreement

Audit # FM08-104A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7979

Issued: September 4, 2009

Monetary Effect: Actua Revenue: $86,686

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether Fitmar Management LLC (Fitmar) accurately reported its gross
receipts, properly calculated the license fees due, paid its license fees on time, and complied
with certain other major non-revenue terms of the license agreement (i.e., maintained the
required security deposit, maintained the required insurance, and submitted the required
reports).

A license agreement between Fitmar and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks)
permits Fitmar to operate, maintain, and manage a state-of-the-art athletic facility known as the
Paerdegat Athletic Club and two snack barsin Canarsie, Brooklyn, from December 11, 2004, to
December 10, 2024.

The audit covered operating year 2007 (December 1, 2006, to November 30, 2007). For
operating year 2007, Fitmar reported $3,035,940 in gross receipts and paid $212,617 in fees and
late chargesto the City.
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Results

Fitmar’s management of the Paerdegat Athletic Club was rife with internal control weaknesses
and deficiencies, and its flagrant disregard for accountability and transparency resulted in a
litany of abuses which contributed to employee theft and prevented the auditors from
determining the full extent to which gross receipts were underreported and City fees underpaid.
Fitmar failed to ensure that basic accounting records were in place for tracking daily business
transactions and substantiating reported receipts. In addition, Fitmar did not accurately record
all gross receiptsin its genera ledger and did not use a segregated bank account for depositing
gross receipts.

Based on the limited documentation available, the audit found that, at a minimum, Fitmar
underreported at least $585,879 in gross receipts for operating years 2005 through 2007. Asa
result, Fitmar owed the City $68,689, of which $45,886 was subsequently paid, leaving
$22,803 in additional fees and late charges still due.

Additionally, Fitmar did not expend required minimum amounts for capital improvements, did
not maintain the premises in a safe and sanitary condition, had unpaid water and sewer charges
totaling $17,997 (which were subsequently paid), failed to submit timely monthly gross
receipts statements to Parks, and allowed unauthorized businesses to operate from the premises.
Finally, there was insufficient documentation to determine whether Fitmar conducted required
background checks for all its Kidsports employees as required under the New Y ork State Social
Services Law. Fitmar paid minimum annual fees on time, maintained required property and
liability insurance that named the City as an additional insured party, and maintained the
required security deposit.

Parks did not fully exercise its responsibility to ensure that Fitmar complied with the terms and
conditions of the agreement. The audit’s review of Fitmar’s operations revealed a total failure
on the part of Fitmar to implement even basic internal controls over the collecting, recording,
and reporting of revenues generated from the licensed premises. These widespread deficiencies
and utter lack of record keeping lead the audit to conclude that Fitmar breached its license
agreement in material respects, and also raised the prospect of possible fraud against the City if
Fitmar’ s failure to implement adequate controls was intentional .

The audit report recommended that Parks consider terminating its agreement with Fitmar, but if
Parks decided not to do so, it also made 22 recommendations—12 to Fitmar and 10 to Parks—
including the following. Fitmar should:

e Immediately remit the remaining $22,803 in additional license fees and late charges.

e Hire a reputable outside consultant to implement the necessary internal controls that
would conform to the requirements of the license agreement.

e Coordinate with Parks and develop a needs assessment of capital improvements to help
determine how the $380,450 in unexpended capital improvements for operating years
2005 through 2007 should be used, and develop a specific timetable to complete each
improvement.

e Maintain the facility in a clean, neat, and litter-free condition at al times, as required by
the license agreement.
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Parks should:

e Issue a Notice-to-Cure to Fitmar requiring that it pay the remaining $22,803 in
additional license fees and late charges.

e Determine whether Fitmar underreported any income for operating years 2005, 2006,
and 2008.

e Revise the capital improvements schedule with specific capital improvements that
would make the licensed premises a state-of-the-art athletic facility. In addition,
develop a specific timetable and cost estimate to complete each improvement.

e Assign a Parks employee to closely monitor Fitmar’ s operation to ensure that it adheres
to the terms of the license agreement. Specifically, Parks should evaluate Fitmar's
internal control procedures to ensure that Fitmar maintains an adequate system of
internal controls, maintains detailed and accurate books and records, reports all revenue,
and pays the appropriate license fees.

Fitmar officials generally agreed with the report’s findings and stated that they have
implemented most of the recommendations and will continue to do so in the future. Parks
agreed with the findings and recommendations contained in the audit report and stated that it
issued a Notice-to-Cure requiring Fitmar to implement the report’s recommendations, and will
increase its own oversight to ensure that the new procedures fully address the report’s
recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

Fitmar reported that it has implemented many systems to comply with the Comptroller’s
recommendations.

Parks reported that most of the audit recommendations have either been implemented or arein
the process of being implemented. Parks stated that Fitmar paid the outstanding $22,803 in
additional license fees and late charges. However, Parks stated that two recommendations are
not being implemented: Parks is not focusing on the recommendation for Fitmar to pay
additional fees to compensate for employee theft, since the amount was minimal, and Parks is
allowing Fitmar’s affiliated real estate business to stay on the premises since the two employees
provide valuable assistance to the Paerdegat Athletic Center operation. Parks also stated that
one recommendation is partially implemented: Parks conducted a review to determine whether
Fitmar underreported any income for operating years 2005, 2006, and 2008. However, due to
missing records, Parks was not able to identify additional unreported income. Furthermore,
Parks reported that although Fitmar plans to make a number of capital improvements, such as
replacing the artificial turf for the soccer field, “Fitmar has not made up for capital
improvement shortfalls that resulted from our disallowing expenditures as a result of the audit
findings.” Parks plans to continue to monitor Fitmar to identify areas for capital improvements
to make up for the shortfall.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of South Beach Restaurant Corporation with Its License
Aqgreement

Audit # FM09-091A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8005

Issued: March 18, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $6,888

Introduction

This audit determined whether South Beach Restaurant Corporation (SBR&C) maintained
adequate internal controls over the recording and reporting of its gross receipts derived from its
restaurant operation.

A license agreement between SBR&C and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks)
requires SBR&C to renovate, operate, and maintain the South Fin Grill (restaurant), the
Vanderbilt at South Beach (catering facility), and the Boardwalk Café (snack bar) in Staten
Island.

After the audit was initiated, it was revealed that Parks was concluding its own audit of
SBR&C. Asaresult of the Parks audit, which covered the period June 1, 2005, through May
31, 2007, the scope of this audit was limited to the month of August 2008 (July 28, 2008, to
August 24, 2008) and to certain controls over the recording and reporting of gross receipts.

Results

The audit found that SBR&C does not maintain adequate controls over the recording and
reporting of its restaurant gross receipts processed through its point-of-sale (POS) system. In
addition, SBR& C did not report to Parks at least $172,209 in revenue from preferred vendors
and did not maintain adequate records or contracts for this revenue. A review of SBR&C's
internal controls over its restaurant operations revealed certain weaknesses in the design and
operation of the POS system. Specifically, the system does not guarantee the generation of
sequentially numbered checks, and the system’s compensating control feature, designed to
ensure the integrity of the restaurant’s financia transactions, contained small but noteworthy
discrepancies. Consequently, SBR&C owes Parks $6,888 in additional fees (which were
subsequently paid prior to the issuance of the draft report).

The audit made four recommendations—two to SBR& C concerning its operation and two to
Parks concerning the oversight of this concession, including the following.

SBR& C should:
e Ensurethat all prenumbered restaurant guest checks are accounted for.

e Maintain all preferred vendor contracts, ingtitute thorough recording and reporting
procedures to track preferred vendor receivables, and accurately account for al preferred
vendor income and report it at the time of receipt.
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Parks should:

e Ensure that SBR&C institutes an effective system of controls to account for al pre-
numbered restaurant guest checks.

e Conduct a follow-up audit to ensure that SBR&C has taken corrective action to
implement those recommendations cited in this report.

In their response, SBR&C officials disagreed with the recommendation regarding pre-
numbered guest checks and agreed with the recommendation regarding preferred vendors.
Parks agreed with the report’ s recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

SBR& C reported that steps have been taken to implement both audit recommendations.

Parks reported that it has planned a follow-up audit to ensure that SBR& C complies with the
recommendation that al prenumbered restaurant guest checks be accounted for. Parks also
reported that SBR& C has implemented the recommendation to maintain all preferred vendor
contracts.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of Lakeside Restaurant Corporation with Its License
Aqgreement

Audit # FM09-130A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8001

Issued: January 29, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $30,914.69

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether Lakeside Restaurant Corporation (Lakeside) accurately reported
its gross receipts, properly calculated the license fees due the City, paid its license fees on time,
and complied with certain major non-revenue terms of the license.

A license agreement between Lakeside and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks)
requires Lakeside to operate, renovate, and maintain the existing structure of the restaurant
(known as the Lake Club), snack bar, and row boat rental in Staten Island.

The audit covered operating year 2009 (May 1, 2008 to April 30, 2009). For operating year
2009, Lakeside reported $1,304,314 in gross receipts and paid $130,209 in license fees and late
chargesto the City.

Results

Lakeside maintained the required property and liability insurance that named the City as an
additional insured party and maintained the required security deposit. However, because of
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significant internal control weaknesses and deficiencies over the collecting, recording, and
reporting of revenue, the auditors could not be assured that Lakeside accurately reported al of
its gross receipts from its banquet, restaurant, snack bar, and boat rental operations or that it
paid the appropriate fees to the City.

Although the internal control weaknesses were so extensive as to raise red flags concerning the
potential for fraud, the audit conservatively calculated that Lakeside underreported revenues by
at least $87,494 resulting in $8,041 in additional fees and related |ate charges due the City.

Lakeside al'so did not maintain the premisesin a sanitary condition, had unpaid water and sewer
charges totaling $3,973 (which were subsequently paid), did not pay its fees on time, and failed
to submit timely annual income and expense statements to Parks. Furthermore, Lakeside
employed “off-the-books” employees, violated the New York State Labor Law, and did not
accurately report wait staff gratuities to the Internal Revenue Service.

The audit made 17 recommendations—14 to Lakeside concerning the operation of the Lake
Club and three to Parks concerning the oversight of this concession, including the following.

Lakeside should:
e Immediately remit the $8,041 in additional license fees and late charges.
e Takeimmediate action to strengthen its internal controls.

e Ensure that the proceeds generated from the banquet, snack bar, and boat rental
operations, the sales of gift certificates, and all specia events are accurately reported to
Parks.

e Cease employing “off-the-books’” employees, report al employees on its payroll
records, and comply with all laws governing unemployment insurance, workers
compensation, Social Security, tax withholding, temporary disability insurance,
minimum wage, and overtime.

e Distribute all gratuities to its wait staff in accordance with Labor Law Section 196-d,
Division of Labor Standards, New Y ork State Department of Labor.

Parks should:

e |ssue a Notice-to-Cure to Lakeside requiring that it pay the $8,041 in additional license
fees and late charges assessed in this audit report and mandating that Lakeside's
management:

o Establish and implement an adequate system of interna controls over the
banquet, restaurant, snack bar, and boat rental operations,

0 Cease employing “off-the-books’ employees and report all employees on its
payroll records,

o Disdtribute all gratuities in accordance with Labor Law Section 196-d, Division
of Labor Standards, New Y ork State Department of Labor, and

0 Accurately report the wait staff gratuities to the Internal Revenue Service.
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e Calculate the total amount of banquet gratuities that were distributed to Lakeside's
owners prior to operating year 2009 and assess Lakeside for the additional license fees
and late charges owed.

L akeside and Parks officials agreed with the report’ s findings and recommendations.
Audit Follow-up

Lakeside reported that it agreed to pay $8,041 in additional license fees assessed in the audit
report and has assessed an additional $18,900.69 owed to Parks. Lakeside also reported steps
taken to strengthen itsinternal controls and implement the audit recommendations.

Parks reported that Lakeside is currently making monthly payments to Parks to pay the entire
balance of $26,941.69. Lakeside also has implemented 12 recommendations and the two
remaining recommendations are pending. Parks also stated that it has implemented two
recommendations and is currently performing a follow-up review to ensure that Lakeside
complied with the audit recommendations.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of the New York Mets with Their Lease Agreement; January
1, 2003 — December 31, 2007

Audit #FN09-063A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7966

Issued: July 15, 2009

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $181,720

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Sterling Mets, L.P. (doing business as the New York Mets)
accurately reported al gross receipts in accordance with its lease, caculated and paid the
appropriate fees due the City on time, deducted only allowable and documented credits, and
complied with certain non-revenue-related requirements of their lease (i.e,, maintained required
insurance and reimbursed the City for its utility use).

In 1985, Doubleday Sports, Inc., and the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation
(Parks) entered into a 20-year lease for the use of Shea Stadium. In August 2002, a change in
ownership assigned the lease to the Mets. The lease has been amended 13 times since itsinception
through August 22, 2006, granting the Mets additional privileges.

Under the lease, the Mets are required to pay the City the greater of either an annua minimum rent
of $300,000 or a percentage of revenues from gross admissions, concessions, wait service,
parking, stadium advertising (less $8,000 for scoreboard maintenance), and a portion of cable
televison receipts. The Mets are permitted to deduct portions of the actual payments they make to
Major League Baseball related to their tickets sales and local cable revenues, planning costs up to
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$5 million per year for anew stadium, and al sales taxes before caculating their rent payments to
the City.

Results

The audit found that the Mets owed the City atotal of $2,676,764 in additional rent, consisting
of $2,495,044 in new-stadium-planning costs inappropriately deducted from the rent submitted
to the City, $139,821 resulting from a $2,839,456 overstatement of revenue-sharing deductions,
and $41,899 from $2,627,077 in unreported concession revenue.

The Mets submitted their rent statements and related payments to the City on time, and
generally adhered to the other non-revenue requirements of their lease agreement with the City,
such as maintaining the required property and liability insurance that named the City as an
additional insured party and reimbursing the City for their annual electricity, water, and sewer
use, and paid the prior audit assessment of $11,873.

The audit made two recommendations to the Mets, that they:
e Pay the City $2,676,764 in additional fees due.

e Ensure that planning cost expenses are appropriate and well documented as required by
the agreement.

The audit made one recommendation to Parks, that it:

e Ensure that the Mets pay $2,676,764 in additional fees as recommended in this report
and comply with the other recommendations.

Mets officials agreed with the findings related to revenue-sharing deductions and concession
revenue, but they disagreed with the audit conclusion that insurance on the new stadium is an
inappropriate planning cost deduction. Parks officials stated that Parks would not seek
payment from the Mets for the $2,495,044 New Stadium Planning Costs (NSPC) deduction.

Audit Follow-up

Parks reported that the Mets submitted payment to Parks in the amount of $181,720 ($139,821
for revenue sharing and $41,899 for concession revenue). Parks stated that it does not believe
any additional amount is due. Parks also stated it has worked with the Mets to ensure that the
2008 planning cost expenses are well documented.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKSAND RECREATION

Audit Report on the Compliance of Sunny Days in the Park, Inc., with Its License Agreement
and Payment of Fees Due

Audit #FR10-081A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #8018
Issued: June 23, 2010

Monetary Effect: Actual Revenue: $4,063

Introduction

This audit determined whether Sunny Days in the Park, Inc. (Sunny Days) complied with its
license agreement, including whether it properly calculated its total gross receipts and license
fees due the City and paid these fees on time; and complied with the other major requirements
of its license agreement (e.g., maintained the required insurance coverage and security deposits
and paid its utility charges).

Under the terms of a license agreement with the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks),
Sunny Days operates and maintains an outdoor café in the Rotunda at the West 79" Street Boat
Basin in Riverside Park, Manhattan. According to the agreement, Sunny Days is required to
pay the City the greater of a minimum annual fee or an annual percentage of gross receipts
consisting of 12 percent of the sale of beverages, food, and all other sources of revenue from
the operation of the premises (e.g., parties and events, gratuities). For operating year 2009, the
minimum annual fee was $290,000.

For operating year 2009, the period covered by the audit, Sunny Days reported receiving
$3,704,275 in gross receipts and surcharges and paid a percentage of gross receipts totaling
$444,513.

Results

The audit found that Sunny Days did not properly calculate its total gross receipts and license
fees due the City and did not pay these fees on time. As a result, Sunny Days owes the City
$3,394 in fees and $653 in late fees.

The audit could not conclude with assurance that Sunny Days accurately recorded and reported
all gross receipts and paid al required fees to the Parks because of internal control deficiencies
pertaining to the manner in which Sunny Days uses the Squirrel point-of-sale system to record
and report gross receipts. Specifically, cash sales from the bar are not automatically recorded
in the gross revenue file; cash sales from a mobile bar are not recorded in the point-of-sale
system; revenue derived from an auditor observation was not properly recorded; the records of
actual and voided transactions, pre-paid bar gratuities, party deposits, and check transfers are
reported separately, precluding the ability to properly trace and reconcile guest checks; and
parties and events could not always be reconciled with Sunny Days' general ledger.

Sunny Days complied with license agreement requirements pertaining to paying utility bills on
time, submitting the required security deposit, and maintaining proper insurance coverage.
Additionally, Sunny Days complied with the required insurance endorsements indicating the
City and the Parks as additional insured entities.
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The audit made a total of 12 recommendations, nine to Sunny Days and three to the Parks.
Recommendations to Sunny Days included that it should:

e Ensure that the point-of-sale system automatically records all cash sales from all bars on
the premises at the time of sale.

e Adapt the point-of-sale system to properly record and report all transactions.

e Ensure that al revenue from mobile bars is accurately recorded in the point-of-sale
system.

e Immediately remit to the Parks $3,394 in additional license fees consisting of $2,190 in
fees related to revenue from promotions and discounts, and $1,204 in fees related to
understated revenue from party deposits and unreported party gratuities.

e Ensure that al future promotions and discounts are reported in gross receipts reports
submitted to the Parks.

e Ensure that all gross receipts and late charges are calculated in accordance with the
terms of the license agreement and that such payments are made on atimely basis.

Recommendations to the Parks included that it should:

e |ssue a Notice-to-Cure to Sunny Days requiring it to pay $4,047 in additional license
fees and late charges.

e Reconcile the amount of license fees and late charges previously collected with the
information contained in this report.

In its response, Parks agreed with seven recommendations and partially agreed with five
recommendations of the audit report. Of nine recommendations pertaining to Sunny Days, it
agreed with one recommendation, disagreed with two recommendations, partially disagreed
with two recommendations, and did not respond to four recommendations.

Audit Follow-up

Sunny Days reported that six recommendations were implemented, one recommendation was
partially implemented, and one recommendation was not implemented. It did not respond to the
recommendation about calculating all gross receipts and late charges in accordance with the
license agreement. Sunny Days stated that all transactions are properly recorded in the
temporary file but are stored on the host computer and never deleted. Sunny Days has not
implemented the recommendation for the Point of Sales (POS) system to produce a
comprehensive report for both actual and voided sales.

Parks reported that of the total recommendations, 11 recommendations were implemented and
one recommendation was not implemented by Sunny Days. Parks stated that Sunny Days paid
$4,062 in license fees and late charges to the City. With regard to the recommendation relating
to maintaining sales receipts in atemporary file, Parks stated that it has “not determined its use
represents a material risk to the accuracy and completeness of Sunny Days' bar sales, nor does
it prevent Sunny Days, from recording cash sales at the time of sale.” Parks also stated that it
will work with Sunny Days and its POS provider to develop a comprehensive report of sales.
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AUDIT OF RENTAL CREDITSSUBMITTED BY THE NEW YORK YANKEES

According to the terms of their |ease with the City, the Y ankees are responsible for the care and
upkeep of Yankee Stadium and the costs incurred by the Y ankees for maintaining the stadium
are offset against any rental income due the City from the Y ankees. The Comptroller’s Office
performs audits of labor and material expenses based on the terms of the lease and on the time
sheets, invoices, canceled checks, payroll reports, and union contracts submitted by the
Y ankees and their maintenance contractors. Thus, every approved dollar spent and accounted
for asarental credit for the maintenance of the stadium results in a dollar-for-dollar decreasein
the rent due the City.

In Fiscad Year 2010, we disdlowed $165,907.12 in rental credits for insufficient
documentation, ineligibility of expenses, and errors in caculations. The Yankees accepted
$165,907.12 of these disallowances.

Audit No. Period Date Actua Potential Totd
Covered | ssued Revenue | Revenue
FR10-053A | 4th Qtr. 2008 11/24/09 $165,907 $0 $165,907
TOTAL $165,907 $0 $165,907
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WELFARE FUNDS

Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Municipal Employees Welfare
Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30

Audit #FK07-104A

Comptroller's Audit Library #7995
I ssued: December 22, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

The audit determined whether the Municipa Employees Welfare Trust Fund of the International
Union of Operating Engineers Loca 30, 30-A, 30-B, and 30-C (Active Fund) complied with
Comptroller’s Directive #12; had and complied with adequate and proper benefit-processing and
accounting procedures; and paid appropriate and reasonabl e administrative expenses.

Active Fund was established on December 30, 1964, under the provisions of a Fund Agreement
between the City of New York and the International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 30,
30-A, 30-B, and 30-C, AFL-CIO, and a Declaration of Trust. The agreement and trust stipulate
that the City make contributions to the Active Fund and the Active Fund use these
contributions to provide supplemental benefitsto its members.

The audit covered the period January 1, 2005, through December 31, 2005. For the year ending
December 31, 2005, the Active Fund reported an operating deficit of $117,298 and a fund
balance of $115,843.

Results

The Active Fund failed to significantly reduce operating costs to ensure that the fund remained
solvent, did not evaluate the effect of benefit reductions it did institute, and ultimately merged
with the Retiree Fund to sustain itself. Further, the Active Fund did not accurately represent its
financial condition and did not disclose either the possibility of a merger or the actual merger to
fund membership in its annual reports for 2004 and 2005.

Additionally, the Active Fund did not comply with Comptroller’s Directive #12 procedures. It
did not accurately report administrative and benefit expenses; failed to maintain documentation
to support payments for legal benefits; did not maintain eligibility documentation for all claims
paid for members dependents; could not provide support documentation for all administrative
expenses; did not pay al benefits in accordance with Active Fund guidelines; and did not have
a written allocation plan for shared administrative expenses and valid agreements with
professional service providers.

The audit made 15 recommendations to the merged Active and Retiree Fund (the Fund),
including that the Fund should:

e Ensure that its expenses do not exceed revenue.
e Assess benefit costs and utilization annualy.

e Accurately advise membership of the fund's financial condition and other significant
mattersin its annual report.
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e Ensure that administrative and benefit expenses are correctly classified.

e Ensure that it maintains complete and accurate records of benefits provided, including
but not limited to invoices and utilization reports.

e Maintain eligibility documentation for members' dependents.

e Maintain documentation, such as original bills and invoices, for al administrative
payments.

e Ensurethat it pays benefit expenses in accordance with its guidelines.

e Establish and employ an allocation plan that methodically distributes the costs of shared
expenses among the various Local 30 entities as required by Comptroller’s Directive
#12.

e Maintain valid agreements with consultants that stipulate the services to be provided,
the rate and method of compensation, and the period covered.

In the Fund’s response, it maintained that the Active Fund acted prudently and in the best
interest of its members and complied with the Comptroller’s Directive #12 as required.

Audit Follow-up

The Fund reported that it has implemented or is in the process of implementing 13 audit
recommendations and did not address the remaining two.

WELFARE FUNDS

Audit Report on the Financia and Operating Practices of the Municipal Retired Employees
Welfare Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30

Audit #FK07-105A

Comptroller's Audit Library #7996
I ssued: December 22, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

The audit determined whether the Retired Municipal Employees Welfare Trust Fund of the
International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30, 30-A, 30-B, 30-C, and 30-D (Retiree Fund)
complied with Comptroller’s Directive #12; had and complied with adequate and proper benefit-
processing and accounting procedures, and paid appropriate and reasonable administrative
expenses.

Retiree Fund was established on March 15, 1978, under the provisions of a Fund Agreement
between the City of New Y ork and the International Union of Operating Engineers, Loca 30, 30-
A, 30-B, and 30-C, AFL-CIO, and a Declaration of Trust. The agreement and trust stipulate that
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the City make contributions to the Retiree Fund and that the Retiree Fund use these contributions
to provide supplemental benefits to its members.

The audit covered the period January 1, 2005, through December 31, 2005. For the year ending
December 31, 2005, the Retiree Fund reported an operating surplus of $32,091 and a fund balance
of $1,609,554.

Results

The Retiree Fund did not accurately represent its financial position and did not disclose material
facts to fund membership. Additionally, the Trustees of the Retiree Fund and the Active Fund—
who are the same individuals—approved a merger of the funds that, if not carefully managed,
could prove detrimental to the benefits of the retireesin the future.

Additionally, the Retiree Fund did not comply with Comptroller’s Directive #12 procedures. The
Retiree Fund did not accurately report administrative and benefit expenses, did not maintain
eligibility documentation for al claims paid for members dependents, did not pay all benefitsin
accordance with Retiree Fund guidelines, and did not have a written allocation plan for shared
administrative expenses and valid agreements with professional service providers.

The audit made nine recommendations to the merged Active and Retiree Fund (the Fund),
including that the Retiree Fund should:

e Accurately advise membership of its financia condition and operations of the fund in
its annual report.

e Ensure that administrative and benefit expenses are correctly classified.
e Maintain eligibility documentation for members' dependents.
e Ensurethat it pays benefit expenses in accordance with its guidelines.

e Establish and employ an allocation plan that methodically distributes the costs of shared
expenses among the various Local 30 entities as required by Comptroller’s Directive
#12.

e Maintain valid agreements with consultants that stipulate the services to be provided,
the rate and method of compensation, and the period covered.

The Retiree Fund disagreed with most of the audit report’s findings and recommendations,
maintaining that it acted prudently and in the best interest of its members.

Audit Follow-up

The Fund indicated that it has implemented or is in the process of implementing seven audit
recommendations and did not address the remaining two.
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Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Superior Officers Council Health
and Welfare Fund of the New Y ork City Police Department

Audit # FL 09-099A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7984
Issued: September 30, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

Introduction

This audit determined whether the Superior Officers Council Hedlth & Welfare Fund (Active
Fund) complied with applicable procedures and reporting requirements, as set forth in
Comptroller’s Directive #12, “Employee Benefit Funds—Uniform Reporting and Auditing
Requirements.”

Under the provisions of a Fund Agreement between the City of New York and the Captains
Endowment Association (Captains Union) and Lieutenants Benevolent Association
(Lieutenants Union) and a Declaration of Trust, the Active Fund receives City contributions
and provides health and welfare benefits to New York City Police Officers with the rank of
Captain and Lieutenant and their eligible dependents. During the audit period—July 1, 2006,
to June 30, 2007—the Active Fund reported $3,739,844 in contributions from the City of New
York and net assets of $4,022,166.

Results

The audit disclosed that the Active Fund generally complied with the procedures and reporting
requirements of Directive #12. In addition, except for the Prescription Drug Benefit and the
Catastrophic Benefit, the Active Fund generaly complied with its benefit-processing and
accounting procedures, and those procedures were adequate and proper. Furthermore, the Active

Fund’s administrative expenses were generally appropriate and reasonable. However, there were
some weaknesses in the Active Fund' sfinancial and operating procedures as follows:

e Operating deficits are depleting the Active Fund' s reserves.
e Misclassified benefit and administrative expenses.

e Did not maintain documentation to support its Prescription Drug benefit and its
Catastrophic benefit payments, totaling $3,123,171—71 percent of its benefit payments.

e Made questionable benefit payments totaling $3,330
e Paid claimsfor dependents whose eligibility was not documented.
e Isowed $1,473 by the unions.
e Does not maintain employee attendance records.
The audit made seven recommendations, that the Active Fund should:

e Take immediate action to eliminate the Fund’s operating deficit and thereby ensure its
financia viability.
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e Ensure that administrative and benefit expenses are recorded accurately on its Directive
#12 filing and accurately calculate and submit its key ratios, in accordance with
Comptroller’s Directive #12.

e Recoup $1,473 from the unions for their share of the telephone expense.

e Ensure that it pays for benefits only for eligible individuals in accordance with its
guidelines.

e Maintain copies of all documentation in members permanent files to substantiate
eligibility of dependents.

e Create and implement written timekeeping procedures and maintain daily attendance
records for its employees.

e Maintain all supporting documentation to substantiate City contributions, member
eligibility, and benefit use. These documents should include, but not be limited to, the
City contribution reports, Pharmacy Billing Detail for Drug Mail Orders, and a
complete list of participants recorded on the catastrophic premium billings that were
missing during our audit period.

While the Active Fund's response did not address the audit’s recommendations, Active Fund
officials describe the actions they have taken to address the audit’ s findings.

Audit Follow-up

The Active Fund reported that all of the audit's recommendations have either been
implemented or are in the process of being implemented.

WELFARE FUNDS

Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Superior Officers Council Retiree
Health and Welfare Fund of the New Y ork City Police Department

Audit # FL 09-100A

Comptroller’s Audit Library #7983
Issued: September 30, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit determined whether the Superior Officers Council Retiree Health and Welfare Fund
(Retiree Fund) complied with applicable procedures and reporting requirements, as set forth in
Comptroller’s Directive #12, “Employee Benefit Funds—Uniform Reporting and Auditing
Requirements.”

Under the provisions of a Fund Agreement between the City of New York and the Captains
Endowment Association (Captains Union) and the Lieutenants Benevolent
Association (Lieutenants Union) and a Declaration of Trust, Retiree Fund receives City
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contributions and provides health and welfare benefits to eligible New York City Police
Officers who retired with the rank of Captain and Lieutenant and their eligible dependents.
During the audit period—July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007—the Retiree Fund reported $6,785,884
in contributions from the City of New Y ork and negative net assets of $707,150.

Results

The audit disclosed that the Retiree Fund generally complied with the procedures and reporting
requirements of Directive #12. In addition, except for the Hospitalization Benefit and
Catastrophic Benefit, the Retiree Fund generally complied with its benefit-processing and
accounting procedures, and those procedures were adequate and proper. Furthermore, the
Retiree Fund's administrative expenses were generally appropriate and reasonable. However,

there were some weaknesses in the Retiree Fund’'s financial and operating procedures as
follows:

e Substantial operating deficits which have exhausted the Retiree Fund’ s reserves.
e Misclassified benefit and administrative expenses.

e Did not maintain documentation to support its Hospitalization and Catastrophic Benefit
payments, totaling $123,904—two percent of its benefit payments.

e Made questionable benefit payments totaling $80,613.
e Paid claimsfor dependents whose eligibility was not documented.
e Owed $1,473 by the unions.
e Does not maintain employee attendance records.
The audit recommended that the Retiree Fund should:

e Take immediate action to reduce expenses to eliminate the Fund’s operating deficit,
thereby increasing fund reserves to ensure its financial viability.

e Ensure that the administrative and benefit expenses are recorded accurately on its
Directive #12 filing and accurately calculate and submit its key ratios, in accordance
with Comptroller’s Directive #12.

e Recoup $1,473 from the unions for their share of the telephone expenses.

e Ensure that it pays for benefits only for eligible individuals, in accordance with its
guidelines.

e Maintain copies of all documentation in members permanent files to substantiate
eligibility of dependents.

e Create and implement written timekeeping procedures and maintain daily attendance
records for its employees.

e Maintain all supporting documentation to substantiate member eligibility and benefit
coverage. These documents should include, but not be limited to, complete lists of all
participants recorded on hospitalization and catastrophic premium billings that were
missing during our audit period.
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While the Retiree Fund’s response did not address the audit’s recommendations, Retiree Fund
officials described the actions they have taken to address the audit’ s findings.

Audit Follow-up

The Retiree Fund reported that all of the audit’'s recommendations have either been
implemented or are in the process of being implemented.

WELFARE FUNDS

Analysis of the Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered Benefit Funds With
Fiscal Years Ending in Calendar Y ear 2007

Report #FM09-081S
Comptroller’s Audit Library #7999
I ssued: December 30, 2009
Monetary Effect: None

I ntroduction

This audit objective was to provide comparative data on the overall financial activities of the 94
union-administered active and retiree welfare, education, and annuity funds that received City
contributions during the Funds' Fiscal Y ear 2007.

Union-administered benefit funds were established under collective bargaining agreements
between the unions and the City of New York. They provide City employees, retirees, and
dependents with a variety of supplemental health benefits not provided under City-administered
health insurance plans. Certain other benefits are aso provided at the discretion of the
individual funds (e.g., annuity accounts, life insurance, disability, and legal benefits). This
report contains a comparative analysis of 94 welfare, retiree, and annuity funds whose fiscal
years ended in calendar year 2007. These funds received approximately $1.05 billion in total
City contributions for the fiscal year.

Results

This is the 28th report by the Comptroller’s Office that reviewed the financial data submitted
by the funds. Asin previous reports, there were differences in the amounts spent by the funds
for administrative purposes. In addition, several funds maintained high reserves while
expending lower-than-average amounts for benefits—a possible indication that excessive
reserves were accumulated at the expense of members' benefits. Further, some Funds did not
comply with various parts of Comptroller’s Directive #12 requirements and of fund agreements
with the City.

The report contained nine recommendations to address the above weaknesses, including that:

e Trustees of funds with high administrative expenses and low benefits should reduce
administrative expenses to improve their levels of benefits to members.
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e Trustees of funds with low reserve levels should ensure that their funds maintain
sufficient reserves to guard against insolvency.

Report Follow-Up

Not Applicable
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Actuary, Office of the (Financial Practices) MG10-074A 11 7 4
Administration For Children's Services
(Personally Identifiable Information) 7A09-108 12 9 3
Administration For Children's Services (Harlem
Dowling) MHO09-093A 6 6
Administration For Children's Services (DJJ) MD10-062A 14 11 1 2
Aging, Dept. for the (Personnally Identifiable
Information) 7A10-092 6 4 2
Buildings, Dept. of (Queens Quality of Life Unit) MG09-087A 14 8 2 2 2
Community Boards-Staten Island (Financial and
Operating Practices) FP10-106A 10 8 2
Concession: Concert Foods (Parks) FK09-129A 14 9 3 1 1
Concession: Empire City Subway (DolTT) FP08-103A 2 1 1
Concession: Empire City Subway (ECS) FP08-103A 8 8
Concession: Fitmar Management (Parks) FMO08-104A 10 7 3
Concession: Fitmar Management (Fitmar) FMO08-104A 12 10 2
Concession: Lakeside Restaurant (Parks) FMO09-130A 3 2 1
Concession: Lakeside Restaurant (Lakeside) FM09-130A 14 12 2
Concession: South Beach Restaurant (Parks) FM09-091A 2 1 1
Concession: South Beach Restaurant (SBR&C) FM09-091A 2 1 1

135

Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu




Recommendation Status By Audit

* S o H* ** ** ** * * *
o o >0 ) -0 o H* c S o) > o Zo o)
o — > —h 5 — )_> 3 — —. g by :Dﬁ- T z = gg — — —
o =2 =® 3 Y =c X S 2o a3 o o) | Z 3
z o 3 @ S ol 2o 253 329 = 0 - o2 S a e a
S 33 | 28 | 238 | <8 | 338 |88 | 02 |38 | 2z<8 |a@8 |38
= 33 o 3 203 3 3 223 | &235 | 923 | ©3 o w3 2 3 2 3
z o = 3 3 3 @ 3 3 3 ® 3 3 o @ 23 o 8 e =
c 5w o R =1 = 0wa o w3 3 =3 > 3 = 3
3 o S o R o @ =2 o D — 2 o 8 3o Qo @ =20 D ©
= o 9 = 3 -0 2 S Q > =0 o a o > < > ° 3 w >
e = = o= o 3o 3 a 5 —a oo 9 <9 S a o o =a » a
= o Q9 =) oI S 5w S X = o = T 9 2 o ®
5 = = S = oo = Z 20 = oo @ = > = @ = Q =
I o ® o = 0 = 50 = o5 o o T O o
S 5 5 ® > S Q ®» 5 S S S > o 3 S
Agency ” Q u » ) 7 ) ) % »
Concession: Sunny Days in the Park (Parks) FR10-081A 3 3
Concession: Sunny Days in the Park (Sunny
Days) FR10-081A 9 6 1 1 1
Concession: World's Fair Marina Banquet Hall
(Parks) FL09-067A 6 5 1
Concession: World's Fair Marina Banquet Hall
(Food Craft) FL09-067A 6 5 1
Consumer Affairs (Imprest Funds) FR10-105A 12 8 2 2
Cultural Affairs, Dept. of (Program Grants) FLO9-106A 6 5 1
District Attorney - Manhattan (Deferred
Prosecution and Non-Prosecution Agreements) FM10-111A 4 3 1
EDC - Master and Maritime FNO09-104A 12 1 2 4 4 1
EDC - Piers 92 and 94 (EDC) FN10-086A 4 1 1 1 1
EDC - Piers 92 and 94 (MMPI) FN10-086A 3 1 2
EDC - Piers 92 and 94 (Un-convention) FN10-086A 2 2
Education, Dept. of (Reading First) FK09-079A 6 5 1
Education, Dept. of (Vanguard) FM08-113A 6 4 2
Education, Dept. of (Early grade Class Size) FM09-113A 8 8
Education, Dept. of (Admin of Standardized
Tests) MDO08-102A 14 6 2 2 2 1 1
Education, Dept. of (High School Grad Rates) MEQ9-065A 12 7 2 1 2
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gency »
Environmental Protection, Dept. of (Progress in
the Construction) FRO8-121A 10 6 2 2
Environmental Protection, Dept. of (Oversight of
Costs) FR09-110A 6 6
Finance, Dept of (Commercial Motor Vehicles) 7A09-101 5 1 1 2 1
Finance, Dept of (421a) FR0O8-123A 10 2 8
Financial Information Services Agency
(Financial and Operating Practices) FP10-054A 4 3 1
Fire Department (Professional Certifications) MHO09-086A 21 7 8 1 3 1 1
Health & Hospital Corporation - HHC (EMS
MOU) FMO08-080A 7 4 3
Health & Hospital Corporation - FDNY (EMS
MOU) FMO08-080A 2 1 1
Health & Hospital Corporation - OMB (EMS
MOU) FMO08-080A 4 2 1 1
Health & Mental Hygiene, Dept. of (EDRS) 7A09-083 5 5
Health & Mental Hygiene, Dept. of (Restaurants)| MEQ09-074A 8 5 1 1 1
Health & Mental Hygiene, Dept. of (Background
Checks) MH10-070A 5 4 1
Homeless Services, Dept. of (Procurement
Rules) FK09-069A 15 1 1 13
Homeless Services, Dept. of (Basic Housing) ME09-088A 23 3 3 4 13
Homeless Services, Dept. of (Temp Housing
Benefit) MG09-058A 4 4
Housing Authority (Tenant Selection System) FS10-056F 2 1 1
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Housing Preservation & Development (Sec 8) FS09-105F 2 2
Housing Preservation & Dev (Cornerstone) MEQ9-077A 8 1 6 1
Human Resources Administration (Paperless
Office System) FS10-057F 2 1 1
Independent Budget Office (Financial and
Operating Practices) FP09-135A 5 4 1
Investigation, Dept. of (Personnel, Payroll and
Timekeeping Practices) MH09-092A 9 9
Juvenile Justice, Dept. of (See ACS above) MD10-062A
Landmarks Preservation Commission (Internal
Controls Over Permits) MG10-073A 8 5 1 1 1
Multi-Agency - DOHMH (Carriage Horses) FS09-124F 5 4 1
Multi-Agency - DCA (Carriage Horses) FS09-124F 2 2
Multi-Agency - DOE (Vision Screening) ME10-077A 3 2 1
Multi-Agency -DOHMH (Vision Screening) ME10-077A 2 1 1
N.Y. Mets (Mets) FN09-063A 2 1 1
N.Y. Mets (Parks) FN09-063A 1 1
Public Administrator- Staten Island (Financial
and Operating Practices) FNO09-097A 6 2 3 1
Retirement Consultants FL10-120A 4 4
Retirement: BERS FL10-115A 4 4
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Retirement: NYCERS FL10-117A 4 4
Retirement: FDNY FL10-114A 0
Retirement: NYPD FL10-118A 4 4
Retirement: NYS FL10-119A 4 4
Retirement: TRS FL10-116A 4 4
Small Business Services, Dept of (M/WBE
Program) MD09-062A 7 4 3
Transit Authority (Acess A ride) ME09-078A 6 6
Transit Authority (Maintenance of Subway
Stations) MJ09-056A 16 7 9
Transportation, Dept of (Disability Permits) MDO09-076A 16 10 3 1 2
Transportation, Dept of (Ferries) MG10-061A 9 9
Welfare Fund-Superior Officers Council-Active
(Financial and Operating Practices) FL09-099A 7 4 3
Welfare Fund-Superior Officers Council-Retirees
(Financial and Operating Practices) FL09-100A 7 4 3
Welfare Trust Fund-Local 30, 30A-C- Active
(Financial and Operating Practices) FKO7-104A 15 11 2 2
Welfare Trust Fund-Local 30, 30A-C - Retirees
(Financial and Operating Practices) FKO7-105A 9 6 1 2
Youth & Community Development, Dept. of (Out-
of-School Youth Program) ME10-076A 7 7
Total 562 331 78 25 20 2 69 4 3 29
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Actuary, Office of the 11 7 4 0.00%
Administration For Children's Services/DJJ 32 26 4 2 6.25%
Aging, Dept. for the 6 4 2 0.00%
Buildings, Dept. of 14 8 2 2 2 28.57%
Community Boards-Staten Island 10 8 2 20.00%
Concession: Empire City Subway (ECS) 8 8 0.00%
Concession: Fitmar Management (Fitmar) 12 10 2 16.67%
Concession: Lakeside Restaurant (Lakeside) 14 12 2 14.29%
Concession: South Beach Restaurant (SBR&C) 2 1 1 50.00%
Concession: Sunny Days in the Park (Sunny
Days) 9 6 1 1 1 22.22%
Concession: World's Fair Marina Banquet Hall
(Food Craft) 6 5 1 16.67%
Consumer Affairs 14 10 2 2 14.29%
Cultural Affairs, Dept. of 6 5 1 16.67%
District Attorney - Manhattan 4 3 1 25.00%
Economic Development Corporation 16 2 3 4 1 4 2 43.75%
EDC - Piers 92 and 94 (MMPI) 3 1 2 66.67%
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EDC - Piers 92 and 94 (Un-convention) 2 2 100.00%
Education, Dept. of 49 24 4 3 2 2 11 3 36.73%
Environmental Protection, Dept. of 16 12 2 2 12.50%
Finance, Dept of 15 3 1 2 9 73.33%
Financial Information Services Agency 4 3 1 0.00%
Fire Department 23 8 8 1 4 1 1 30.43%
Health & Hospital Corporation 7 4 3 42.86%
Health & Mental Hygiene, Dept. of 25 18 2 2 1 1 1 20.00%
Homeless Services, Dept. of 42 4 4 4 17 13 71.43%
Housing Authority 2 1 1 0.00%
Housing Preservation & Development 10 3 6 1 10.00%
Human Resources Administration 2 1 1 0.00%
Independent Budget Office 5 4 1 0.00%
Information Technology and
Telecommunication, Department of 2 1 1 50.00%
Investigation, Dept. of 9 9 0.00%
Juvenile Justice, Dept. of (See ACS above) 0.00%
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Landmarks Preservation Commission 8 5 1 1 1 25.00%
N.Y. Mets (Mets) 2 1 1 50.00%
Office of Management and Budget 4 2 1 1 25.00%
Parks and Recreation, Department of 39 27 1 7 2 2 10.26%
Public Administrator- Staten Island 6 2 3 1 16.67%
Retirement Consultants 4 4 0.00%
Retirement: BERS 4 4 0.00%
Retirement: NYCERS 4 4 0.00%
Retirement: NYFD 0 0.00%
Retirement: NYPD 4 4 0.00%
Retirement: NYS 4 4 0.00%
Retirement: TRS 4 4 0.00%
Small Business Services, Dept of 7 4 3 42.86%
Transit Authority 22 13 9 0.00%
Transportation, Dept of 25 19 3 1 2 8.00%
Welfare Fund-Superior Officers Council 14 8 6 0.00%
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%of Recommendations
Not Implemented or Not
Addressed

16.67%

0.00%
22.60%

# of Recommendations
Not Addressed

4

29

# of Recommendations
No Longer Applicable

# of Recommendations
Agency Believes Not
Needed

# of Recommendations
Not Implemented

69

# of
Recommendataions
Under Consideration

# Recommendations
Pending (eg looking
into legislation)

20

# of Recommendations
Implemented in an
Alternate Manner

# of Recommendations
Partially Implemented

25

# of Recommendations
in the Process of Being
Implemented

78

# of Recemmendations
Implemented

17

331

Total # of
Recommendations

24

562

Agency

Welfare Trust Fund-Local 30, 30A-C

Youth & Community Development, Dept. of

Total

Office of New Y ork City Comptroller John C. Liu
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INDEX OF GOVERNMENT AGENCY AUDITS (FISCAL YEARS 2000-2010)

TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,
PAGE
Actuary, Office of
FINANCIAl PrACICES ...ttt sttt neas FY 04, p. 3
Financial PractiCeS FOHOW-UD ....c.ooveeeeieiseseees et ene e FY 06, p. 3
FINANCIAl PraCiCES ... .ottt sttt eene e FY 10, p. 3

Administrative Trials and Hearings, Office of

Timekeeping, Payroll, and Purchasing Operations.............ccoeererrerenesieseiese e FY 02, p. 3

Aqing, Department for the

Administration of IMPrest FUNGS..........cccoiriieeeee e FY 07. p. 3
Compliance of Builders for the Family and Y outh Diocese
Of Brooklyn with its Contract for the Operation of

The Bay SENiOr Canter ... ... it e e e e e et e e e e ae e e e FY 03, p. 3
Controls Over Persondlly Identifiable INformation.............ccoeorereininnienecneeese e FY 10, p. 5
Follow-up of the Elder ADUSE PrOgraim ..........ccooeeeeiieeseeseseese e FY 01, p. 3
Follow-up on Monitoring of Senior Citizen Center Conditions...........ccccvereererneneieneneneneas FY 05, p. 4
Home Energy Assistance Program (HEAP) ... nne e FY 02, p. 4
Monitoring of the Physical Conditions of Senior CENLENS.........ccoerereirennereese e FY 08, p. 3
Monitoring of Senior Centers CONAItIONS.........cccoveerieereereseiese e sese e e e seese e FY 02, p. 5
Oversight of its Contractsfor the Delivery of Frozen Meals..........cccooeveenennenccnececreen FY 06, p. 4
Transportation Service Provider EXPENAItUIES............ccvveeeieecerence e FY 05, p. 3

Borough Presidents
Bronx Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccovevvvereeierereseseeeseeeeenes FY 04, p. 5
Bronx Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovvvenrenecenereeeseesnes FY 07, p. 5
Brooklyn Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccoveevvereeierecesesese e FY 05, p. 6
Brooklyn Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coouvvrerrieneieseneeese e FY 08, p. 5
Manhattan Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccoveevvereeiesecesesese e FY 04, p. 7
Manhattan Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovvrenrieneienereeseesns FY 07, p. 6
Queens Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccovveevvereieneiesesese e FY 04, p. 9
Queens Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovvrerrieneicnereseseesins FY 08, p. 7
Staten Iland Financial and Operating Practices.............ccccovvviiiiie e FY 03, p. 5
Staten Island Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovevrenrieneienereeese e FY 07, p. 8
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Buildings, Department of

Administration of Sidewalk-Shed PEMILS.........ccoiiiiee e FY 04,
Building INfOrMation SYSIEIM ..ot FY 05,
[z = Y O 1= SRR FY 02,
Data Center FOHOW-UD ....cvoerieerierieiesesee sttt sae e se e e e sbe e e s se e ese e FY 06,
Effectivenessin Investigating Safety-Related Complaintsin a Timely Manner ....................... FY 04,
FOIOW-UP Of VIOIGONS ISSUE ... FY 08,
Internal Audit Review of Professionally Certified Building

N o010 o] T FY 03,
Internal Control Cash Receipts: Preliminary FINAINGS .......cccoevveireerereesee e Fy 01,
Internal Control OVer Cash RECEIPLS.......ccoiieiririrerieire e FY 02,
Revenue Collected for License and Permit FEES.........ociriinieinreee e FY 06,
Queens QUAltY OF LITE UNIT.......cooeeieeceeeeeeeeee et FY 10,

Business | ntegrity Commission

Monitoring of the Private Carting and Public Wholesale Market Industries.............cccceu.... FY 08,
Payroll, Timekeeping Procedures, and Other Than Personal Expenditures..............ccccveeee. FY 04,
Shipboard Gambling FidUCiary ACCOUNLS..........ccceieerieriiiniesieeee e see s see s e FY 05,

Business Relocation Assistance Cor por ation

Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS. ..ot FY 00,
Financial and Operating Practices of Brighton Beach Business
IMPrOVEMENT DISIIICE. ...ttt sttt nnns FY 01,

Business Services, Department of
(See: Small Business Services, Depar tment of)

Financial and Operating Practices of the Bryant Park

Management Corp. Business Improvement DIStriCt..........coevrereienenneneere e FY 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Columbus/Amsterdam

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......c.coerireienese st FY 02,
Financial and Operating Practices East Brooklyn Industrial

Park Business Improvement DISITCE.........coeiverrinereseese s FY 01,
Financial and Operating Practices East Brooklyn Industrial

Park Business Improvement District (FOHOW-UPD) ....ccoveeriririerere e FY 02,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Fashion

LO0C 011 =] | SRS USSR RR ST USRSTRN FY 02,

PAGE
p. 12
p. 8
p. 8
p. 6
p. 11
p. 9
p. 7
p. 4
p. 10
p. 7
p. 7
p. 11
p. 14
p. 9
p. 16
p. 24
p. 32
p. 12
p. 15
p. 15
p. 16
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Business Services, Department of (cont’d)
(See: Small Business Services, Department of)

Financial and Operating Practices of the Fifth

AVENUE BID ... FY 00,
Financial and Operating Practices Flatbush Avenue

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......cccoceeereirereceseee e enens FY 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the HUB-Third Avenue

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......cccoceeieierereeseeee e enens Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Kings Highway

Business IMprovement DISIFCE .......cccocveiicirereeeseese e snens Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Lincoln Square

Business IMprovement DISIMCE .......cccocveereiserecese e nnens Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Lower East Side

Business IMprovement DISIICE ..o enens FY 02,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Madison Avenue

District Management ASSOCIAION, INC. .....ccvevrereeereieeseees s e e sse e e e ssenessens Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Mosholu-Jerome

East GUN Hill ROAO BID ..ottt FY 00,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Myrtle Avenue

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......cccocieereisereees e enens FY 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the NOHO Business

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......ccocovcereiserecese e enens FY 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Steinway

SITEEL BID ..t ettt FY 00,
Financial and Operating Practices Of the Sunset

Park FIfth AVENUE BID .......c.ciiiiiieiinee ettt FY 00,
Financial and Operating Practices Of the Village Alliance

Business IMprovement DISIICE ..o enens Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the White Plains

Road Business Improvement DISIFCE...........coviereiereienerceseese e snns Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices Of the 47" Street

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......ccoocvciicisereces s snens FY 01,
Internal Controls and Operating Practices of the Washington

HEIGNES BID ...ttt FY 00,
SMall ProCUreMENt PraCtiCES.........coiiriririrerires ettt es FY 02,

PrOCUrEMENT PraCliCeS .....c.eiuieeeeeiisie ettt st sttt e e s e e e s e FY 07,
Real Egtate Tax Charges on Space Leased at 40 Rector SIreet.........ovvveeeeveeeserceesceseseenenas FY 04,

PAGE
p. 22
p. 30
p. 20
p. 26
p. 12
p. 18
p. 8
p. 26
p. 6
p. 10
p. 20
p. 24
p. 22
p. 28
p. 18
p. 18
p. 13
p. 10
p. 16
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PAGE
Children's Services, Administration for
Brooklyn Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Children
And Its Compliance with Its Child Care Agreement
July 1,1999 t0 JUNE 30, 2000 ........ccuerereeereereeesseeeeseeseseesessesseesseseesesseseesessesessesaesesseeeseseesessens FY 01, p. 48
Brookwood Child Care and Its Compliance with Child Care
Agreement to July 1,1999 to June 30, 2000.........cceeeierereerreererereeeseseeessee e seeses e seeseneens FY 02, p. 23
Capital Improvements at Day Care Centers Required by Landlords
L E8SE AQIEEIMENTS. ...ttt b e e ae et e s st e b e et e nbe e e e nb e e e e s neenne e FY 04, p. 24
Codlition for Hispanic Family Services Foster Care CONractS........coouveerererenesenenenesieseneenes FY 08, p. 14
Compliance of the Association to Benefit Children with Foster
Care and Child Care Payment Regulations; July 1, 1999-June 30, 2001..........ccccerrererereene FY 05, p 13
Compliance of the Child Development Support Corporation with its
Preventive SErviCe AQIrEBIMENTS.........coc ettt e e ae b e neas FY 08, p. 16
Compliance of the Concord Family Services with Foster and
Child Care Payment REQUIALIONS..........ccovieiriiereerese e FY 06, p. 11
Compliance of Graham Windham with Foster and Child Care
PaymMeNnt REQUIALTONS ..ottt ettt FY 09, p. 13
Compliance of Miracle Makers, Inc., for Foster and Child Care
PayMENt REGUIBLIONS ..ottt et sttt neas FY 04, p. 19
Compliance of New Y ork Foundling Hospital, Inc. with its Contract ..........c.ccoccevvevevrccennene. FY 05, p. 12
Compliance of Seamen’s Society for Children and Families
With Foster and Child Care Payment ReQUIGLIONS..........ccccevveeriereeeseisereseseseseeseeeseeseesennas FY 07, p. 11
Compliance of Sheltering Arms Children’s Service with Foster
And Child Care Payment REQUIGLIONS...........cccucoveereriseieeesieesieseeesseessesesessesessesaesessesensensns FY 04, p. 20
Compliance of the Starlight Day Care Center with itS CONtract ............cccvevrenecnenrcsiecneene FY 02, p. 30
Compliance of the Whitney M. Young Jr. Day Care CEnter ..........cceveveererereneereseseseseesensens FY 02, p. 30
Controls Over PaymentSto Transportation VendorsS..........ccoeeereenenenieseneseseeesee s seseseees FY 06, p. 14
Controls Over Personadlly Identifiable INformation............ccceoeeveieseveciesece e FY 10, p. 9
Data Processing ControlS and PrOCEAUIES............cceieiririeierenieese s FY 01, p. 35
Data Processing Controlsand ProCeAUIES. .........cuveire i e e e ee e e e FY 03, p. 9
Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... FY 00, p. 3
Days-of-Care and Expenses Reported by Lutheran Socia Services
Of Metropolitan New York for Its Foster Care Programs...........cccceeereneieneneniesenesesesenenne FY 04, p. 18
Days-of-Care and Expenses Reported by OHEL Children's
Home and Family Services Inc., for Its Foster Care Programs...........ccceceeeevenerenieiesiesesenens FY 03, p. 11
Development and Implementation of the Health Information
ProfiliNg SYSLEM ...ttt FY 02, p. 21
Development and Implementation of the Legal Tracking System.........cccceeevvevvienciesesenennas FY 06, p. 10
Edwin Gould Services for Children and Its Compliance with
[tS Child Care AQrEEMENT .......cceeeecee ettt e e sesae e nse e nne e FY 03, p. 12
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PAGE
Children's Services, Administration for (cont'd)

Effectiveness of Child SUPPOrt HEIPIINE.........cooeieeeecee e FY 01, p. 62
Effectiveness of the Child SUpport HEIPIINE..........cooiieee e FY 03, p. 20
Effortsto Move Children out Of FOSIEr Care........cccovrieereeeeireiesereeeseesesee s sesesse e FY 00, p. 10
Episcopa Socia Services and its Compliance with Its Child

CarE AQIEEIMENL ... .ottt st e e e e b b e s st e be e st e b e e aeesbe e e e nbeennenaeenne e FY 02, p. 22
Faith, Hope & Charity Day Care Compliance with Its

LO0 11 = 0! PSP PRPOR RPN FY 01, p. 55
Father Flanagan’ s Boys Town of New York and Its

Compliance with Its Child Care Agreement

July 1, 1998 t0 JUNE 30, 1999 ...ttt FY 01, p. 46
Follow-Up of Procedures for Recouping Overpayments

Made tO FOSIEr Care AQENCIES......c..oereeerierieerieses et et sesaesee e se e e sesse e seseenesens FY 00, p. 13
Forestdale, Inc., and its Compliance with its Child Care

AGIEEIMENL . ...t b et b e e e b e e b e e R e e e e Re e b e e e e R e e e nre e e ns FY 02, p. 25
Good Shepherd Service' s Compliance with Its Child

CalE AQIEEIMENT ...ttt re e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eneeneeneeneennennas FY 01, p. 42
Harlem Dowling-West Side Center’s Compliance with Its

Child Care AQrEEIMENT ...ttt st se et b et et be e e ne e FY 01, p. 40
Harlem Dowling-West Side Center for Children & Family Services Compliance

With I[ts Preventive ServiCe AQreEMENT .........cocrereereeeesie et FY 10, p. 10
Highbridge Advisory Council’s Compliance with Certain Financia

ProviSIONS Of ITS CONLIACE ........coeeueeeisieirie ettt neas FY 05, p. 15

INWOOd HOUSE FOSLEr Car€ CONIACT ......c.eeveiveeeeeeeesieee et nnns FY 09, p. 3
Inwood Nursery Day Care Center's Compliance with Its

L©0 11 = 0! F RSP PORPRP FY 01, p. 58
Inwood House' s Compliance with Its Child Care Agreement

July 1, 1997 t0 JUNE 30, 1998 ...ttt nnens FY 01, p. 44
Jamaica NAACP Day Care Center Compliance with its Contract with

AN TV 0 V2SS FY 02, p. 28
Little FHower Children and Family Services Foster Care CONtract..........cccooeevererereeiereenenenas FY 07, p. 12
L ouise Wise Services Compliance With Foster Child Care

Payment REQUIALIONS. ........ ettt FY 03, p. 13
Payments for Children with Disabilitiesin Residential FaCilities..........ccccouveevvevvcercceseseeees FY 06, p. 13
Martin de Porres Day Care Center’s Compliance with Its

LO0 11 = 0! F TSSO P S FY 01, p. 50
Misappropriation of Inwood Nursery Day Care Center

Funds July 1, 1999 to JuNe 30, 2000 .........ccererereeereeeerereeeseesesseseesessesessesseesseseesessesessessesessens FY 01, p. 61
New Life Child Development Center, Inc. Contract ComplianCe..........ccooeveerererereriererenenens FY 00, p. 5
Oversight of Contracted Day Care CENLEN'S .........ccovvereeereriresieeseseseseeessesessesseessesessessesessenes FY 03, p. 18
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PAGE
Children's Services, Administration for (cont'd)

Oversight and Monitoring of the Screening of Personnel by Contracted

Child Calr@ CENENS..... ettt sttt s e et e e s et e e b e ae st s be e nsenean FY 09, p. 4
Rosdie Hall, Inc., and its Compliance with its Child

CalE AQIEEIMENT ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eneene e s eneennennas FY 02, p. 26
Seamen's Society for Children and Families Compliance

With [tSDay Care CONLIaCS ... ...uieiie it ettt e ee e e FY 03, p. 16
Second Follow-up on Data Processing Controls and Procedures...........coovvevveenenieeseesennenes FY 05, p. 11
Shirley Chisholm Day Care Center, Inc. Compliance with

L5711 = o USSP PS PR PPTPRRRN FY 01, p. 52
Susan E. Wagner Day Care Center and Its Use of City Funds

(T L= g L 1S 0 1 > SRR FY 04, p. 22
Tabot Perkins Compliance with Its Child Care Agreement...........ccoveereneinenniesesesese e FY 01, p. 38
Timely Processing of Child Support Payments...........cccceveereerenieesereseseeeseeseeeseesesseseesennns FY 02, p. 32
Whitney M. Young, Jr. Day Care@ CENES ..o FY 03, p. 15

City Clerk
Cash Controls at the Manhattan OffiCe..........coerirririrere e FY 08, p. 18
Manhattan, Cash Controls and Timekeeping PractiCes...........oovvviv i i e FYy 03, p 22
City Council
Other Than Personal Service EXPenditures. ..........ouveiieiie e e e e ee e FY 08, p. 20
City Planning, Department of

Compliance with Comptroller's Directives relating to Payroll

=010 B T 0SS o1 0 OO FY 02, p. 35
Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS.......oociiciieireisese s e e e ae s nenne e FY 06, p. 16
Penn Center Subdistrict FdUCIary ACCOUNL ..........ccoererirererereeiese e FY 05, p. 17
Internal Controls Over Cash RECEIPLS.......cccvcirerieiercerereees et nnens FY 00, p. 29
72" SOt FIOUCTAIY ACCOUNL <. eeeee e sseeeses s eeseses s ses e seeeeseneeas FYo05 p. 18

City University of New York

Bronx Community College's Auxiliary Enterprise

(@00 1070 > 1o N | oo O RSRSN FY 00, p. 35
Hostos Community College Student ACtiVIty FEES ..o FY 06, p. 17
Instructional Computer Equipment and Training

At the CoOmMMUNILY COlEGES ..ottt FY 00, p. 31
Manhattan Community College Auxiliary Enterprises COrporation. ...........coveeeeevereerererenennas FY 02, p. 37
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PAGE
City University of New York (cont’d)

Operating Practices of the College DiSCOVErY Program............ccoueeeeeereereseresiessesesesesessesessenes FY 03, p. 24
Operating Practices of the College DiSCOVErY Program.........cc.ccceeeererererenesiesessesesesessenessenes FY 08, p. 22
Citywide Administr ative Services, Department of
Administration of the Sales of Surplus City-Owned Real EState............ccocoveevecneneccneninens FY 08, p. 24
Citywide Energy Conservation EffOrtS........cccccceeveeninieie s FY 05, p. 22
COllECtioN Of RENE AITEAIS........ciieeeeierieerieiee ettt e ettt e s b e e s s FY 08, p. 25
Development and Implementation of the Capital Asset Management System..........ccccceeveeeee. FY 07, p. 14
Development and Implementation of the City Automated Personnel System.........ccccoceeeeeee. FY 05, p. 20
Employee Blood Program FiduCIary ACCOUNE ..........ccueevueeerereeesieseeseseesessesessessesessessesessesesseneas FY 06, p. 18

Follow-up on the Devel opment of an Automated Fleet

MaNBGEMENT SYSLEIM.....cueiieiiirieeie et e s se et e se et e s seenbesseenbesneensenneenees FY 01, p. 65
Follow-up on Management Information Systems Implementation

of the Agency-Wide Local Ar€aNEIWOIK ..........ccovueirereeiseiserieeseseeeseese e es FY 02, p. 41
Follow-up of Internal ControlSfor Data Center ...........ccooerereienerreseese e FY 02, p. 40
Practices and Procedures for Capital Construction
Small Procurement and VOUChEiNg PraCliCeS........cocurireereriresieesesee e FY 00, p. 39
Y 2K Preparation for Non-Information Technology FaCilities..........cccceeeivreeenerciesececesicee, FY 00, p. 38

Civil Service Commission

Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS.......uoueiiciieereesese et se e se s ae s nenne e FY 08, p. 27
Follow-up on Timekeeping, Payroll, and Purchasing Operations...........c.coeeevevneneicnenenenens FY 01, p. 67
Fraudulent Payroll and Imprest
Payroll, Timekeeping, and Other Than Persona Services Expenditures

July 1, 2002-JUNE 30, 2003.......ccoueueererieirerieiesiseeesesse et se st se sttt e bt se bt e b s FYy 05 p 24

Civilian Complaint Review Board
Case ManagemMENT PraCliCES.........couiivieerereeesesese e esa e te st e e e s saesesaesansesaenessenes FY 06, p. 20
Follow-up on the Case Management Policies and Procedures............ccoveveenenineneicncnenenas FY 02, p. 43
Follow-up on the Case Management PraCtiCeS.........cocvveeerereiesereee e FY 09, p 7
Collective Bargaining, Office of

Payroll, Timekeeping Procedures, and Other Than Persona Expenditures...........cccccvevvenenee. FY 04, p. 26
PrOCUrEMENT PraCliCES ..ottt sttt ettt e e b e e ene e FY 08, p. 28
Small Procurement and VouChering PraCliCeS.........couveireiereneeisee e saeesae s es FY 00, p. 42
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Bronx #1 to 12
Bronx #1to 12
Bronx #2
Bronx #3
Bronx #9
Bronx #10
Bronx #12

Brooklyn #1to 18
Brooklyn #5

Brooklyn #6
Brooklyn #8
Brooklyn #9
Brooklyn #11
Brooklyn #12
Brooklyn #15
Brooklyn #16
Manhattan #1 to 12
Manhattan #1 to 12
Manhattan #9

Manhattan #10
Manhattan #11

Manhattan #12

Queens#1to 14
Queens#1to 14
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Community Boards

PraCtiCeS ... FY 00,
Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccoveevvereieneceseseeeseeeeenes FY 04,
Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovvvrenrieneieseseese e FY 07,
Follow-up on Financia and Operating

PractiCeS ..o FY 00,
Follow-up Audit on the Financia and
Operating ProCeOUNES..........coeereerenieeseeses e FY 01,
Follow-up of Financia and
Operating PraCliCeS........covirirererereseesie s FY 01,
Follow-up of Financia and Operating

PractiCeS ...t FY 00,
Follow-up on Financia and Operating

PractiCeS ..o FY 00,
Financial and Operating PractiCes..........ccoveevvercieseceseseeeseeeeenes FY 04,
Follow-up on Compliance with Timekeeping,

Payroll, and Purchasing Procedures...........ccoveverereenieresesieenen, FY 00,
Follow-up on Compliance with Timekeeping,

Payroll, and Purchasing Procedures............ccoveveverecenenineseeseenenes FY 00,
Follow-up on Payroll, Timekeeping &

PUrchasing ProCEAUIES...........ccoeieereeereseees e FY 00,
Follow-up on Payroll, Timekeeping &

PUrchasing ProCEAUIES..........cccoeieereeesereees e FY 00,
Follow-up on Payroll, Timekeeping &

PUrchasing ProCEAUIES...........ccoeeeereeesereees e FY 00,
Follow-up on Payroll, Timekeeping &

PUrchasing ProCEAUIES...........ccoueirereeeseseees e FY 00,
Follow-up on Payroll, Timekeeping &

PUrchasing ProCEAUIES...........ccoeieereeesereees e FY 00,
Payroll, Timekeeping Procedures, and OTPS...........cccoeienerennnne FY 00,
Financial and Operation PractiCes.........coovvevvvereeieseceseseee e FY 06,
Office Equipment Inventory PractiCes.........ccooevveereierennienienenenens FY 09,
Follow-up of Financial & Operating

PractiCeS ..o FY 00,
Financial & Operating PractiCes.........ccovovveeenereiesereseseee s FY 01,
Follow-up of Payroll, Timekeeping

Procedures, & OTPS........ooiiesee e FY 00,
Follow-up of Payroll, Timekeeping

Procedures, & OTPS........coireeseeses e FY 00,
Financial and Operating PractiCes.........cooverenrieneieneneese e FY 04,
Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccoveevereeieneceseseee e FY 07,

PAGE
p. 43
p. 28
p. 16
p. 45
p. 70
p. 71
p. 46
p. 48
p. 30
p. 49
p. 51
p. 53
p. 54
p. 55
p. 57
p. 58
p. 60
p. 21
p. 9
p. 61
p. 72
p. 62
p. 64
p. 32
p. 18

Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

PAGE
Community Boards (cont’d)

Queens #2 Follow-up of Payroll, Timekeeping

Procedures, & OTPS........coooiree e FY 00, p. 65
Queens#4 Payroll, Timekeeping Procedures & OTPS.........cccceeveveerecennne FY 00, p. 67
Queens #5 Follow-up on Financia and Operating

= 01 o= FY 00, p. 68
Queens#12 Payroll, Timekeeping Procedures & OTPS..........ccoceovevrienerenene FY 00, p. 70
Queens #13 Follow-up on Financia and Operating Practices........cc.cccvvenene. FY 00, p. 72
Queens #14 Payroll, Timekeeping Procedures & OTPS..........ccocecvevreneiennne FY 00, p. 73
Staten Idand #1, 2, 3 Financial and Operating Practices.............ccoovvviiiiie v FY 03, p. 26
Staten Iland #1, 2, 3 Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovvrerrieneicnenseseesnes FY 07, p. 20
Staten Idand #1, 2, 3 Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccoveevvereeieseceseseeeseeenenes FY 10, p. 13

Comptroller, Office of the
Cost Allocation Plan Fiscal Year 2001 .........ccvoeeeereeeeereeesesesieseesesieses e e e saesessesasseseeesseses FY 02, p. 46
Cost Allocation Plan FisCal Year 2002 .........cooeiririeinieeesieesie e FY 03, p. 28
Cost Allocation Plan Fiscal Year 2003 .........ccvoeeeeveeenerieesieseseseeessesesesseessessesessesassessssssseses FY 04, p. 33
Cost Allocation Plan FisCal YEar 2004 ...t FY 05, p. 26
Cost Allocation Plan FisCal Year 2005 .........covoueeeeireeeneieeesesesieseeessesesesseessesassessesassssseessenes FY 06, p. 23
Cost Allocation Plan FisCal YEar 2006 .........cccoeererieirieniresieresiesee e es FY 07, p. 21
Cost Allocation Plan FisCal YEar 2007 ........coveeeeeereeesesieeseesieseeessesesessesessessesessesassessessssenes FY 08, p. 31
Cost Allocation Plan Fiscal Year 2008 .........cccoeririreneneeerie e es FY 09, p. 10
Cost Allocation Plan Fiscal Year 2009 .........ccvocieereeinerieeseseseseeesseses e eessesaesessesassessenessenes FY 10, p. 15
Fiscal Year 1999 Cost Allocation Plan (REPOIM)........ccceveerirriererresie e FY 00, p. 77
Fiscal Year 2000 Cost Allocation Plan (REPOIM).......cc.coveererereieneriee e sse e eseseeseenas Fy 01, p. 75
Follow-up on Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ........ccooierennineieseneese s FY 00, p. 75
Conflicts of Interest Board
Payroll, Timekeeping, and PUrchasing PractiCesS..........ccouorireinenrese e FY 04, p. 34
Procurement and INVENtOry PraCliCeS..........coeiieeeeice e e s neene e FY 09, p. 11
Consumer Affairs, Department of
Administration of ItS FidUCIary ACCOUNLS ........cccovrueieerieiseseseseseseseeessesesessesessessesessesassenss FY 04, p. 36
Follow-up on Internal Controls over Cash RECEIPLS........ccorereiererireseerese e FY 00, p. 78
L] === B T 0o RS FY 10, p. 16
Internal Controls Over the Processing of Violation and
(@00 1= ot o o T =TSRSS FY 07, p. 22

Licensing and Oversight of Sidewalk CafeS.........ccoeirireiirinrieee e FY 05, p. 27
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PAGE
Correction, Board of

Follow-up Audit on Small Procurement and

VOUCNENTNG PraCliCES......coueuerieeeierieieie ettt ettt sttt st ese e FY 01, p. 76
Payroll, Timekeeping, and PUrchasing PraCtiCeS..........ccovvrireiererieesee e see e FY 04, p. 38
Purchasing, Timekeeping, and Payroll PractiCes ... FY 08, p. 32

Correction, Department of

Compliance with Comptroller’ s Directive 10, Charges to the Capital Projects Fund,

For the Purchase Of EQUIPIMENT .........cooiiiceceeeseesee et FY 04, p. 43
FOIHOW-UDP ON DAL CENTES ..ottt ne s e FY 01, p. 78
Follow-up on Compliance with City Procurement RUIES.........ccccoevveceeericiesere e FY 01, p. 80
Follow-up on Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... FY 00, p. 83
FOllow-Up 0N LOCE ATEAINEIWOIK..........cviveeeieeieisieiee e st e e sseneene e FY 02, p. 47
Internal Controls Over CommiSSary OPEratioNS.........ccccurueererererieiesereseseesesseseseseeseseseeesens FY 05, p. 29
Inventory Controls Over Its Food Items at the Rikers Iland Storehouses............ccveveeeeecvenneee. FY 04, p. 41
Inventory Controls Over Its Non Food Items at the Rikers Iand Storehouses.............c.......... FY 04, p. 40
Y 2K Preparation for Non-Information Technology ASSELS.........ccoevrereeeriereseneeseseeseseseeeneans FY 00, p. 81
Potentia Savings from Civilianizing Positionsin Non-Incarceration Units..........ccocccveeveeeenee. FY 03, p. 29
Samaritan Village Contract to Operate the Rikers Iland

Discharge ENhancement PrOGraim ..........ccooeireririneieresesese s FY 07, p. 24

Criminal Justice Coordinator, Office of

Controls Over Billings and Payments for Work by Panel Membersin the

ASISGNEd COUNSE PlaN ......ccvoicieece ettt e e nnns FY 09, p. 13
Effectiveness of the NYC Domestic Violence HOtlNE..........ooeeiiinineineeeree e FY 02, p. 49
Expenditures for Other Than Personal SEIVICES..........covveevireieseriee s e nnas FY 06, p. 24

Cultural Affairs, Department of

Financial and Operating Practices of the American Museum of

AN 0 I T (SRR FY 03, p. 31
Financial and Operating Practices of Queens Botanical

Garden July 1, 1999 t0 JUNE 30, 2000 ........eerereererereererereereresseesessesesessesesessesesessesesessesessssesesees Fyol, p. 83
Financial and Operating Practices of Snug Harbor

LOLT 0= = 1= OSSPSR FY 02, p. 51
Process for Awarding Program Grantsto Cultural Organizations.............cceeeevereeieseeresesenennas FY 10, p. 18
Small Procurement and VOUChEring PraCliCeS........couorireerenerireesesee e FY 02, p. 53

154 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

PAGE
Design and Construction, Department of

Controls Over Contractor-Provided VENICIES.........cccveivceccececs e FY 07, p. 26
Development & Implementation of the Contract

D= 2 B VS (< 1 SO PORTP FY 02, p. 55
Development and Implementation of the Standardized Change Order

Record-Contract Overrun Request ENtry SyStemM ........coocvveieescecceeesee e FY 03, p. 33
Follow-up on Development & Implementation of an

Automated Project Management Information SyStem.........cccevveerereeenecese e FY 00, p. 86
Monitoring of Payments to Cultural Institutions for Pass-Through

City Funded Capital CONStruCtion PrOJECES........cviveeeerieiserecesieeste e ste e es FY 05, p. 31
Small Procurement and VOUChEriNg PraCliCeS........coourireierinerereresesee s FY 00, p. 88

Digtrict Attorney
Bronx County Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovvvvenrieneienereeseenins FY 03, p. 35
Bronx County Other Than Personal Service EXpenditures............ccoeevvevvveneeennns FY 07, p. 28
Kings County Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovevnerreneicnereeseesiens FY 06, p. 25
Kings County Follow-up of Financial and Operating Practices..........ccccccvveenee. Fy 01, p. 85
Kings County Other Than Personal Service EXpenditures............ccccoeveeerenernennns FY 09, p. 15
New Y ork County Expenditures for Other Than Personal Services...........ccoceevveenee. FY 06, p. 27
New Y ork County Follow-up of the Financial and Operating Practices..........c.ccc...... FY 01, p. 88
New Y ork County Procurement PraCtiCeS ........cocvoveereieseeseseesese e FY 08, p. 34
New Y ork County Deferred Prosecution and Non-Prosecution Agreements............... FY 10, p. 20
Queens County Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccoveevvereeieneceseseee e FY 06, p. 29
Queens County Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coouverenrieneicneneeseeeines FY 08, p. 36
Richmond County Financial and Operating PractiCes.........ccouvevvvereeienereseseee e FY 05, p. 33
Richmond County Financial and Operating PractiCes.........coovevrenrieneicneseeseeeeenes FY 09, p. 17
Economic Development Corporation

Financial Practicesfor “Other General EXPENSES” .......ccocrireeneninese e FY 04, p. 46
Payment of Commercia Rent Taxes by CONCESSIONAITES ........cccereeeriererereeeseseseseesessesessennas FY 04, p. 45
PayMENIS TN LIEU OF TAXES ...cveeieiieeeieieerie et neas FY 06, p. 31
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Education, Board of
(See: Education, Department of)

Administrative Staffing at the Central Office

July 1, 1998 t0 JUNE 30, 1999 ..ottt Fy 01,
Administrative Staffing at the District/Superintendency OffiCes .......oooverriirecnireiereeees FY 01,
Bus Drivers Employed by Private Companiesunder CONtract..........occoveeveeerereseseesesenenennas FY 02,
Compliance with Fire and Safety Mandatesin Elementary SChools..........ccccoovveenenncnciennne FY 06,
Compliance with Fire and Safety Regulationsin Elementary Schools...........ccoccovveveviccee. Fy 01,
Computer Equipment and Training at Elementary & Middle Schools.........c.ccoeevenrerieccnnnne. FY 00,
Computer Equipment and Training a High SChOOIS.........ccoeiiiveisicec e FY 00,
CONtrolS OVEr Cash RECEIDLS.......ciueerierieirieeresie ettt sttt e et sae e sessenesse s FY 00,
Follow-up on the Internal Controls of the Data Center ............covveveierereeeseieseseeeseeseseesenas Fy 01,
Follow-up of the Interna Controls Over Student

IMEITOCAITS ...ttt et s bbbttt b Fy 01,
High SChOOl AdMISSION PrOCESS .......coeiiiirieieriesieesie sttt be e ne s e FY 06,
o o J(® (0= g0 a1 = 1] RS FY 06,
Process to Reimburse the Parents of Specia

Education Students Who Attend Private SChOOIS..........ccoiiiiinrerese e FY 00,
Pupil Transportation Retainage FIdUCIary ACCOUNT ..........cccoirieererirereeseses s seesesseseas FY 06,
Second Follow-up for the Administration of the Special

[0 8707z [0 0l 107 =0 [OOSR FY 01,

Education, Department of
(See: Education, Board of)

Adminigtration of New York State Standardized TeSES........coevvereierireienreseesese e FY 10,
Administration of the Early Grade Class Size Reduction Program...........cccceeeveeneneienenenenns FY 10,
Administration of the WNY E-TV FiduCiary ACCOUNL..........cceeuruereeereeesieresessesessesseessesensenses FY 04,
Calculation of High School Graduation RELES...........ccoiirireiereneenees e FY 10,
Compliance of Vanguard H.S. with DOE’ s Procurement Guidelines for

SMEll DOHAr PUICHESES. ...ttt st FY 10,
Compliance of United Cerebral Palsy of New Y ork, Inc. With Its Contracts...........cccceeeeneene. FY 04,
Compliance with Reading First Program Spending GUIdEINES..........cccooevevneneienenncseennes FY 10,
Controls Over Universa Pre-Kindergarten Paymentsto

Non-Public SChoolSIN REJIONS 6 @Nd 7 .........cooiriieeee e FY 07,
Development and Implementation of the Galaxy SyStem. .......cccccceeveveeeereieserese e FY 03,
Effectiveness in Following Up and Resolving School-Bus-Related Complaints...................... FY 08,
Financial and Operating Practices of Community School District #5.........ccccvevvieveceneseeenns FY 03,

PAGE
p. 9%
p. 97
p. 56
p. 38
p. 102
p. %4
p. 91
p. 100
p. 92
p. 104
p. 36
p. 34
p. 98
p. 33
p. 100
p. 27
p. 25
p. 49
p. 29
p. 24
p. 50
p. 22
p. 33
p. 37
p. 45
p. 38
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PAGE
Education, Department of (cont’d)
(See: Education, Board of)

Financial and Operating Practices of Community School District #15..........ccoccevieveienennenns Fy03, p 39
Follow-up of Other Than Personal Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for REgIONS 9 @N0 10.......ccueiiieeierieeeiesee ettt ne e nnas FY 07, p. 30
Follow-up of Other Than Personal Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for Region 3and DISIICE 75 ...t FY 07, p. 32
Medicaid Billing Practices For Services Provided to Autistic Students...........cccceevveeveereennnnes FY 03, p. 41
Monitoring and Tracking of Specia Education Services
For Elementary SChoOl SIUAENLS ..........oovcirieeeccee e nnas FY 07, p. 34
Monitoring Of SChOOl BUS SEFELY .........ccueireieririeereeriesie e FY 05, p. 45
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for REgIONS 9 @N0 10.......cueiiieeierieiriesee ettt FY 05, p. 36
Other Than Personal Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for Region 3 and District 75 (Citywide Special EduCation)..........cccoeeveeererecrienenennns FY 05, p. 38
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for Region 8 and Alternative High Schoolsand Programs...........cccccvevreveccnenenenne FY 05, p. 39
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for Region 8 and Alternative High Schools and Programs..........ccccceeeveennicncienine. FY 08, p. 37
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for REGIONS 4 @NU 5ottt FY 05, p. 41
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for REGIONS 4 @NU 5......couiieiiieeeeree ettt sttt FY 08, p. 38
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center fOr REGIONS 6 AN 7 ......coveeeiiieeierieere sttt sttt b e nnas FY 05, p. 42
Other Than Personal Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center fOr REGIONS 6 AN 7 ......coveieiieeeierieeee ettt sttt be e nnas FY 08, p. 39
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center fOor REGIONS L @NU 2......couiiiieeeierieeriesee ettt e e FY 05, p. 43
Other Than Persona Services Expenditures of Schools— Regiona Operations

Center for REGIONS L AN 2......couiieiieieierieeriesee ettt sttt FY 08, p. 41
Process by Which the Department of Education Awarded aVending Machine

License to the Snapple BeVerage GrOUP ..........ccoeereererinesenesesie e FY 04, p 54
Processes for Reviewing and Approving Lump-Sum Payments

For Unused Leave Time of PedagogiCal Managers..........ccoeerereerienenenenesesesesee s FY 07, p. 30
Reporting of Violent, Disruptive, and Other Incidents at New Y ork City

PUDIIC HIgh SChOOIS........coeee e FY 08, p. 44
School Safety Plansfor 10 Elementary SChOOIS........cccovveirerececeeseseeesee e FY 04, p. 51
Second Follow-up on Internal Controls Over its Data Center ..........coooveevenerienecenenseseenenes FY 05, p. 35
Travel Expenses of the Central OffiCe.......vviircecerceseeerees s FY 04, p. 53
Travel Expenses of the Central OffiCe ..o FY 08, p. 42

157 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Elections, Board of

Development and Implementation of the S-Elect Project.........ccoevevveceeevcescceeenceeeseea FY 07,
SMall ProCUreMENt PraCtiCES.........coiiiirirereiresie et es FY 03,

Emergency M anagement, Office of

Payroll, Timekeeping, and Other Than Personal Services EXpenditures............coeeeeveeeenennnnes FY 06,

Employment, Department of

Follow-up of the Adult Training Program's Effectiveness
In Providing Vocational Training to Public Assistance

Recipients and placing themM iN JOBS..........cooiiriee e FY 00,
Follow-up of the Automated INformation SYSIEM .......coocceirciecer e FY 01,
Follow-up of the Automated INformation SYSEM ..o FY 01,
FOIHOW-UP Of the LAN/WAN ..ottt se e se e nne e FY 02,
Small Procurement and VOUChEriNg PraCliCeS........cocurireirinirireesesee e Fy 01,

Environment Control Board

Reliability and Accuracy of the Notices of Violation Datain the
COMPULES SYSTEIMS.....coeieieesieeie ettt st b e s e b e e se e b e s aeenbe e e e nbe e s e nseenne e FY 09,

Environmental Protection, Department of

Billing and Collecting of Water and Sewer Charges from Private Hospitals.........c.cccecvvvenenee. FY 08,
Compliance with Procedures For Issuing Three-Day NOLICES.........cocovrerernensinesresieeines FY 03,
Congtruction of City Water Tunnel No. 3, Stages 1 & 2

ANd Planning fOr SLA0ES 3 & 4 ..ot FY 01,
Controls Over the Billing of Water and Sewer Charges of

RESAENTIAl PrOPEITIES ...ttt FY 09,
Controls Over the Issuance and Depletion of Credits From Its

Reimbursable Metering Program ...t FY 07,
Controls Over the Processing and Collection of Permit FEes.........ccoovveivvecevevcceseseeceeeee FY 04,
Dz ez L O 1= SO FY 02,
Effectiveness of the HElp Center HOINE..........oovceeeicecceesces e FY 02,
Efforts a Preparing Non-Information TeChNOlOgy .........cccverrerenrineseeese e FY 00,
Environmental Control Board' s Timeliness of Case

Adjudications at the BronX OffiCe.........ccoerrireirireeresese e FY 05,
Environmental Control Board Case Processing PractiCeS ........covvvveereresesieesese e FY 00,

PAGE
p. 36
p. 43
p. 39
p. 103
p. 107
p. 107
p. 58
p. 108
p. 21
p. 48
p. 44
p. 110
p. 22
p. 38
p. 58
p. 60
p. 63
p. 105
p. 47
p. 107
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PAGE
Environmental Protection, Department of (cont'd)

Financial Practices of the Catskill Watershed Corporation .............ccceveevviereieseresiesesesesesennas FY 00, p. 111
FOIOW-UP ONthe DA@ CENLEY ......ceeeeeeeeeiieeeeees e FY 04, p. 57
o o J(® (0= g0 1= 1] RS FY 08, p. 49
Land Acquisition and Stewardship Program..........cocoeeerennienenesese s sesseseas FY 01, p. 113
Inventory Controls and Purchasing Practices of the Bureau of Water

AN SAWEN OPEIELIONS.......couieeiiieiriesie et ee e b e sesae e sseste e sse e e sesaeneebeseenessns FY 04, p. 60
Oversight of Coststo Construct the Croton Water Treatment Plant...........cccccovvecverevnecennene. FY 10, p. 33
Payroll and TimeKeePiNgG PraCtiCeS. ..ot FY 02, p. 61
Progress in Constructing the Croton Water Treatment Plant...........cccoeevvvveienercsencseseseeenns FY 10, p. 32
Water DIiStIIDULION SYSEEM ...ttt FY 03, p. 45

Equal Employment Practices Commission
Compliance with Its Charter Mandate to Audit City AQENCIES ......cccoererererereneese s FY 09, p. 24
OpErating PrOCEOUNES........c..ciieeeerieisteseeestesessesaesesae e e sse e sseseesessesessessesessesesessesessesensessensssenes FY 04, p. 62
Finance, Department of

Calculation and Application of the J-51 Tax Benefits for

PropertieSin Manhattan...........cooeeiriiee e FY 09, p. 25
Cash Controls of the Brooklyn City REJISIEN ........cccvevrereeeseesesee e es FY 00, p. 117
Cash Controls of the Manhattan, Queens, and Bronx

O Y L o = [ £ O RSRRSN Fy 01, p. 116
Collection of Monies Owed by City Employees for

OULSLANAING SUMIMONSES ......c.ccviveieeieeeesteeeseseeesseseesessesessessesessessesessessesessesessessesessessesessenessenes FY 00, p. 119
Collection of Penalties Imposed in Control Board Cases...........ccoeerererererenenieeseneseseeeseens FY 02, p. 66
Controls and Monitoring of the Neighborhood Payment

(O 011 g (00 (= o o [T USRS FY 02, p. 68
Development and Implementation of the Automated City Register

INFOIMELTON SYSEIM....c.eiiiicee ettt b e bttt ne e nnns FY 06, p. 40
Development and Implementation Of the NY CServ Project........coevveveereeiesereseseseseseenenas FY 03, p. 47
Effectiveness of Child Support Enforcement Services Performed by

The Office Of the SNENTT ..o e FY 05, p. 57
Financial Controls Over Cash Receipts at BUSINESS CENLENS.........covereererirereresesee s FY 07, p. 40
Follow-up of the Sheriff’sInternal Controls over Seized

VBNICIES.....ee ettt ettt et ettt b et e pe e ne e FY 01, p. 118
Follow-up of Small Procurement and Vouchering PractiCes.........cocoovveeeevcesesesesceseseenenas FY 02, p. 65

Granting of Tax Abatements Under the Industrial and Commercia

[NCENTIVE PrOGIaIM......ccveeeeeieesiestee et te e se e sse e sesaesesse e esessesensessenessenensensenensensenensens FY 05, p. 53
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PAGE
Finance, Department of (cont’d)

Implementation of 421(a) Incentive Program Tax Benefits for Propertiesin

A= 0] 7= 1= SRR FY 10, p. 36
Internal Controls over Bail Refunds by the Client

S AV Ko U Lo 1 OSSR FY 02, p. 70
Operating Practices of the Sheriff Relating to Funds Obtained from

The Enforcement of Civil JUAGMENES..........coriririreririre e FY 05, p. 58
Oversight of the Industrid and Commercia Incentive Program...........cccceoeveevveceneseeeseeseneenes FY 05, p. 55
Reliability and Accuracy of Commerciad Motor Vehicle Tax Data.........ccccceceeveeeeececceceenenne. FY 10, p. 35
Tax Classfication of Real Property in the Borough of Brooklyn.............cccccevevcivnecenesicnnen. FY 05, p. 49
Tax Classfication of Real Property in the Borough of BronX............cceeeeveenenesenenesenieenenn. FY 05, p. 51
Tax Classfication of Real Property in the Borough of Manhattan...........cc.cccceeeveivnecenvnicnennee, FY 06, p. 41
Tax Classfication of Real Property in the Borough of QUEENS............ccccevecnenerenieienenieeeen, FY 05, p. 50
Tax Classfication of Real Property in the Borough of Staten Iland..........cccocvveevvecccenicneneee, FY 06, p. 42
TTAVE! EXPENSES......oeeeeieieeete ettt ettt e et et e e bt et et e et nn s FY 03, p. 49
USEr ACCESS CONMIOIS......ueveeiseeeeeesieeeieseesestesessessesesseseesessesessessesessesesessesessessnsessensesessesessensnsenss FY 03, p. 48

Financial Information Systems Agency
Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS.......oociiiiieireeserieeseese s e e neene e FY 06, p. 44
Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS. .......coeiiiirireiserresie s FY 10, p. 38
User Access Controls of the Financial Management System ..........ccvveeveevecenereseseseseseeenns FY 03, p. 51
Fire Department
Administration Of itS Bank ACCOUNES........ccucirerieirieiresieesesesseseesesseseeessesessessesessesaesessesessenses FY 07, p. 42
Billing and Recording of Ambulance Transport FEES.........coovrerrereineneese e FY 05, p. 60
Controls over the Professiond Certification Process of the Fire Alarm
INSPECLION UNIT......oiiiiieeiiiece ettt et et sb e e e e FY 10, p. 40

Controls of the Inspection of Fire Alarm SYSIEMS........cccoceveiereseeserece e FY 07, p. 43
Development and Implementation of the Enterprise Asset Management System.................... FY 06, p. 46
Follow-up on Arson Information Management System

Dz E= N O g1 g N 1Y) SRR FY 02, p. 73
Follow-up on Fire Prevention through EJUCELION............cccoereienereeseceerces e Fy 01, p. 125
Follow-up on Procedures for Replacement of Front-line Vehicles.........cooveininccncnincnes FY 09, p. 27
Follow-up on Small Procurement and Vouchering PractiCes.........cccoveevveveienesesescceseseeenas Fy 01, p. 123
Internal Controls Over Billing and Collection Of Inspection Fees...........ccoevverrienerencnieeenn. FY 03, p. 52
Misapplication of Fire Code in Fee Collection and
Operating Practices of the 1-B Medical Board ..o FY 00, p. 126
Opportunities for Savings Through Civilianization in Administrative Units..........cc.cccceeeeeee. FY 04, p. 64
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Fire Department (cont’d)

Pension Funds Data Processing Preparation for Y 2K .........oovceeeeesecesescesee e FY 00,
Procedures for Replacement of Front-Line VEhiCles.........coiveverrinciseeeesee e FY 05,
Second Follow-up for Bureau of Information and Computer

S VTS DL =L O o 1= SRR Fy 01,
USE Of ProCUreMENt CardS........coueueeririiiririeisie ettt FY 08,
Y 2K Preparation for Non-Information Technology Facilities...........coeovevnineinenncscee FY 00,

Health, Department of
(See: Health and M ental Hygiene, Department of)

Effectiveness Of AIDS HOUINE..........oieeeresi et Fy 01,
Licensing and Monitoring of SUmmer Day Care Camps.........ccvverererererereseseenesesesseseesessesens FY 02,
Shelter Conditions and Adoption Efforts of the Center for

Animal Care and COMEIO.........ccoiiireeere et snne FY 02,
Tracking of Children with Elevated Blood Lead Levels by the

Lead POISONING PrOQraM .........coiiieirieeriesieesie sttt se et e sessenessns FY 02,
WidE ATERINEIWOIK ...ttt bbb Fy 01,
Auxiliary to Coney Island Hospital, Inc.

January 1, 1998 to December 31, 1999 Hospital CENter........ccoeveerererereesereeeseee e Fy 01,
Auxiliary of Elmhurst Hospital Center Inc.

January 1, 1999 to December 31, 1999........cooeoiiiereesreee e FY 01,
Auxiliary of Jacobi MediCal Center, INC ........ccouvrireirine e FY 01,

Health & Hospitals Corporation

Collection Practices and Procedures Related to Medicaid

Managed Care Health Maintenance OrganiZations............ccoeerererereresieneseseesese e sesenens FY 03,
Compliance with Financia Provisions of Ambulance and Pre-hospital EMS

MemO Of UNAErStANGING .......coueeeieerirererie et FY 10,
Compliance with Medical Research Approval RegUIGLioNS...........cccceveeeeeresesieeseseseseeeseenes FY 02,
Controls over Personnel, Payroll, and Timekeeping at

Coney 19and HOSPITAL..........ceoeeeecieecesees sttt s e e s e FY 03,

Non-Controlled Drugs and Other GOOUS...........couririeereriririerere s FY 01,
Elmhurst Hospital Center Inventory Controls of

Harlem Hospital Center AUXITArY, INC......cocooiiiirireeeeeree e FY 00,
Financial and Operating Practices of Children of

BEIBVUE, INC. ...ttt sttt nnns FY 02,
FOIHOW-UP REPOIT ON HHC ...t ene e FY 00,
Internal Controls over Cash Receipts at Elmhurst

[ 101" o - SR FY 01,
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Health & Hospitals Corporation (cont’d)

Inventory Controls of Bellevue Hospital Center Over Noncontrolled

Drugs and Medica and Surgical SUPPIIES ........covririeerirrireere e FY 05,
Inventory Controls of Harlem Hospital Center Over Noncontrolled Drugs..........ccocceveeeveeenee.. FY 06,
Inventory Controls of the Kings County Hospital Center Over

Noncontrolled Drugs and Medica and Surgical SUPPIIES........cceeveeeereeereerereesee e FY 03,
Inventory Control of Non-Controlled Drugs and other

Goods by Metropolitan HOSpital CENLEY...........ccviereeereieereeeeeeee et e e e sessennas FY 02,

Inventory Control over Non-Controlled Drugs, Medica
And Surgical Supplies at Woodhull Medica and Menta

Mental HEAItN COaNLEN ..ot FY 02,
Inventory Controls Over Noncontrolled Drugs at Coney Iland Hospitdl............cccocceveeveneneee. FY 09,
Lincoln Medical and Mental Health Center Auxiliary, INC. .......c.ccoeereininnienensereesereeeeas FY 02,
Metropolitan Hospital AUXITANY, INC. .....cviveieeeeieecesees e FY 00,
North Centra Bronx Hospital AUXIlTAry, INC. ......ccceeiririreneiese e FY 02,
Possible Misappropriation of Noncontrolled Drugs at Coney Iand Hospitd ......................... FY 08,
Preparing NON-IT INVENLOry FOr Y 2K ... ..o FY 00,
Queens Hospital AUXITTIANY, INC. ....couceeeicecccese et FY 01,

Health and M ental Hygiene, Department of
(See: Health, Department of)

Cash Accountability and Controls at the Office of Vital ReCOrds.........ccoovveevvvccenerneseceenne FY 07,
Controls of Early Intervention PayMENtS...........ccoereerirrieneniressesie s es FY 05,
Development and Implementation of the Disease-Tracking System, PRIME ............cccccco....... FY 03,
Development and Implementation of the Electronic Death Registration System..................... FY 03,
Development and Implementation of the Enhanced Syndromic Surveillance Data

CAPLUNE SYSEIM ...ttt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e eneeneennennas FY 03,
Development and Implementation of the West Nile Virus Integrated
Data Management SYSIEIM ..ot e e e e FY 03,
Effectiveness of the Complaint Inspection Program for Food Establishments..............cc......... FY 04,
Enhanced Pest CONLrol Program...... ... sse e FY 03
Enhanced Pest CONLrol PrOgram..........ccociicieeneisesieesieesesesessesessessesessesassessensssesssssssesensenses FY 06,
FOloW-Up 0N Wide ATEAINEIWOIK .......ccouirieiriesieesieresie et FY 04,
Implementation of the Electronic Death Registration SyStem.........cccovveevveeerierccesereseseene, FY 10,
Inventory Controls Over Nicotine Replacement Therapy AidS........ccoovveireienienecenereneneee FY 09,
Monitoring of the Background Checks of School-Age Child Care Program

EMPIOYEES. ...ttt bt b e neas FY 10,
Oversight of the Correction of Health Code Violations at Restaurants...........ccccccvvceveeerieennnne FY 10,
Shelter Conditions and Adoption Efforts of Animal Care and

Control Of NEW Y OIK CitY .....cveeieisiereei e siees e see e sae et se s sse e sesaesessenensennas FY 06,
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TITLE AGENCY

ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Home ess Ser vices, Department of

Administration of its Billing System and Miscellaneous

EXPENSE ACCOUNLS......coeieiiiieeeeste ettt a e n e s se e b e e se e b e e e e sne e e e nne e e e ns
Compliance of the Floating Hospitd, Inc., with its

Contract to Provide Medical Servicesin the Auburn

Family RECEDLION CONLEN .........cceeeeeeeeeeeesee et e e e e e s e e sessenensens
Compliance of Lenox Hill Neighborhood HOUSE. ..o
Compliance with City Procurement Rules and Controls Over Paymentsto

NON-CONLraCted PrOVIAEIS ..ottt
Contract of Basic Housing, Inc., to Provide Shelter and Social Services........ccoccevvivveevrieennene.
Contract of Homes for the Homeless, Inc. to Operate the Saratoga Family Inn........................
Contract of Project Hospitality, Inc. to Operate Hospitality House

(OIS = = T = o SRS
Contract of the Salvation Army for the Operation of Carlton HoUuSe..........ccccceveevvererericennene
Controls Over the Determination of Eligibility of Temporary Housing Benefitsto

HOMEIESS FAMITIES......ceiie e
Controls Over 1tS COmMPULEr EQUIPIMENT.........ccoeiririeireeresie e sse s
Controls Over Paymentsto Hotels and Scatter Site Housing Operators.........ccocevveveeeseeennne
Development and Implementation of the Client Tracking System..........cccoeoveinieneineneneeas
Evaluation of Single Room Occupancy Contractors

PEITOMMAINCE. ...t b ettt e e e st et b ettt
Follow-up on the Controls Over Computer EQUIPMENE.........c.cccveereeereereeereeeseeseseesesseseesennas
Follow-up on Data Processing Controls and ProCeAUIES............coevrereerenineseese s
Follow-up on Small Procurement and Vouchering PractiCes..........ccoveevvevcievcreeescieseseeenas
Monitoring of its Performance INCENtiVe Program ...........cccoeveeerrenesesenesesesese e
Procurement and Monitoring Of CPA SENVICES.........cccoveeeeireeseseee s nnas
Second Follow-up on the Data Processing Controls and Procedures............ccooeevenncnenenene
Wayside MacDonough Family RESIAENCE...........ccvveirercirece e

Housing Authority

Administration of the Resident Employment Program............cccceeeeeevereseresiesereseseeesesessennes
ControlSiN the DA CENLEY ........cccoiieeeirieeeerie et a e sse s
Contract Tracking System, Contract Administration

Department System, and the Financial Management System.........ccocooveriiniennieneneneseecene
Effectivenessin Addressing Tenant Requests for REPAITS........ccccveveereeeerieeseseseseeseseenenas
Effortsto Address Tenant RequestS fOr REPAITS..........covvrerirrierereresee s
Follow-up of Data Processing Preparation for Y2K .........ccoevciereeeeeseeseseeesee e
Follow-up on the Resident Employment Program...........ccoeeererrenereseseseseesesee s sesseseas
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Housing Authority (cont’d)

Follow-up on the User Access Controls of the Tenant Selection

System and Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan SyStem .........ccccoeveinennesercsene e, FY 10,
Preparation for NoN-1T FaCilitieSTor Y 2K ... FY 00,
Process for Determining Tenant Eligibility...........oooiii i, FY 03
Timeliness of the Renovation of Vacant APartments..........ccceceeveesereeieseseseseeseseeseseseesenens FY 07,
User Access Controls of the Tenant Selection System and

Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan SYSteM.......ccccvvcveereceseese e FY 06,

Housing Preservation & Development, Department of

Administration of the J51 Tax INCeNtive Program...........ccceeeereiesiereiesenesieseseseseesesesessenns FY 07,
Administration of the New Foundations Homeownership Program ..........cccceeevenecenenenenens FY 05,
Compliance of Amboy Neighborhood Center, Inc. with Its

L©00 11 = o TSRS TR SRRSO FY 02,
Compliance of 456 W.129™ Street Housing Corp. with Its

L©00 11 = o TSRS USSR SRSTRN FY 02,
Compliance of the 138-152 West 143 Street Housing Development Fund Corporation........ FY 03,
COMNEISLONE PrOGIaIM .......eeeeeeieieeeeeree e e e se e e e e se e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eneenes FY 10,
Development and Implementation of the Information System.........cccoceevveveievecececcceseseees FY 03,
Emergency REDAIT PrOGIaIM ........coeiiiieirieieeese st sne e FY 04,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Tenant

Associationsin Tenant INterim Lease Program .........ccocoeereenereniesesesese s FY 01,
Follow-up of the Effectiveness in the Neighborhood

ENLrepren@UIS PrOgraim ........coooiiiiiieiesee et s sr e sn s sn e e sn e e ns FY 01,
Follow-up of the Enforcement of Housing Maintenance Code............ccceoevevnereseneeresesennnnas FY 02,
Follow-up of Internal Controls and Development

[z = O 1= TSRS FY 01,
Follow-up on the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program...........ccccoeveevenniencicnenenennas FY 10,
Monitoring of the Award, Transfer, and Succession of the

MitChell-Lama APartMENES.........ccooeereirereeeseese st ae e s e neas FY 08,
Proceduresto Track the Performance of the Mitchell-Lama

L 070 = 1 TSRS FY 00,
Reliability and Integrity of the Emergency Repair Program Data...........cccceeeveeeeevrccvsesennennas FY 09,
Section 8 Housing ChoiCe VOUChEr PrOgraim ... FY 06,
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Human Resour ces Administration

AUEO T I et e et e e et e e e e e eaee e e e e e e ameeeeaneesaneesameeesnneeeanneesenneenanneenneesaneenaneesanns FY 03,
Automated Childcare INformation SYSEM........cooirerireeree e FY 03,
CalCUIALTION OF OVEITIME ..ot e e e e e e e et e e et eeeeeeeeneesaeeesanneesaneesaeneesaneeeanneenn FY 00,

Compliance of the Tolentine Zeiser Paradise Residence of Their

Contract with the Divison of AIDS Services And

[NCOME SUPPONT. ...ttt ettt et et e e se e e e et e e e se e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eneans FY 01,
Compliance of the Foundation for Research of Sexually

Transmitted Diseases with its Contract with HRA's

AIDS Services and INCOME SUPPOI .......cceiveirieeeereeeseresesieesesesse s seesessesessesaesesseeeseseesessens FY 00,
Compliance with PUrchasing DIFECHIVES .........cociririeireeeese e FY 09,
Computer EQUIPMENE INSLAIIE. ........ceieeieeceeeee e Fy 01,
Computer Equipment Inventory On-Hand in the Stockrooms. ..........ccccevevnenecnennenieccnine FY 01,
Contract Management Unit of the Home Care Services Program.........ccccceeveeveeeneneeeseseneenes FY 05,
Contract WIth HS SYSEEMS INC. ...t FY 00,
Controls of the Bureau of Eligibility Verification Over the Investigation of

Cash-ASSStANCE APPIICANES. ..ottt sttt eene e FY 09,
Controls over Payments to Vendors Who Provide Emergency Housing to

Clientsto the HIV/AIDS ServiceS ADMINISLIatioN .........coceeieeerierereneesie s FY 05,
Development and Implementation of the Medical Assistance

Tracking INfOrMEatioN SYSIEM ..o FY 08,
Development and Implementation of the Paperless Office System.......ccccoveevvcvvcevceeseseeees FY 05,
Effortsto Recover Funds from Certain Recipients of Public Assistance..........cccooeveeevenenncnees FY 06,
Employment Services and Placements Efforts for

PUDIIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS. ....cvieeiiieerieie ettt FY 07,
Fiscal Oversight of Personal Care ServiCe ProVIAESS........cccovveveereeeseiesereees e FY 09,
Follow-up on Computer Equipment INStalled...........oooeverinrirerese e FY 04,
Follow-up Audit of Computer Equipment Inventory On-Hand ............cccooeveevverniencresesenenns FY 04,
Follow-up of Clients Permanent Housing Applications by the

HIV/AIDS ServiceS AAMINISITAON.....ccoveuiirieireriecsesie et FY 07,
FOIOW-UP ON the DA@a CaNLEY. ..o FY 01,
Follow-up on the Effectiveness of the Info-line
In Providing Information to the PUDIIC. ..o FY 01,
Follow-up on the Devel opment and Implementation of the Paperless

OFfICE SYSLEIM....c et ettt be sttt e e ae st et s b e e et FY 10,
Grant DIVErSION PrOgIaM.......cociieieesieesesieesiesesesaesesesesessesessesaesessessssessessssesssssssensssessensssenes FY 01,
Implementation of Fair Hearing Decisions on Public Assistance

N0 FOOO SEAMP CASES......ccveeererieeeierieeseee e seees e see e s se e s e se e sesaesesse e esesse e esessesesseneesensenensenen FY 05,

Internal Controls Over 1tS WarehouSe INVENTONY ........cccoererererireneesesesesee s FY 03,
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Human Resour ces Administration (cont’d)

L ease Escalation Charges Relating to Capital Expenditures

For Space Leased at 111 Eighth AVENUE.........ccoiiirieireeeere e FY 00,
Oversight of the WeCARE Program CONraCtorS..........ccoeeveereeeeereseseesesesesesseessesessessesessenes FY 08,
Processing of Clients Permanent Housing Applications

DY the HIV/AIDS SENVICES.......cceieieieeeie et st e st s e e s sse e sesae e ssesas e ssesessasaesessenensensns FY 03,
Real Estate Tax Charges on Space Leased at 180 Water Street .........ooeeveveeneicneneccnereeens FY 04,
Small Procurement and VouChering PraCtiCeS.........couveireereneeeseeseseeese s es FY 00,
Use of Its Sub-Imprest Fund by the General Support

SENVICES DIVISION ...ttt ettt ettt FY 02,

Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS.......uoueiiciieereesese et se e se s ae s nenne e FY 08,
Follow-up on Small Procurement and V ouchering

= o (o= TR FY 01,
Payroll, Timekeeping and Other Than Personal Services Expenditures...........cccoovveeevenennenees FY 05,

FINANCIAl PraCiCES ... .ottt sttt e st FY 04,
Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS.......couciiiiieeseisesieesiees s e s e e ssenense e FY 10,

I nformation Technology & Te&ecommunications,
Department of

Administration of Institutional Network and Crosswalks FUNGS............ccoovvrieneineneicnenenenns FY 04,
Development and Implementation of ACCESSINY C.....oouveeveeieerineseese e FY 07,
Effectiveness of the 311 Citizen SErVICE CONMEN .......covirrrerriererere e FY 05,
Follow-up on the Call ACCOUNIING SYSIEM .....c.ooveieeiceecerese e FY 02,
GeographiC INFOrMatioN SYSIEM.......ccoiiee e FY 06,
Internal Controls over Payroll and Timekeeping FUNCLIONS............cccoeveenecesesicesere e FY 02,
Operation of the City’s Official Website, NY C.GOV .......cccoirrireininrereereseesee e Fy 01,
Second Follow-Up onthe Call ACCOUNtiNG SYSLEM .......covcveericircieeereees e FY 05,

I nvestigation, Department of

Controls over Personnel, Payroll, and Timekeeping PractiCes........ccoovveveevererceseseee e FY 10,
Development and Implementation of the Livescan Fingerprint System .........ccccccvevveenenenenns FY 04,
Payroll and TimeKeePING PraCtiCeS.........couiiieireieeriee e s e e s e e e e e nne e FY 01,
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Juvenile Justice, Department of

Contract of Leake and WELtS SENVICES, INC. ...c.civiviiririiieereriee s FY 02,
Dz ez L O 1= SRR FY 01,
FOIOW-UP ON the DAl@a CENLEXS........cceceeeeieeeieees ettt se e e s e e seneene e FY 04,
Oversight of Father Flanagan's Group HOme CONIaCt ..........ccoceveeerereeierenereneese e FY 08,
Oversight of the St. John’s Group HOME CONIaCt ..........cceveeveeeeieererieeseeee s FY 10,
Preparation for Non IT FaCilitieSTOr Y 2K ... FY 00,
Small Procurement and VouChering PraCliCeS.........cuurireeereseceseeseseees e sseessees Fy 01,

L andmarks Preservation Commission

Controls Over its Other Than Personal Service EXpenditures............coeoveeeereveeseneeeseesennenes FY 06,
Follow-up on the Internal ControlSoN their LAN ... FY 02,
Internal ControlS OVEr PEMITS.........ccoiiiiririrrieeisise e FY 10,
Payroll and TimeKeePIiNG PraCtiCeS.........couiirireererresie e FY 01,

L aw Department

Personnel, Payroll & TimeKeeping PraCtiCesS........coouriierineierererese e FY 05,
ProCUrEMENE PraCliCeS .......covoviveeeieiceirisisi sttt FY 06,
L oft Board
Timekeeping, Payroll, and Purchasing Operations............ccueeeerereesenesieseseseseeseseeseseseeennns FY 02,
Mayor's Office
Small Procurement and VouChering PraCliCeS.........couveireiereneeeseeseseees e es FY 00,

Mental Health, M ental Retardation and Alcoholism Services, Department of
(See: Health & Mental Hygiene, Department of)

MONITOING Of CPA SEIVICES .....couiieirieieierie ettt st be e esse e ene e FY 00,

M etr opolitan Transportation Authority

Access-A-Ride Services (FOHOW-UD).......coririririeinenie e FY 02,
Claims for the Station Maintenance Costs of

MErO NOMh 4/1/98 = 3/3L/99 ...ttt e e s ae s sbe s saeesaaeeneeas FY 00,
Claims for the Station Maintenance Costs of the

Long Idand Railroad 4/1/98 - 3/31/99 ...t FY 00,
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TITLE AGENCY

ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (cont’d)

Claims for the Station Maintenance Costs of the

Long Idand Railroad 4/1/99 - 3/31/00 .......c.corireririeierereeese s
Claims for the Station Maintenance Costs of the

Metro-North Railroad 4/1/99 - 3/31/00.......cccui ittt sbe s s s saee s
= O I = o (=
Maintenance of Long Iand Rail Road Stations within

LI 1= X1 P
Maintenance of Metro-North Railroad Stations within

LI 1= X1 P
Maintenance of Long Iand Rail Road Stations within

I 1= O P
Maintenance of Long Iand Rail Road Stations within

I 1= O P
Maintenance of Metro-North Railroad Stations within

LI 1= 11 P
Maintenance of Metro-North Railroad Stations within

I 1= O P

Multi Agency

Adherence of the Department of Education and the Department of

Health and Mental Hygiene to Student Vision and Hearing Screening

Program REQUIBLIONS .........ceieeeeiieisieesesteese et e e e se e ssesseneesesansensenessessenensens
Administration of the Department of Transportation’s“Urban Account Payments

To Franchise Private BUS OPEIAOrS. .........coeerueererieesieeseseeesseessesseessesessessssessesssssssessssenes
A Compilation of System Development Audits and an Assessment of Citywide

Systems - DeVEl OPMENT SITALEJY ......c.everereeereeiriereeesieee e seeresreses e seee e see e sseseesessesessessesessens
All City Agencies Vouchersfor Postage that werein

Violation of the Comptroller's Closing Instructions

Board of Education and the School Construction

Authority's Program to Accel erate the Replacement of

COB-FITEO FUMACES.......ccveueeieieesieise e te et sae s e e sesaesesse e esessesessenansesseneesensenenseensensas
Compliance of Neighborhood Y outh and Family Services

WIith IES City CONIACES....c.eiveeeeeeieeeieseeese s iees e e e se st e ae e aesse e ssesaesesaeneeseseenensens
Development of the Comprehensive Justice Information

System (CJIS)(CJC, DOITT, JJ, LAW AND Dept. of Probation) ..........ccccceveveiererciecenieenn.
Financial Practices and Procedures of the Pomonok

NN = T o0 g = 1= S

PAGE

T D

196

198

113

114

81

69

82

70

72

92

72

208

119

88

201
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

PAGE
Multi Agency (cont’d)

Five Audit Reports that Evaluate How Agencies Monitor

Employees Who Use City or Personally Owned

Vehiclesto CondUCt City BUSINESS ........ccceueirieerereeeseesesesseessesessesaesessessesessesassesssssssessesessens FY 00, p. 183
Follow-up on Development of the Comprehensive Justice

INFOrMatioN SYSLEM (CIIS) .....coeeeieeeee ettt s s nesse e enennens FY 02, p. 118
Follow-up on Human Services Agencies. How They
Follow-up on Licensing and Oversight of the Carriage-Horse Industry by the

Departments of Health and Mental Hygiene and Consumer Affairs.........ccccoeereveinenenennns FY 10, p. 71
Licensing and Oversight of the Carriage-Horse Industry by the

Departments of Health and Mental Hygiene and Consumer Affairs.........ccccoceveeneiercniecnen. FY 07, p. 61
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENLS...........couiiiieereisesieesieeseseeesse s e saeessesaesessessssesssssssesensensns FY 00, p. 185
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENtS ..ot FY 01, p. 209
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENLS ...........couiiieereinesieesieeseseeesesessesaeessesaesessessssesaesessesessesens Fy 02, p. 122
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENES ..o FY 03, p. 91
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENLS ..........couiiieerieinerieesesesesee e seeses e saeessesaesessessssessessssesensenens FY 04, p. 9%
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENtS ..ot seas FY 05, p. &
Manageria LUump SUM PayMENLS ..........couviiieereenesieesieeseseeesesesse s esse e ssessssessessssesensensas FY 06, p. 73
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENES ..o e FY 07, p. 63
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENLS ..........covviiieerieisesieesees e seees e sesse s essesaesessesessessessssesessensns FY 08, p, 74
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENtS ..o e FY 09, p. 42
Manageria Lump SUM PayMENLS ...........coviiirereineieesieeseseeeseesesse e essesaesessessssessesessesensensns FY 10, p. 77
Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the Office of
Management and Budget’s Administration of Various
Land-AcquiSition FIAUCIANY ACCOUNLS .........cocrerueerieeriesieresiesesessesesseseesessesessessenessesessessesesseseas FY 07, p. 59
Monitoring of Franchise, Concession, License, and Lease

AGreemMentS DY City AQENCIES. ... .cciieeerieriee ettt nene FY 07, p. 60
Payment of Commercia Rent Taxes by Department of Parks

ANd RECIeatioN CONCESIIONAITES.......coveuerieeriereeeriesesesiesessessesessesessessesessessesessessssessenessessesessans FY 03, p. 86
Payments Made by New Y ork City to ACCENTURE LLP for Consulting Services............... FY 04, p 90
Policies and Procedures of the Board of Education and

School Construction Authority for Performing School Construction Work ...........ccccceveueee.. FY 01, p. 203
Pomonok Neighborhood Center, Possible Fraudulent Salaries

(July 1 2003 t0 JUNE 30, 2004).......ceereeerereeeeteseeseseseesesseesseseesesseessessesessesessessessesessesessessnsenses FY 06, p. 72
Processes of the Environmental Control Board and the Department of Finance to

Collect Finesfor Violations Issued by the Department of Buildings..........cccoceveieveceicreennnne. FY 09, p. 40
Provision of Vision Screening Services to Elementary School Studentsin the

New York City Charter SChOOIS.........ccoueirieirecesteeseree st neas FY 10, p. 74
Public Safety Agencies: How They Monitor Employees Who Use City or

Personally Owned V ehicles While Conducting City BUSINESS..........cccoovreeeeereeseneseseeennens FY 03, p. 89

Recongtruction of Firehouse Apparatus floors by
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,
PAGE

Multi Agency (cont’d)

The Fire Department and Department of Design and

(@005 1 U Tox 1[0 [OOSR FY 01, p. 205
Summary of Monitoring of City Employees while Driving

City or Personally Owned Cars on City Business

Subsidy PaymentSto LiDraries. ..ot FY 00, p. 187
Subsidy PaymentSto LIDraries. ... s FY 01, p. 212
Violation of the Comptroller's Closing Instructions FOr FY 99........ccooevveveiencieeereeseseeees FY 00, p. 181
Welfare FUNA PayMENLS.........c.ooiiieseneese ettt et FY 00, p 186
Welfare FUNA PayMENLS...........covoiieeieises ettt se s s nansennen Fy 01, p. 211
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (High RISK) ......cccociireinenninenesee e FY 02, p. 123
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (High RISK) ......cccoveereirerieeseeseseeeseesese e FY 03, p. 92
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (High RISK) ......ccccrireirenireneireree e FY 04, p. 95
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (HIgh RISK) ......cccoveireiiericeseeseseee e FY 05, p. 85
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (High RISK) ......cccoiirriniinirene e FY 06, p. 74
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (HIgh RISK) ......cccoveirieinericeseeseseeeseeses e FY 07, p. 64
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (High RISK) ......cccoiiriininininecsesee e FY 08, p. 75
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (HIgh RISK) ......cccovvirieirerieeseese s FY 09, p. 43
Welfare Fund Payment Vouchers (High RISK) ......ccccociiieinininine e FY 10, p. 78
Off Track Betting Corporation
Controls over Genera Expenses and REIMDUIrSEMENES .........cocvereeninrenerese e FY 03, p. 9%
Follow-up onthe NYC OTB Corporation Department of
INFOrMation TECHNOIOGY .......ceeuiiriiieirieeee et FY 01, p. 213
Parks and Recr eation, Department of

Administration of the 59" Street Recreation Center Open-Space

Improvements and FIdUCIArY ACCOUNT ..........coveveereeeseeeseseesseseeesteesseseesessesessesseessessesensens FY 07, p. 65
Compliance of the Central Park Conservancy with its Recreation

ManagemMENE AQIEEIMENT. .........eiieierieiie ettt s se et e e st e b e seesbe s e e nsesneenns FY 09, p. 44
Controls over the Processing of Permits and Collection of Fees

For Athletic and SPeCial EVENLS .........cccoieireieeeees e enens FY 03, p. 96
Effectiveness of Maintaining City Playgrounds............coeorirrinenniene e FY 02, p. 132
Efficiency in Addressing Complaints Related to Tree Removd ........cccoceeeevccccencceceseeees FY 07, p. 66
Financial and Operating Practices of the Asser Levy

S e = 1o)== SR FY 02, p. 124
Financial and Operating Practices of the West 79™ Street

2T = = S o SR FY 08, p. 76
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TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

PAGE
Parks and Recr eation, Department of (cont'd)
Follow-up on Small Procurement and Vouchering PractiCes..........cooveevveveieseresencceseseeenas FY 00, p. 189
Funds Raised by the Marketing Division by the Dept.
Parks & Recreation and Maintained by the City Foundation ............cccccevvvveieveresiescseseseeenas FY 02, p. 129
Funds Raised by Parks & Recreation and Maintained

in Custodia and Restricted Accounts by the City

010010 7 o o SRR FY 02, p. 128
Funds Raised by the Tree Trust Program Maintained by Parks

From July 1, 1997 through June 30, 1999.........cceiirireereere e FY 01, p. 218
Funds Raised by the Urban Park Service Division

Maintained From July 1, 1997 through June 30, 1999 ..........cccoorininnerere e Fy 01, p. 216
J.L. Associates to Privatize the Maintenance of Its

Bronx Vehicle and EQUIPMENE FIEEL .........oouoiiieeee e FY 00, p. 193
Monitoring of Water and Sewer Payments by Licensees,

Concessionaires, and other Private CONCEINS..........ccocireirerieiserese e FY 02, p. 125
Oversight of Capital Improvements by CONCESSIONEITES...........covvvererereeeeerenesieeseesesessesessenes FY 04, p. 97
Oversight of Capital Improvement by Ferry Point Partners, LLC........ccccoevriveinenneneene FY 08, p. 78
Parks ENfOrCEMENE PalOl ...........cviueeeeee et e e s e FY 04, p. 98
PrOCUrEMENT CaldS .......coeieiiieeeeiesie ettt ettt et et e e b et nesbe e ene e FY 06, p. 75
Summer Lifeguard Payroll Practices and ProCedUres............oovevrereeenieieserieeseesiesese e FY 00, p. 191
Survey of the Environmenta and Physical Safety of 13

Outdoors Public SWimmiNg POOIS...........cocireirireeseseses e FY 02, p. 130
USE Of ProCUreMENT CalrdS.......cciuiieirieieiisie ettt be e sne e FY 09, p. 46

Payroll Administration
Follow-up on the Small Procurement OPeration...........ccoeoeereiererererereseses e see s seas FY 02, p. 134
PrOCUrEMENT PraCliCES ......vciieeeeeesieeeeseee ettt st e e sesae e se e esesse e esesaenensenennennas FY 07, p. 68
Police Department
Cash and Firearm Custody Controls of the Manhattan

Property ClErk DIVISION.........coiieiseeree ettt FY 08, p. 80
D= = L O 01 (= PSPPSR FY 07, p. 70
Development and Implementation of the Auto Pound System.........cccccverrineinineccneneeeens FY 02, p. 136
Development and Implementation of the Omniform System..........cccceeveveiercrscescceseseeees FY 04, p. 100
Development and Implementation Of the Police Department's

Domestic Violence Tracking SYSIEM ........cociviieeeeeee e FY 03, p. 98
Follow-up on Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... FY 00, p. 197
Follow-up on Implementation of Enhanced

S (S ) TS 1< 1 S Fy 02, p. 139
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Police Department (cont'd)

Follow-up on Opportunities for Savingsin Administrative

Units through CivIlTANIZEHION ..........cooiirieee e FY 02,
Internal Controls Over Hand GUN LICENSING .....ccvcveveeeerieeseeeeseees e nesnns FY 04,
MaiNFraME DEA COIMMEN ........coeerierieerieree sttt e e e e be et e e sbe e e e s se e ese e FY 02,
Overtime Usage by Uniformed Officers on Limited,

Restricted and MOGIfIEA DULY .......cccoueirieieirinieisseesse e FY 00,
Pension Funds Data Processing Preparation for Y 2K .........oovcveeeeeseeseseeseeseseese e FY 00,
Small Procurement and VOUChEring PraCliCeS........cocuorireerererereesenee e FY 00,
Y 2K Preparation for Non IT TeChNolOgy ASSELS........ccvvereeirieerenieesieeseseeesseseeseseesesseseesensens FY 00,

Probation, Department of

Adult Restructuring Tracking SYSIEM .......covcieeeereeese et FY 03,
Contract of New Y ork Therapeutic COMMUNITIES .........coreieierireeseee s FY 02,
Family Court Juvenile Delinquency Investigations (Letter REPOI).........ccuvvevvereeereiesesenennas FY 06,
RESHTULION PrOGIaIM ...ttt ettt et e e s e FY 03,
Veralngtitute of Justice Contract to Operate the Esperanza Program...........ccceeeeeeveeenereenenns FY 08,

Public Administrator

Bronx County Financial and Operating PractiCesS.........covvvieveienenieeseeseseee s nnas FY 09,
Bronx County Follow-up on the Financia and Operating PractiCes..........ocooveeveneicnerenenns FY 04,
Bronx County Data Processing Preparation for Y2K .........coovcoveeveeiesereseseees e FY 00,
Kings County Follow-up on the Financia and

(@7 07C = 1 g0 = o 10 Fy 01,
Kings County Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... FY 00,
Kings County Estate Management PraCliCeS.........cuvrrirereriereiesesesesieeseseseseesesseseesessesessennas FY 05,
Kings County Estate Management PraCliCeS.........courerrrrineiene e FY 09,
New Y ork County Data Processing Preparation for Y2K .........ccvoevveeenieneesese e seseenenas FY 00,
New Y ork County Financial and Operating PraCtiCes ........coeovenreneinenseseese e FY 03,
New York County Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS..........cvevvereeeseierereesese e FY 07,
Richmond County Financia and Operating PractiCes..........covoverreneinenseseesese e FY 00,
Richmond County Financia and Operating PractiCeS..........cvcvvvvereeneieseseesese e FY 05,
Richmond County Financia and Operating PractiCes..........covverreneinenseseesese e FY 10,
Richmond County Data Processing Preparation for Y2K ........cccevevveeesieneieseseseseeseseesenas FY 00,
Queens County Financial and Operating PraCtiCesS.........coooviriirereneneieseseses e FY 06,
Queens County Operating PraCtiCeS.........couveueeieisereeesesese s eses e s es e sassessesessesassessenessenes FY 03,
Queens County Data Processing Preparation for Y 2K ... FY 00,
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141
101
137

206
200
204
202

100
144
77
101
82

104
208

221
210
86
50
212
103
72
218
88
79
216
78
105
213
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Public Advocate, Office of

Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS........couciiiieereeseiseseese s se e nenne e FY 04,
Follow-up of Financial and Operating PraCtiCes..........oouverirriinerere e FY 00,
Purchasing and INVENtOrY PraCliCeS.........couieirireeserieeseese st e se s se s e e sesse e FY 07,
PublicLibrary
Brooklyn FINaNCIial CONLIOIS .......eviieciceee et ee FY 05,
Brooklyn Follow-up on the Financial Controls...........occorireienennienerere s FY 08,
Brooklyn Follow-up of the Financial and Operating PractiCes..........ccoovveevverevsieiennene Fy 01,
New York FinanCial CONLIOIS........coiiiieese e FY 06,
New York Follow-up on the Financial Controls..........coeoevereeeneieseseseseee e FY 09,
New York Follow-up of the Financial and Operating PractiCes...........ccccovevnienncerenenennns FY 01,
Queens FINaNCial CONLIOIS.........cveeeieeeeeiceeee et FY 05,
Queens Follow-up of the Financial and Operating PractiCes..........ccccuveveenerererieennn. Fy 01,
Queens Follow-up of the Financial and Operating PractiCes..........ccovvevevvereeereeennen. FY 08,

Records and | nfor mation Services, Department of

Management and Safeguarding of City Records and

HISLONCAl ATCRIVES ...t FY 03,
Small Procurement and VouChering PraCliCeS.........couvueireierenieesee e FY 00,
Small Procurement and VOUChEriNg PraCliCeS........coourireierenerineresesee s FY 06,

Rent Guiddines Board, New York City

Payroll, Timekeeping, and Purchasing ProCEdUIES............ccourrireririnereree e FY 00,

Retirement Systems

BOARD OF EDUCATION
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REITEMENT .......cooeeee e FY 00,
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REITEMENT .......cooieee e FY 01,
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Their REITEMENT ........oooeiieeee e FY 02,
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REUIEMENT .......cooeeee e FY 04,
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REUIEMENT .......cooeeee et FY 05,

PAGE
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90
224
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52
227
91
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85

107
224
82

227

236

232

149

108
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PAGE
Retirement Systems (cont’d)

BOARD OF EDUCATION (cont’d)
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REITEMENT .......ccocieeeesee e FY 06, p. 85
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REIIEMENT .......ccoceeeeeeesee e FY 07, p. 79
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REIIEMENT .......ccoicieeeesee e FY 08, p. 87
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REIIEMENT .......ccoceeeeeeceseee et FY 09, p. 54
Non-Pedagogica Pensioners Working for

The City after Thelr REIIEMENT .......ccoiceceeeesee et FY 10, p. 81
Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... FY 00, p. 233
NYCERS
Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... e s naese e FY 00, p. 230

THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt sttt st es FY 00, p. 241
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt sttt st FY 01, p. 233
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt st es FY 02, p. 148
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt sttt st es FY 04, p. 111
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIN REITEMENT ...ttt ettt nnns FY 05, p. 95
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIN REITEMENT ...ttt sttt e FY 06, p. 86
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIN REITEMENT ...ttt ettt e et nnns FY 07, p. 78
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIF REITEMENT ...ttt sttt b et FY 08, p. 89
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIF REITEMENT ...ttt sttt b et FY 09, p. 55
Pensioners Working for the City after

THEIF REITEMENT ...ttt sttt b e et FY 10, p. 83
Pensioners Working for NY S after

THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt st FY 02, p. 148
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PAGE
Retirement Systems (cont’d)
FIRE
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L 1L 117 | SRS FY 00, p. 238
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L 1L 117 | S FY 01, p. 234
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L (L 117 | SRS FY 03, p. 111
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L (L1 17| SR FY 04, p. 109
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt sttt e e st e e e s e s e esesse e e senseseeseneesessenenseennenens FY 05, p. 9%
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ...ttt e e st e e e s e e ese st e e e seneeseeseneesessennnsenensenens FY 06, p. 88
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ...ttt e e se st e e aesaese e s e e ese s eseeseneesessennnseenneneas FY 07, p. 76
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt e e st e e e s e e ese et e e e senseseeseneesessenenseenneneas FY 08, p. 88
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt et e e st e e e s e s e eseese e e sesseseeseneenessenenseenseneas FY 09, p. 56
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt e e e st e e e s e s e e se et e e e seseeseeseneesessennnsenennennes FY 10, p. 81
POLICE
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
REITEMENT ...ttt e s e e e st e e e sesa e e e se e esesseneeseseenensenenneneas FY 00, p. 239
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L 1L 117 | S Fy 01, p. 236
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L (L 11| SRS FY 03, p. 110
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L (L 117 | SRS FY 04, p. 110
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt se et e s ae e ese et e e e seneese et eneesessennnseennenens FY 05, p. 93
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT.....ceeeececce ettt se e e st e e e sesaesesse e e senseneeseseenensenenneneas FY 06, p. 87
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt se s e e e e s e e ese et e e e seneesenseneenessenensenennenens FY 07, p. 76
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PAGE
Retirement Systems (cont’d)
POLICE (cont’'d)
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
RELTEIMENT ..ottt e st e e e s e e e sesse e e se s esenseneenessennnseennenens FY 08, p. 88
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L (L1 17| SR FY 09, p. 55
Pensioners Working for the City after Their
L (L (117 | SRS FY 10, p. 84
TEACHERS
Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ... FY 00, p. 242
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
TREIN REITEMENE ... ettt b et b e ne e FY 00, p. 231
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt sttt st es FY 01, p. 237
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
TREIN REITEMENE ...ttt b et b e ne e FY 02, p. 145
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIN REITEMENE ...t ettt st FY 03, p. 109
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
TREIN REITEMENE ...ttt b et b et e b e e ne e FY 04, p. 112
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt sttt st es FY 05, p. 97
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt sttt st FY 06, p. 8
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIN REITEMENT ...ttt sttt es FY 07, p. 77
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIF REITEMENT ...ttt sttt st b es FY 08, p. 90
Pedagogica Pensioners Working for the City after
THEIN REITEMENE ...t ettt st FY 09, p. 57
Pedagogical Pensioners Working for the City after .........ccccooeveveeereiesecseseesee e
THEIN REITEMENE ...t ettt st FY 10, p. 82
ALL SYSTEMS
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvcevevricennene. FY 04, p. 114
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvvevreveccnnnne FY 05, p 98
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvcevevriccnnene. FY 06, p. 90
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvevrereiennnne. FY 07, p. 81

176 Office of New York City Comptroller John C. Liu



TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

PAGE
Retirement Systems (cont’d)

ALL SYSTEMS (cont’d)
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvcevrerecnnene. FY 08, p. 91
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvcevevvecennene. FY 09, p. 59
City Pensioners Working as Consultants for the City after Retirement ..........cccccvcevriereiennnne. FY 10, p. 86
Pensioners Working after RELTEMENT .........ccceieereceseeeese et FY 01, p. 238
All Five NY C Retirement Systems (BERS, FIRE, NY CERS,

POLICE, AND TEACHERS) ..ottt sttt FyY 00, p. 242
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

THEIN REITEMENE ...ttt a e e e esesae e esenae e esenennennas FY 02, p. 146
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

B LC T S (=107 P FY 03, p. 112
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

THEIN REITEMENT ..ot e e s et et ne e nena e e nne e FY 04, p. 113
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

BN LC T S (1= 107 FY 05, p. 99
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

THEIN REITEMENT .......ececeeeeee ettt e s e e e e se e nena e e nne s FY 06, p. 89
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

B LC T S (1= 107 FY 07, p. 80
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

THEIF REITEMENT ...t s et e e ne e nena e e nne s FY 08, p. 92
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

THEIN REITEMENT ..ot eese e e e ne e nena e e nne s FY 09, p. 58
Pensioners Working for New Y ork State after

THEIN REITEMENT ...t e e s e e e e ne e e nena e e nne e FY 10, p 85

Roosevelt Idand Operating Corporation
Efforts To Maintain and Rehabilitate the Landmarks on Roosevelt Idand............ccccccveevvenenee. FY 03, p. 114
Sanitation, Department of
Administration of ItS FidUCIary ACCOUNLS ........cc.coureieerieinesiseseseseseeessesesessesessesaesessesessenss FY 03, p. 116
Compliance with Comptroller’ s Directive #7 by the Engineering
B0 ] R o ORISR FY 08, p. 95

Development and Implementation of the Notice of Violation Administration System............ FY 08, p. 9%
Follow-up Audit of the Internal Controlsfor the

COMPUEES NEEWOTK ...ttt st e e nnns FY 00, p. 245
Follow-up of Small Procurement and Vouchering PractiCes.........cocoovveeeevcisenesescsesesesenas Fy 01, p. 243
Potential Savings from Civilianizing POSITIONS...........ccoviiinrinerese e FY 03, p. 118
Preparation for Non-IT Technology FaCilitieSfor Y2K .......oocveeeeesececercesee e FY 00, p. 248
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ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Sanitation, Department of (cont’d)

Progress in Decommissioning the Fresh KillsLandfill ...........cccooeeeeieicienciseeececeeea
RECYCIING PrOgram ..ottt ettt esbe e ene e
Second Follow-up Audit of the Internal Controlsfor the

(0000010101 = g\ [= 1Y 0] QPSSR
Technology-Based Alternative Approach to Solid Waste

Management in the Post-Fresh Kills Landfill Era..........cccccoerineinineinee e
Vacant Lot ClEAN-UP PrOgraM.........cvoceeeieiseseeese s esassesaee e sae e sse e sesseessesassessesansensns

School Construction Authority

Administration of Project Pathways Program...........ccccceeevrerieieneiesiesieesesesesssesesaeesesessennes
Contractor PrequalifiCation PraCtiCeS. ... oot
Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ..o se s se s e s sesse e
Evaluating the Response and Follow-up of their Customer

SALISFACHION SUMVEYS.......eceeieeieeeeee ettt se s e e e se st e e nse e esensenensensenennens

Small Business Services, Department of
(See Business Services, Department of)

Administration of the Minority- and Women-Owned Business Enterprise

Brooklyn Navy Y ard Development Corporation’s Leasing and

Rent CollECHION PraCtiCeS........cccouiueiririei ettt
Financial and Operating Practices of the 5" Avenue

Business IMprovement DISIMCE .......cccovceceeserceseseses e es
Financial and Operating Practices of the 14" Street —

Union Square Business Improvement DISIHCE........ocovceeeerereeesceeeseses e
Financial and Operating Practices of the 34™ Street

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......cccocieeirieisereeseeeeseses e enens
Financial and Operating Practices of the 125" Street

Business IMprovement DISIMCE .......cccocieeeieiserceseese e nnens
Financial and Operating Practices of the Fulton Mall

Special ASSESSMENE DISITICL......ocveeeireeie e e e n e e e nne s
Financial and Operating Practices of the Jamaica Center

Mall Special ASSESSMENE DISIMCE......cceeeeieeceeees e enens
Financial and Operating Practices of the Jerome-Gun Hill

Business IMprovement DISIFCE ..o enens
Financial and Operating Practices of the Times Square

Business IMprovement DISIICE .......cccocoveercireeceseese s enns

PAGE
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258
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256
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88

83
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119
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122
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61

124
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Small Business Services, Department of (cont’d)
(See Business Services, Department of)

Financial Practices of the New Y ork City Marketing Development Corporation.....................
Operating Practices and Procedures of the Grand Central Partnership

Business IMprovement DISIICE ........coerenrereeese e
Workforce Investment ACt PrOGIraiM ........ccocieeieieneiesesieeeesesie e se e e seessesaesessesassennes

Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS.......oociiiiieeieiseseeesees s e e ssenenne e
Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS. .......coeiiiirireiserresie s
Follow-up of the Financia and Operating PraCtiCes..........ccuouvevirererieneresesieeseseseseesesessennas

Standards and Appeals, Board of

Collection and RePOrting Of REVENUES..........cccceieerieerereee e e s s

State University of New York, Fashion | nstitute of
Technology

Data Processing Preparation fOr Y 2K ...

Financial and Operating PraCtiCeS. ..o
Follow-up on the Personnel, Payroll and Timekeeping PractiCes........ccovvveeeveveeerceseseenenns
Personnel, Payroll and Timekeeping PraCtiCeS.........coouvirineienerrese e

Taxi and Limousine Commission

CONtrolS OVEr TaXi MEUAIIONS..... .ot e et ee e e e e e e e e eeeeeeesneeaeeaaneeeeeaanneens
Internal Controls Over the ColleCtioN Of FINES .........ooo oo

Transit Authority

Control Over Employees Who Drive City BUSES .........cccocvveerereesereceseese e
Effortsto Improve Bus On-Time PErfOrmManCe...........oooverineienenrese e
Maintenance and Repair of SUDWaY SEaLiONS..........ccccveeriererereieseseeeseese e ese e e sseseese e
Maintenance of Wheelchair LiftS On City BUSES ..o
Vendor Contractsto Provide ACCESS-A-RITE SEIVICES........cceiririirieeerereesesie e

PAGE
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116
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89
122
252

63
124

262
255
91
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90
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ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,

Transportation, Department of

Congtruction ContractsS ANCIIary COSES.......ccuveirireirereeeseese e esse s
Controls over City Disability Parking Permits...........cccoirriieininnineresese s
Controls Over Overtime for Ferry and Marine EMpPIOYEES .......coceovveveeeceienereesesee e
Controls Over the Red Light CameraProgram...........coeeeerenreneienenesese s es
Effectiveness of the Customer Service Call Center ...
Effectivenessin Maintaining its AUtOMOLIVE INVENTONY ........coeirierrereierereese e
Effortsto Address Sidewak Defect Complaints..........cocoeeeereiesereseseese e
Follow-up of Installation and Maintenance of

e L0 1o SR
Follow-up Interna Controls for the Queens Data Center ..........coovrereverenrenenesese s
Follow-up Interna Controls a Forty Worth Street

Dz ez L O 1= SRS RS
Follow-up on the Pothole REPaIT Program...........ccceeeieirieeseneieseseeeseessesesessesessesaesessesessesens
Follow-up on Quality of Bus Servicein NY C Provided by

Private Bus Compani €S UNAEr CONLIACL...........ccerueieriereeesieeseseeesiesesseseesessesessesse e seseesessenessenes
Oversight Of Private FErry OPEIELOIS .......ccoccorirrireiresie e essees
Oversight Of Private FErry OPEIaLOrS........cccoceieerueererieesiesesesessessesesessesessesessessesessessssessessssenes
Parking Card Distribution and Sal€S REVENUE.............coierirrererese e
POthOl€ REDAIT PrOGraM........ccuceeeeieeieiesiei et e st e se e ssesaesesse e esesaeneesenensennas
Preparation for Non-1T FaCilitieSTor Y 2K ...
Standards for Installing New TraffiC SIgNalS.......ccvereineeesescec e
Street Resurfacing Program SElECtiON PrOCESS .........ccorireirerirereesesee s
USE Of ProCUreMENt CardS.........oeueiririeirieieisise st

Water Board, New York

Accounting Practicesfor Small ProCUrEMENLES..........cccovvuevrereeeseiesesiee s nnes

Y outh and Community Development, Department of
(Formerly The Department of Youth Services)

Citizenship New Y Ork City PrOgraim ........cocovveeeereieserieeseseseseesessesesessesessessssessesassesssssssenes
Covenant House CrisiS Shelter CONIaCt ........cccooeireereneeere et
Implementation of the Community Service Block

Checks by Out-0f-School TIMe Programs.........cccoererirrereiesese e
Out-0f-School Y OULN PrOgraim .........cceiieecciece et sse e enessees
Oversight of the Immigrant Specia Initiative CONractS.........c.ooererererieierenereseese e
Oversight and Monitoring BeaCon CENLENS...........ccueereeireierereeeseeseseesesesessesaesessesessesseessenes

PAGE

T o

T D

T o

CTTDODDTTD

OBV DOD

BTTTD

268

94
265
127
154
126

65
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104
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157
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PAGE
Youth and Community Development, Department of
(Formerly The Department of Youth Services) (cont’d)
Procurement and Monitoring Of CPA SENVICES........cccirerireiereeee e FY 01, p. 270
Small Procurement and VouChering PraCliCeS.........couvevreeereneceseeseseees e sseesae s FY 02, p. 159
St. Christopher-OttiliE€'S CONIACL........coeeeerieerier e e FY 02, p. 156
Transitiona Independent Living PrOgraim ..........cccvveeeereeesccsesiee e e FY 09, p. 67
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INDEX OF NON-GOVERNMENTAL AUDITS (FISCAL YEARS 2000-2010)

TITLE AGENCY ANNUAL REPORT YEAR,
PAGE
Claims
LY 011 TSRS FY 00, p. 275
W BITOUS. ....euveueetieeeeeteeete st et s tese e e st e e esesae e ete s esees e e esesaeseea e e eseeseseesensesees e s eseesenenseesenensensenensenensensan FY 01, p. 275
LY 011 TSRS FY 02, p. 161
W BITOUS. ....euveueetieeeeeteeete st et e tesee e s te e esesae e ste s esees e e e s e seesees e e ese et eseesenseneese s eseese e nseesenensesseneesenensensan FY 03, p.133-4
LY 011 TSRS FY 04, p.131-2
W BITOUS. ....eveueetieeteetetete st et ste st e e st e e esesae e ete s eseese e eseseeseea e e ese et eseesenseseese s eseesenenseesenensensnneesenensensen FY 05, p. 109
LY 011 TSRS FY 06, p. 103
W BITOUS. ....cuveueetieeeeeteeete st et s te e e s e e esesae e s te s eseese e esesaesees e e eseeseseesenseseese s eseesenensensenenseneenensenensensan FY 07, p. 97
LY 011 TSRS FY 08, p. 103
W BITOUS. ....cveueetieeeeetetete st et s tesee s te e esesae e et e s esesse e esesaeseeae e ese et eseesenseseeseseseesenensessenenseneenensenensensen FY 09, p. 73
LY 011 TSRS FY 10, p. 103

A-L EZ PaKiNG, INC...coviiiiriiieesesses ettt ettt ne e FY 01, p. 305
Alley PONA GOIf CONEN, INC. ...cueeeeceieieeeesieesese et se e e s sae e senannennen FY 07, p. 104
American Golf/SIIVEr Lake GOlf COUISE........cocurireirenie et FY 02, p. 189
AMErican Port SerVIiCes-34™ St HEIPOI ........vveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseseeeeeeeeseseeseeeeseseeseseeseseese s FY o1, p. 278
Astoria Studios Limited Partnership 11 With ItsLease Agreement ..........ccooeeeveeneneieneneneenens FY 07, p. 99
Bell Atlantic Telephone Both AQVEITISING......cciueieeieeseeseseeese e ene e FY 01, p. 280
Brooklyn Army TeIMINE ..ot FY 08, p. 108
Brooklyn Baseball Company, L.L.C., (Brooklyn CycClONES)........ccccecvvererereeeneriseseeseseenenas FY 03, p. 148
Brooklyn Baseball Company, L.L.C., (Brooklyn CycClOnes) .........ccceovreerenirinenneneceseseseeas FY 06, p. 110
Brooklyn Baseball Company, L.L.C., (Brooklyn CycClOnES).........cccecvvervrereeenereseseeseseenenas FY 08, p. 114
(@7 o] = V1S Lol 71 =] (o] S FY 01, p. 283
(@7 o] = V1S Lol 7] = 0o 14}V o R Fy 01, p. 281
Cablevison Systems New Y ork City Corp. AdvertiSing ReVENUE...........cccccvereenenerenieeneene FY 02, p. 168
(@7 1= 0 1= o F= | R FY 00, p. 280
Central Park Boat HOUSE, LLC........cooiiiecere et FY 07, p. 105
(O0c 011z [ = G = 0] FY 09, p. 85
Circle Line-Statue Of LibDerty Ferry, INC. ... FY 08, p. 119
(@)Y Or= o] L= 0 V= 1S oo P FY 05, p. 113
City 1€ SPOIS/ADE SEAK ... FY 01, p. 307
City Ice SPOrts/FlIUShiNg MEBHOWS ........ccerieerieeriereeesese st sae e sae e s s Fy 01, p. 303
City Ice Sports Manhattan BEACH ... s FY 00, p. 298
Compliance of Cablevision Systems New Y ork City Corporation

FOr AQVEITISING REVENUE.........oeieieieeee ettt FY 04, p. 136
Compliance of Cablevision Systems New Y ork City Corporation

For the Bronx With Its FranChiSeE AQreemMent ...........ocvereerennene e FY 04, p. 134
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Compliance of Cablevision Systems New Y ork City Corporation
For Brooklyn With its Franchise AQreement ...........ccceereerenerene e FY 04, p. 135
Compliance of Crystal Ball Group, Inc. (Terrace on the Park) With
Its Permit Agreement and Payment of Fees DUEthe City .......ccccvvreerennineineneerieeeens FY 04, p. 138

Compliance of GSF Energy, L.L.C. With Certain Provisions of Its

CONCESSION AQrEEIMENT ...ttt ettt et b e e b e e et st e e s sesee e s besaenesse e esennas FY 04, p. 140
Compliance of Viacom Outdoor With Its Franchise Agreement..........cccoveeeeveveeeneseeeseesennenes FY 04, p. 141
Compliance of Dyckman Maring Group, INC.,.......ccoeerirrerenenereeseses s FY 02, p. 175
Compliance of the New York Metswith Their Lease Agreement .........ccoeeeeeeveceneseeeseeseneenes FY 10, p. 121
Compliance of the New York Yankees with Their License

AGEEEIMENL ...ttt e bt e s st et e e st e b e e st e s be et e e Re e e e e be e tenne e nenneenre s FY 02, p. 183
Compliance of Shellbank Restaurant Corp. with Certain

Provisions of Its License Agreement and on Licenses Fees It

L@ 1TSS 3 1 T 1 SRS FY 02, p. 176
Compliance of Staten ISland Hockey, Inc. with Its License

AGIEEIMENL . ...t b e e b e ae e b e e b e e R e e e e s R e e b e e Re e R e e e nre e e ns FY 02, p. 178
Compliance of Time Warner Cable of New Y ork City, Northern

MENNGEEAN DIVISION.......citiiiiiieieieriecs ettt ettt b et e e s b e e se s b e e nse s FY 02, p. 170
Compliance of Time Warner Cable of New Y ork City, Southern

MBNNGEEAN DIVISION.......coiiiiiiieirieriees ettt b et b e b e e s be e s e s se e nne s FY 02, p. 172
Compliance of Time Warner Cable of New Y ork City, Queens

Inner Unity Cable System (QUICS) ...t FY 02, p. 169
Compliance of Toto's South Shore Country Club LTD with

Their LICENSE AQIEEMENT ..ottt ne e FY 02, p. 181
(0000107 £ (S 00 0 1 FY 09, p. 82
(0000101 £ B 000 S J SRS FY 10, p. 111
@07z o/ aTo TN S =X o BB To 18 o =S (oo FY 01, p. 294
(@)Y (o[0T Y @07z S = (= [ oS FY 00, p. 296
Delancey and Essex Street Municipal Parking Garage.........ccoeeveeeeeenereseseeseseseseseseseesennas FY 09, p. 87
East BroadwWay Mall ...t FY 02, p. 166
EMPITE City SUDWAY ......coeieeieeeeetesiciees ettt se e sa s se e esesaenensenennnnnas FY 10, p. 109
FaIrWEY GOIT COUISE.......eoeeiirieeriesie ettt ettt et et nesse e ene e FY 01, p. 310
First Tee Of Metropolitan NeW Y Ork, INC.......cccecveeririsciseseese e enas FY 07, p. 107
Fitmar Management Paerdegat AthletiC ClUD............ooooiinii s FY 10, p. 115
Flushing Golf Corporation, INC. ......cccccceieeinireesesieeseese s e sse e se e e e seese e FY 03, P 150
Food Craft, Inc./World Fair MarinaRestaurant, INC..........ccoeveererreneineneesesese e FY 10, p. 113
Forest Park GOIf COrpOration ...........ccoerueireiesieseeseseseseseseseesessesessesaeessesassessesessessessssessesenss FY 00, p. 300
Lo 7 = T £ 1 o oSS FY 01, p. 299
Golf Management COMPOIaLiON..........ceueeererieereereeeseeesseseeessesessesaesessesessessesessessesessessssessesssenes FY 01, p. 285
HamMMONAS COVE IMBITNGL. ..ot b et ne e FY 05, p. 116
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HUASON BEBCH Caf@........ooeeeee et Fy 05,
HYEEE EQUITIES. ...ttt sttt sttt et e st et e b et et s b et ene e FY 05,
= o (I 01 = 1S ==Y o g R FY 03,
KIM/BaYSIOE MAITNAL......ceeiirieerieie ettt sttt sttt sae e b e e e b e e be e nesse e ene e FY 01,
Lakeside Restaurant COMPOIatioN .........c..coveeieeerieesseseneseesesessesessessssessesessessssessessesessessssessesenss FY 10,
LeiSUre ManageMENT COMP ......ooveerieeriereeesie et es e see e e et se e e se e sesse e sbesessesseneeseneas FY 02,
LiDErty ProOUCES, INC.....ccveeeeisieicesteise ettt se e s e s ene e nessenanne e Fy 01,
LUN@Park ASSOCIALES, INC......cuceiuiieirieieisie ettt be e b e e s e FY 03,
Master and Maritime Contracts (July 1, 2005-June 30, 2008).........ccoureerereeereereneseeresesenennas FY 10,
Merissa Restaurant COrPOratiON ..........ccoeirerererieeseresesiesessesesessesesseseeessesessessesessesessessesessesens FY 08,
IMITE BBSIN IVIAIITNAL ...ttt ettt sttt snnn FY 00,
M&T Pretzel (Wollman and Lasker RINKS) ..o FY 00,
MUy Park TENNIS GIOUD .....cveueieeeieieisieiesiesiesessesessesssesseseesessesessessesessesassessensesessessssensesenss Fy 01,
NL.B.K.L. COIPOrAION .....oeeuiieeiriirieeniesesesie sttt et e et sesae s se e sesse e sbeseenesseneeseneas FY 03,
NEW LEEF Caf@......ooeiieceeiee ettt bbbttt sttt FY 03,
NEW Y OrK SKYPOITS, INC. ...ttt FY 08,
New YOork Yankees Lease AQreEMENT ........ccceereieereeeseeseseeesesessesaeessesaesessenessessesessesensenens FY 05,
New York Yankees Lease AQreetMENT .........ccoureereirereire s FY 09,
OCEANVIEW TENNIS CEIMMIE........eieeeeiirisieir ettt ettt b ettt Fy 01,
P & O POrtSNOIMh AMENICa, INC...c.couiiiiiiieee e FY 09
PAIS & SMKES ...ttt ettt Fy 01,
PBE GOIf, INC...oviiieeee ettt sttt ettt et be e e ne e FY 02,
PHEN TO CaI@.....eeeeeee e ettt bbbttt ettt Fy 05,
Piers 92 and 94 (January 1, 2007-December 31, 2009) ......ccccoveieeeeeeeiieceseeeeee e FY 10,
Prospect Park TeNNIS GIOUP .......cevueieereeesieieeesiesestesessesseessesseessesessessesessesassessessesessessssensesenses Fy 01,
QUINN RESLALIFANT COMPOTBLION........cveuerteerierieeriesieesieseseseeesee e e see e sseses e sse e ssessenessesessessenessenes FY 09
RCN Telecom ServiceS Of NEW Y OrK .......ccoiriiririirieeesis s FY 08,
Restoration Development Corp. Commercial CENEX .........cooveirerrereire e FY 00,
Shea StEadium Parking LOL ........ccccvieieereeeseese st sae e e s s FY 02,
South Beach Restaurant COrpOration ............cocereereririnieiese s e e es FY 10,
Southern Manhattan DIVISION..........cccveueiririeerire sttt FY 02,
Staten Island Minor League Holdings, L.L.C., (Staten Idand Yankees) .........cccccevevreiennnne. FY 03,
Staten Iland Minor League Holdings, L.L.C., (Staten Idand Yankees).......cc.ccccvevvevrreenene. FY 06,
Staten Island Minor League Holdings, L.L.C., (Staten Idand Yankees)........ccccccvvvevrieennnne. FY 07,
Sterling Mets, L.P. (New York Mets)

January 1, 2002 to December 31, 2002........ccueueererererieeresieesiesesesee s seee e see e ssns FY 06,
Sterling Doubleday Enterprises, L.P., (New Y ork Mets)

April 1, 1996 through December 31, 2000........cccooirrirerererieereree s sene FY 03,
Sterling Doubleday Enterprises, L.P. (New York Mets)

January 1, 2001 through December 31, 2001 ........cccceererererieienenenese e FY 03,
Stringmaster, Inc.(Randall’'s Idand Tennis FaCility) ......ccoeeveevcereieseseesere e FY 02,

PAGE
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119
111
151
297
119
188
289
141
105
117
291
293
292
140
144
105
115

83
288

77
312
186
120
107
286

75
111
278
180
118

66
136
105
100

112

145

147
184
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SWEEL CONCESSIONS......ccueeveeereeieeesessesesseseesesseessessesessesensessesessessesessasessessesessessnsessessssessnsessensesenes FY 09, p. 81
Sunny Days iNthe Park, INC. ..o FY 10, p. 123
TaVEN ONTNE GIEEN ...ttt e s ae et e e e sesae e esenaenennens FY 03, p. 142
Telebeam TelecommuniCationS COMPOIatioN ..........cueueererererieerereeesees s sens FY 06, p. 107
TimeWarner City Cable AQVEMISING.......ccouieireiirercesereeeseees et sae s FY 00, p. 285
TimeWarner/Manhattan NOIMh ..o FY 00, p. 283
TimeWarner WeStern QUEENS .......ccccviueieeeeesieesesseesseessessesessessesessessssessessssesssssssensssessessssens FY 00, p. 288
Time Warner Cable of New Y ork City,

Staten Iland Division, with Its Franchise Agreement...........cocveeceecccesecesenee e FY 03, p. 138
TimeWarner Tel@COMMUNICALIONS........c.coerererieeriereeeriesessesieesse e seee e e e sse e e see e sseseesessans FY 00, p. 282
TWW TEECOM ...ttt bttt bttt ettt ne b Fyo9, p. 79
United Nations Devel opment COrPOratioN...........cccueerererereneeieseseseseesesiesesessesessesesessesesseseas FY 08, p. 107
USTA National TeNNISCENLEN INC. ......ooveveieieeereeseiee s se e nenne e FY 06, p. 109
Y LSS (1= = A O 1= FY 01, p. 301
Wollman RiNK Operations, LLC ..........ccoiieireieiesicisesieeseese s se e e e sesassennas FY 08, p. 113
Y OrK AVENUE TENNIS GIOUP ....veuevirieierieeeiesieesie st see st e te e e se e e se e s sse e saesassessenesseses FY 01, p. 308
YOrk AVENUE TENNIS, LLC ...ttt n e nnns FY 07, p. 102

New York City Public/Private I nitiatives, Inc.
Public/Private Initiatives, Inc., d.b.a Twin TOWers FuNd..........ccocoorireininnienerneseese e FY 03, p. 154
Rental Credits Submitted by the New York Yankees

39 Quarter 1998 (7/1/98 - 9/B0/8B) .......cveeereeeeeeeeeeeeseeeesseeeesseeeseseeesese s seseee s ses s FY 00, p. 303
4" Quarter 1998 (10/1/98 - 12/B1/98) ........eerveeeereersereeseeseessesesssessseesesssssssse s ssesseesen Fy 00, p. 303
1% Quarter 1999 (1/1/99 - 3/31/99) ......cvureereereeseeeseeesssssssssssesssessssssssssssssesssss s ssssssssesesesssenees FY 00, p. 303
2" Quarter 1999 (4/1/99 - 6/30/99) ..........ooeeereeeieereeseseeseeseessessesessees s esse s Fy 00, p. 303
3% Quarter 1999 (7/1/99 - 9/30/99) .......veereeeeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeesee s esess s ses e ses s Fy 01, p. 315
4" Quarter 1999 (10/1/99 - 12/31/99) .......ooorveeeereeeeseseeseeseesseseseseesssesses s sessse s sses s Fy 01, p. 315
1% Quarter 2000 (1/1/00 - 3/31/00) ........cuereereerreesreeseeessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssnees Fy o1, ©p. 315
2" Quarter 2000 (4/1/00 - 6/30/00) ............oeereeereeeeeseseeeseeseesssssesesseessesssessesss s sses e Fy 01, p. 315
3 Quarter 2000 (7/1/00 - 9/30/00) .......veereeeeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesseeseseeeseseses e ses e ess s ses s FYo1, p. 315
4" Quarter 2000 (10/2/00 - 12/31/00) .......oeerveerereeereereeseeseessesesessesssessesssesesssessssssssesesessesseeen Fy 02, p. 191
1stQuarter 2001 (L/1/01 - 3/BL/0L) ....ccueeeeereirireirieieresieeresee e s sesee e s s e s e e ssese e s sanessnsas Fy 02, p. 191
2" Quarter 2001 (A/1/0L - 6/30/01) .........vveeereeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseesseseesessesssss s ssssss e sses e Fy 02, p. 191
3% Quarter 2001 (7/1/0L = H/BO/OL) .....coveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s eees s ses e ses e FY 02, p. 191
4" Quarter 2001 (L0/1/0L - 12/BL/0L) ....vveereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseesseseseseesese s sessse s sses e Fy 03, p. 158
1% Quarter 2002 (L/1/02 - 3/3L/02) ......covvereerreereeeseeeseeesseessessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnens FY 03, p. 158
2" Quarter 2002 (41102 = 6/30/02) .........vveeereereeeeeeseseeseeseeesssssessssssessssssessssse s Fy 03, p. 158
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(cont’d)
3% Quarter 2002 (7/1/02 = HBO/02) ........oveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeseseeeseseeeseseeses e ses s ses s FY 03, p. 158
4" Quarter 2002 (10/1/02 — 12/31/02) ........eoerveeeeereeeeereeeseeseessesesssesssessesssssssssssssssssesssessesseen FY 04, p. 143
1% Quarter 2003 (1/1/03 = 3/31/03) .....couvereereereeseeeseeessssssessssesssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssesssenens FY 04, p. 143
2" Quarter 2003 (4/1/03 -6/30/03)...........vveeereeseeeeeseseesseseesssssesssssessssssessssse s FY 04, p. 143
3% Quarter 2003 (7/1/03 = A30/03)........coeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeesseeseseeesesseses e seseee s ses s FY 04, p. 143
4" Quarter 2003 (10/1/03 — 12/31/03)........coerveeeereesseseeseeseessesssssesssessessssesssesssssessesssessessesen FY 05 p. 122
1% Quarter 2004 (L/1/04 — 3/BU/04) .....coveeeeeeereeeseeeseeesseesseesseesseess s sssssses s ssssssssssesssssenens FY 05, p. 122
2" Quarter 2004 (4/1/04 — B/30/04) .........ooeeeereeeeereeesereeseeseeesssseessesseessessse s sesssessessse s FY 05 p. 122
3% Quarter 2004 (7/1/04 — AB0/04)........ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesseeeses s ses e ses s ses s FY 05 p 122
4" Quarter 2004 (10/1/04 — 12/3LI04)..........erveeeeereeeeeeeeeseeseesseseeseesesessessssessse s ssessseen FY o6, p. 114
1% Quarter 2005 (L/1/05 — 3/B1/05) ......overeereeieeeseeeseeesssssssssssessesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssnees FY 06, p. 114
2" Quarter 2005 (4/1/05 = 6/30/05) .........oveeereereereeseseesseseesssssessssssessesssessssss s sses e FY o6, p. 114
3% Quarter 2005 (7/1/05 — AB0/05)........oeeeeeeeeeeeereeeseeeeseeeeesseeseseeesesseses s ssseseses e s ses s FYos, p. 114
4" Quarter 2005 (10/1/05 — 12/31/05)..........ovveeeereeesseseeseeseessssssessesssessesssessssssssssssssssssessesssesen FY 07, p. 109
1% Quarter 2006 (1/1/06 — 3/3L/0B) .........vverereereeereeseeeesseeseseesessssessessesesssssssessesessssssesssesessenees FY 07, p. 109
2" Quarter 2006 (4/1/06 — 6/30/06) ...........eceveeereereeseseeseeseesssssessssseessessseesesss s ssesseesen FY 07, p. 109
3% Quarter 2006 (7/1/06 — AB0/0B).........coeeeeeeeeeerereeeseeeesesessseeseseeesessesessesseeeses e ess s sesee s FY 07, p. 109
4" Quarter 2006 (10/1/06 -12/3L/0B) .........eerveeeereeereereeseeseessesssessesssessesssesesssssssssesssssse s FYo0s, p. 121
1% Quarter 2007 (U107 — 3/BL/07) c.o.vereeeeeeeeieeeseeeseeesseesseesssesseess s sssssssses s ssssssssssessssssnens FYo0s, p. 121
2" Quarter 2007 (A/1/07 -6/30/07) .......e.eveeeeereeseereeseseeseeseeesssssessssssessss s esss s sses e FYo0s, p. 121
3% Quarter 2007 (7/1/07 — WB0/07).......eveeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesseee s eses s seeeee s ses e FYo0s, p 121
4" Quarter 2007 (L0/1/07 — 12131107 .....veeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseesesseseesses e ssessssessse s sses e FYo9, p 88
1% Quarter 2008 (1/1/08 — 3/3L/08) .......covveereeeeeereeseseesseeseseesessssesses s sss s sess s sesesenees FYo9, p. 88
2" Quarter 2008 (4/1/08 — B/30/08) ...........eceeveeereereeseseeesseseessessessesssessssssessesss s ssesseeeen FYo9, p 88
3% Quarter 2008 (7/1/08 — A30/08).........coeereeeeeeeeereeseeeeeeseesseeseseeeseseeses s esssee s ess s sesee s FYo9, p. 88
4" Quarter 2008 (10/1/08 — 12/31/08)...........vveeeereeeesereeseeseessesssssssssessessssesssssesssessessse s FY 10, p. 125
Twin Towers Fund
FINANCIAl PraCiCES ...ttt ettt ne et FY 03, p. 156

Wefare Funds

Analysisof Financial and Operating Practices of

Union-Administered Benefit funds whose Fiscal Y ears

Ended in Calendar Year 1999..........coiiiieesese sttt FY 01, p. 328
Anaysis of Financia and Operating Practices of

Union-Administered Benefit funds whose Fiscal Y ears

Ended in Calendar Year 2000..........ccccerueirierirerieisesesesesesesessesseessessesessenessessessssessssessensssenes FY 02, p. 196
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Welfare Funds (cont'd)
ASSOCIATON WEITATE FUNG ...ttt ettt b s ae b sre e FY 00,
Correction Officers Benevolent Association
REIIEE WETAIE FUNG.......ooeeeeeceeeee ettt sttt besbeeaesneenea FY 00,
Correction Officers Benevolent
ASSOCIATON WEITATE FUN ...ttt sttt aesneeneas FY 00,

Detective Endowment Association Health Benefits
Fund-Financia and Operating Practices-Fund-Active

EMPIOYEES. ...ttt sttt ne s FY 02,
Detective Endowment Association Health Benefits
Fund-Financia and Operating PractiCeS-RELIEES..........cccovirrireree s FY 02,

District Council 37 Benefits Fund Trust for
Financial & Operating Practices from July 1, 1996 to

0 1S 0 K L RS FY 01,
District Council 37 Financial and Operating

Practices SECUMLY Plan TIUSL........cccviiieiceisesee e e s s FY 00,
Doctor’s Council Welfare Fund- Financial & Operating

Practices from July 1, 1998 — June 30, 1999 (Retiree FUNd) .........ccceovrevrereneriecesereee e FY 01,
Doctor’s Council Welfare Fund- Financial & Operating

Practices from July 1, 1998 — June 30, 1999 (Active FuNd) ..........cceovreererennrecesereee e Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Communication

Workers Association Local 1182 Security BenefitS Fund...........ccoveeveveeeesesccesecececeeeee FY 02,

Financial and Operating Practices of the House Staff
Benefits Plan and Legal Services of the Committee of
Interns And Residents January 1, 1999 to
DECEMDEr 31, 1999 ...ttt ettt Fy 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the International
Union of Operating Expenses Local 891 Welfare Fund
January 1, 1999 - December 31, 1999.......cccooiererereeese e FY 01,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Local 721
Licensed Practical Nurses Welfare Fund -

January 1, 2002 — December 31, 2002......cc.coveueeeereeeriereeesesesseseeeseesessessee e sassessenesseseesessens FY 04,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Local 444 S.E.I.U.

Sanitation Officers Welfare Fund January 1, 2001 - December 31, 2001 ........ccccceveevreeennne FY 03,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Sergeants Benevolent

Association Health and Welfare FUNG...........cooinrccee e FY 03,

Financial and Operating Practices of the Local 300 S.E.I.U.

Civil Service Forum Employees Welfare Fund

July 1, 1998 - JUNE 30, 1999.......cceeeiieieirieeiesie ettt ettt ne s FY 03,
Financial and Operating Practices of the Local 300 S.E.I.U.

Civil Service Forum Retired Employees Welfare Fund

July 1, 1998 - JUNE 30, 1999........cceeeeeeeiireririsieie et ea s FY 03,

PAGE

p. 311
p. 308

p. 311

p. 193

p. 195

p. 316

p. 304

p. 322

p. 324

p. 192

p. 329

p. 326

p. 163

p. 159

p. 160

p. 162
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Financial and Operating Practices of the Loca 333 Insurance

Fund for New Y ork City EMPIOYEES.........cocrireereresie et
Financial and Operating Practices of the Loca 333 Insurance

FuNd for New YOrk City RELIEES ..ottt
Financial and Operating Practices of the Municipa Employees Welfare

Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers—Local 30.........c.ccocecvveenene.
Financial and Operating Practices of the Municipa Retiree Employees Welfare

Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers—Local 30.........c.cccceevveenene.
Financial and Operating Practices of the Superior Officers Council

Health & WEITAr@ FUNG ..o
Financial and Operating Practices of the Superior Officers Council

Retiree Health & WEfare FUNG..........c.oooiiiie e
Financial and Operating Practices of the Uniformed Fire Officers
Association Family Protection Plan — July 1, 2001 to June 30, 2002...........cccverererererenenenens
Financial and Operating Practices of the Uniformed Fire Officers

Association Retired Fire Officers Family Protection Plan

July 1 2001 — JUNE 30, 2002 ......cceeoeeeeeeeueriereeesteeseseesessesessessesessesassesseseesessesessesassessesesessesessens
Financial and Operating Practices of Union- Administered

Benefit Funds Whose Fiscal Y ears Ended in Caendar

YA 1908...... ettt ettt sttt R e et A et e b e et R e et et e et te e nnenn
Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered

Benefit Funds Whose Fiscal Y ears Ended in Calendar

Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered
Benefit Funds Whose Fiscal Y ears Ended in Calendar

Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered
Benefit Funds With Fiscal Y ears Ending in Calendar

Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered
Benefit Funds With Fiscal Y ears Ending in Caendar

Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered
Benefit Funds With Fiscal Y ears Ending in Caendar

Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered
Benefit Funds With Fiscal Y ears Ending in Caendar

Financial and Operating Practices of Union-Administered
Benefit Funds With Fiscal Y ears Ending in Caendar
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p. 110
p. 111
p. 126
p 127
p. 129

p. 130

p. 147

p. 314

p. 164

p. 116

p. 113

p. 122

p. 132
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Financial and Operating Practices of the United Probation Officers

ASSOCIAION WEITATE FUNG ... e e e e e nenneeas

Financial and Operating Practices of the United Probation Officers

Association Retirement WeElfar@ FUNG ........ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
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	SECTION I
	GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
	OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY 
	Audit Report on the Financial Practices of the Office of the Actuary
	Audit # MG10-074A
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #8016
	Issued: June 17, 2010
	Monetary Effect: None
	Introduction



	563BOFFICE OF THE ACTUARY
	636BAudit Report on the Financial Practices of the Office of the Actuary
	704BAudit # MG10-074A
	705BComptroller’s Audit Library #8016
	706BIssued: June 17, 2010
	707BMonetary Effect: None
	985BIntroduction
	986BResults
	987BAudit Follow-up



	This audit determined whether the Office of the Actuary (OA) had adequate controls over its purchasing, timekeeping, payroll, and inventory operations. 
	The OA provides actuarial services and information for the City’s five actuarially-funded retirement systems, certain other pension and post-employment benefit funds, various City agencies, employers, labor organizations, and legislative bodies.  According to the Fiscal Year 2009 Comptroller’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, the OA had expenditures of $3.3 million for Personal Services (PS) and $1.4 million for Other Than Personal Services (OTPS) for the year.
	Results

	The audit found that while all of the OA purchases reviewed were for proper business purposes, the OA did not adequately verify billings for consulting work nor did it perform required performance evaluations of its largest vendor.  In addition, the audit also found that the OA  charged payments to the wrong fiscal years, did not pay all invoices on a timely basis, and incorrectly paid overtime to employees whose pay exceeded the amount allowed by the City. The audit also found that the OA’s controls over its computer network need to be enhanced. With regard to its payroll and inventory procedures, the OA had adequate controls.
	The audit made 11 recommendations, including that the OA should: 
	 Review the timekeeping report from its largest vendor, Buck Consulting, along with its monthly invoices so that the OA can more readily determine whether invoices are reasonable, accurate, and justified by the supporting documentation. 
	 Record the agency’s expenditures accurately in the fiscal year in which they are incurred.
	 Make payments to vendors within 30 days of the receipt of an invoice.
	 Conduct annual performance evaluations for all contractors, specifically conducting a current performance evaluation prior to the renewal of its contract with Buck.
	 In the absence of an overtime cap waiver, compensate those employees whose pay exceeds the amount allowed by the OT CAP with compensatory time rather than paid overtime.  
	 Prepare a disaster recovery plan for its computer network, including off-site storage for its database. 
	The OA generally agreed with all 11 recommendations but disagreed with a number of the audit’s findings.  A careful consideration of the OA’s arguments found them to be without merit.  
	Audit Follow-up

	The OA reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing all of the audit’s recommendations.
	DEPARTMENT FOR THE AGING
	Audit Report on the Department for the Aging Controls over Personally Identifiable Information
	Audit # 7A10-092
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #8025
	Issued:  June 30, 2010
	Monetary Effect: Not Applicable
	Introduction
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	The objective of this audit was to determine whether the Department for the Aging (DFTA) has adequate controls over personally identifiable information (PII) collected and stored, is properly securing personal information from unauthorized personnel, and has followed the Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications’ (DoITT) policies to ensure that personally identifiable information is being protected throughout its information-processing systems.
	DFTA promotes the independence, health, and well-being of older New Yorkers through advocacy, education, and the coordination and delivery of services.  DFTA contracts with more than 400 local contractors to provide services to help older persons maintain or enhance their quality of life in the community. These contractors may collect PII to provide Long Term Care Case Management program referrals or services at senior community centers. 
	In carrying out its mission, DFTA collects, processes, stores, and transmits many types of information about its clients. This data contains PII that is confidential or sensitive in nature, such as an individual’s name, social security number, medical history and prescriptions, income, and any reports involving abuse. This data must be safeguarded to prevent theft, misuse, or disclosure to unauthorized persons that may result in criminal activities such as identity theft or other inappropriate use of the information.
	Results

	DFTA generally has controls over the storage of personal identifiable information that it has collected. Its “Computer Use and Electronic Processing Policy” defines personnel responsibilities to protect personal information on its systems. In addition, DFTA has case management standards for its contractors that require all case managers to be trained on the rights and privacy of clients. DFTA places records in a securely locked area, which includes locked file cabinets and storage rooms. Finally, DFTA’s program officers conduct annual assessments to evaluate performance at the long-term care contractor sites.  
	However, DFTA does not adequately follow the DoITT polices concerning personal information protection through its information processing system.  Specifically, DFTA does not have a data classification policy requiring the classification of data into public, sensitive, private, and confidential categories as specified by the DoITT Data Classification Policy. Also, DFTA lacks an adequate user access-control and password policy, which poses a threat to the security of PII by unauthorized personnel access. DFTA does not follow the DoITT information security policy to perform annual assessments of the electronic data collected and stored at contactor sites to identify patterns of security violations and to ensure that proper controls are instituted to prevent unauthorized access to PII. Finally, while DFTA has a disaster recovery plan, the agency did not conduct any disaster recovery tests as specified in the plan.
	To address these issues, the audit made six recommendations, including that DFTA should: 
	 Establish a data classification policy as specified by DoITT’s policy, which requires all information collected concerning the City’s general business be classified into four categories: public, sensitive, private, or confidential.
	 Comply with DoITT’s password policy to create a lockout feature that is activated within 15 minutes of unattended inactivity by users.
	 Revise password policy and require passwords to contain at least eight characters at contractor sites.
	 Require all users to change their passwords at least every 90 days.
	 Perform annual assessments of electronic data collected and stored at the contractor sites.
	 Comply with its disaster recovery plan and perform the required disaster recovery test twice per year.
	DFTA officials generally agreed with the findings and recommendations of this audit.
	Audit Follow-up

	DFTA reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing all of the audit’s recommendations.
	DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS 
	Audit Report on the Queens Quality of Life Unit of the Department of Buildings
	Audit# MG09-087A
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #7967
	Issued:  July 14, 2009
	Monetary Effect: None
	Introduction
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	The audit determined the adequacy of the Department of Buildings (DOB) Queens Quality of Life Unit’s (the Unit) response to complaints.  DOB is responsible for the safe and lawful use of more than 975,000 buildings and properties throughout the five boroughs by enforcing the City’s Building Code, Electrical Code, Zoning Resolution, and other laws applicable to the construction and alteration of buildings. DOB’s main activities include performing examinations of building plans, issuing construction permits, inspecting properties, and licensing of construction trades.  It also issues Certificates of Occupancy and Place of Assembly permits. 
	In March 1997, DOB created the Unit to oversee the increasing problem of illegal conversions in Queens.  An illegal conversion is an alteration or modification of an existing building to create an additional housing unit without first obtaining approval from DOB.  
	Results

	The Unit’s response to quality of life complaints is inadequate.  The Unit’s inspectors were not able to gain access to almost 40 percent of the properties for which the Unit received complaints in Fiscal Year 2008. In fact, inspectors were unable to gain access to properties in approximately two-thirds of the field inspection attempts conducted during the year.  When inspectors are not able to gain access to a property, they are required to leave a “Notice to Call for Inspection” (LS-4) form requesting that the property owner call the Unit and schedule an appointment for inspection.  The LS-4 form is the primary method used by the Unit to reach absent property owners. 
	In addition, DOB only requested access warrants for less than 1 percent of the properties for which inspectors could not gain access. For those properties in which inspectors were able to gain access, violations were issued to owners of 2,232 of them.  During the year, DOB issued vacate orders for 655 properties. However, DOB did not follow up with them to ensure that the properties remain vacated until the order was lifted. 
	The audit did find that the Unit generally responds to quality of life complaints in a timely manner, closes complaints for adequate reasons, attempts to perform second inspections when required, and follows standard procedures when rescinding vacate orders.  However, these positive aspects are mitigated by the fact that the inspection attempts are not successful and by the other deficiencies cited above.   
	The audit makes 14 recommendations, five of which are listed below. The Unit should:
	 Work with DOB’s legal staff to obtain authority to impose incremental fines on property owners who deny access and/or do not respond to the LS-4 forms.
	 Implement periodic inspection attempts on weekends and/or off hours for properties that show clear evidence of an illegal conversion (i.e., more than one mailbox, door bell, or water or electric meter for a one-family home) and to which access has been refused various times.
	 Make a greater attempt to pursue access warrants for properties to which inspectors are unable to gain access.
	 Ensure there is a clear understanding of and adherence to department procedures regarding the performance of inspections conducted on vacated properties.
	DOB should:
	 Ensure that the Queens Borough Commissioner’s office follows up periodically with Unit officials to ensure that properties with vacate orders are periodically inspected and are not illegally reoccupied.
	DOB officials agreed to implement 12 of the 14 audit recommendations.  
	Audit Follow-up

	DOB reported that of the 12 recommendations that it agreed to implement, eight recommendations have been implemented, two recommendations have been partially implemented, and two recommendations are pending.  The remaining two recommendations were not implemented. DOB noted that there must be sufficient legal evidence to support an access warrant request, and DOB does not have legal authority to impose penalties for failure to provide access.
	ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN’S SERVICES
	Audit Report on the Controls of the Administration for Children’s Services over Personally Identifiable Information
	Audit #7A09-108
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #7992
	Issued: December 10, 2009
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	Introduction
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	This audit assessed the controls of the Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) over personally identifiable information (PII).  ACS protects children from abuse and neglect.  During Fiscal Year 2008, it investigated child abuse and neglect reports involving approximately 90,000 children, provided preventive services to approximately 32,000 children, provided foster care for approximately 17,000 children through 36 foster care agencies City-wide, and helped arrange for the adoption of approximately 1,200 children.  ACS also funds and supports 257 Head Start centers and 75 preventive agencies and enrolls approximately 102,000 children in child care programs.
	ACS collects, processes, stores, and transmits many types of case-record information from its clients and governmental agencies pertaining to every case processed by the agency.  One of the types of data at risk of theft or misuse is personally identifiable information, which includes individuals’ names, addresses, social security numbers, medical information, and other personal information.  Disclosure of this information to unauthorized individuals may result in criminal activities such as identity theft or other inappropriate uses of the information.  The audit fieldwork was conducted from November 2008 to May 2009.
	Results

	ACS has adequate controls over storage of personally identifiable information it has collected.  Its Information and Internet Security Policy defines personnel responsibilities to protect personal information on its systems. ACS has guidelines requiring that personnel have proper authorization before destroying or removing documents under its stewardship.  The ACS Division of Personnel (Personnel) places case records in a securely locked area, which includes file cabinets and storage rooms.  Finally, the ACS Division of Personnel had shredding bins for the disposal of copies of original documents as required in ACS guidelines.  ACS also follows DORIS retention and disposal standards.
	However, ACS has an inadequate password policy for its local network and handheld Blackberry devices, which poses a threat to the security of ACS personal information by unauthorized personnel or other inappropriate parties.  The audit uncovered 15 instances in which the access of terminated employees was not removed or disabled in the ACS computer environment.  Also, ACS has not met the requirements of DoITT’s policies concerning personal information protection throughout its information processing systems.  Specifically, ACS does not follow the DoITT Data Classification Policy requiring the classification of data into public, sensitive, private, and confidential categories.  In addition, while ACS had identified disaster recovery team members who were not familiar with the disaster recovery plan or who did not periodically review the steps in the plan, it provided no evidence that it had corrected these weaknesses.  
	The audit made 12 recommendations, including that ACS should:
	 Immediately send out the data classification survey to all the remaining divisions in order to continue the implementation process of the DoITT Data Classification Policy.
	 Complete the data classification process of classifying data collected by each division to ensure the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of ACS personal information.
	 Revise its password policy and require passwords to contain at least eight characters.
	 Ensure that the access of employees whose services are terminated be removed from the ACS system on a timely basis.
	 Create a record-booking process to keep accurate track of dates employee access is removed from the system.
	 Require ACS staff who use a Blackberry for work purposes to take the necessary security precautions to protect critical information and to prevent access by unauthorized individuals.
	ACS officials generally agreed with the findings and recommendations of this audit.
	Audit Follow-up

	ACS reported it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing all of the audit’s recommendations.
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	Audit Report on the Compliance of the Harlem Dowling–West Side Center for Children and Family Services with Its Administration for Children’s Services Preventive Service Agreement
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	Monetary Effect: None
	Introduction
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	This audit determined whether Harlem Dowling-West Side Center for Children and Family Services (Harlem Dowling) complied with certain key service provisions of its preventive service agreement with the New York City Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) and its own procedures with regard to the preventive services provided at the Queens Outreach Center.
	Harlem Dowling, a not-for-profit child welfare agency, provides preventive services to families under a purchase-of-service agreement with ACS.  The general preventive services provided by Harlem Dowling, either directly or by referral, address the following areas: day care, homemaking, parent training, domestic violence, housing, job training, and health coverage. Harlem Dowling’s four-year agreement with ACS covers the period January 1, 2006, through December 31, 2009.  The agreement totals $12,179,654 and requires Harlem Dowling to provide general preventive services to a maximum of 300 families (75 families at each of its four sites).  There are four centers, two in Manhattan (the Central Harlem Center and the West Side Center) and two in Queens (the Far Rockaway Center and the Queens Outreach Center).  This audit concentrated on the controls of the Queens Outreach Center and covered the period from July 2007 through February 2009.
	Results

	Harlem Dowling did not adequately comply with significant provisions of its preventive service agreement with ACS or its own procedures.  Therefore, there is no reasonable assurance that Harlem Dowling properly helped families at the Queens Outreach Center to obtain the preventive services needed to become stabilized and to reduce the risk that their children might be placed in foster care.  A major factor that allowed deficiencies to exist was Harlem Dowling’s failure to adequately oversee the operations at its Queens Outreach Center.  The audit found the following: case records did not contain all required Family Assessment and Service Plans (FASPs) and Progress Notes, the required number of minimum casework contacts with the families was not always conducted, Casework Supervisors did not always document their review of case records in case record review forms, as required, and some families’ needs do not appear to have been met.  In addition, Harlem Dowling could not provide evidence that some of its employees had the required work experience when hired, that some of the employees required to be fingerprinted were in fact fingerprinted before being hired, and that the required criminal-history records reviews were conducted for those employees who could not be fingerprinted.  
	Based on the audits findings, the audit made six recommendations, including that Harlem Dowling should: 
	 Strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to ensure that it improves Case Planners’ performance with regard to the adequate and timely preparation of all required FASPs and Progress Notes.  FASPs and Progress Notes should be maintained in CONNECTIONS and/or the hard-copy case record, as required, based on the type of case.  In addition, Harlem Dowling should ensure that it improves the performance of the Casework Supervisor and the Director in overseeing Case Planners’ review and signing all required FASPs.  It also should ensure that the Case Planners make the minimum number of casework contacts with the families and document in the case records their diligent attempts to address the needs of the families identified in the FASPs.
	 Strengthen its oversight of the Queens Outreach Center to ensure that case record reviews are conducted and documented monthly, as required, for the duration of the cases and that administrative-level reviews are conducted and documented for cases that remain open 24 months or longer.  In addition, it needs to ensure that the needs of the families identified in the FASPs have been met and Plan Amendments are approved prior to closing the general preventive service cases and discontinuing services.
	 Comply with the personnel provisions of its preventive service agreement with ACS and ensure that all current and prospective employees have the related work experience required for their positions and that it submits fingerprints of all prospective employees to State Division of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS). 
	ACS and Harlem Dowling officials agreed with the audit’s findings and recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	ACS reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented. 
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	This audit determined whether the three Staten Island Community Boards (Boards)—Boards 1, 2, and 3—are complying with certain purchasing procedures as set forth in Comptroller’s Directives #1, #3, #6, #11, and #24; applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; and the Department of Investigation’s (DOI) Standards for Inventory Control and Management.  
	There are Boards for each of the 59 Community Districts throughout the five boroughs of New York City.  Each Board is appointed by the respective Borough Presidents and has a Chairperson and a District Manager, who manages day-to-day operations.  During Fiscal Year 2009, the period covered by the audit, Other Than Personal Services (OTPS) expenditures for the three Boards totaled $263,586.
	Results

	The Boards generally adhered to the requirements of Comptroller’s Directives #3, #6, #11, and #24; applicable PPB rules; and the DOI’s Standards for Inventory Control and Management.  In addition, the Boards OTPS expenditures disclosed no instances in which monies were improperly used.  However, there were minor instances in which the Boards did not comply with certain purchasing procedures.  Specifically:
	 Files for imprest fund expenses did not always contain purchase requisitions.
	 Continuing monthly expenditures were inappropriately charged as imprest fund expenses.
	 Four purchases were split to circumvent the $250 expenditure limitation.
	 Seven imprest fund checks did not have the inscription “void after 90 days,” and four imprest fund checks were signed by the custodian of the account, who is not authorized to sign checks.
	 Board 2 did not reconcile the imprest fund account on a monthly basis.
	 Three purchases totaling $2,162, for Board 2, were improperly processed using miscellaneous vouchers.
	 Board 2 made eight purchases of office furniture using the incorrect purchase documents.
	 Board 1 did not have sufficient documentation to support 10 rental payments, totaling $1,000, that it made to a local church for space to conduct its monthly Board meetings. 
	 Boards’ 2 and 3 inventory lists of computer and electronic equipment were not complete and accurate.  
	 Boards 1 and 2 did not maintain written policies and procedures for inventory control.
	The audit made 10 recommendations to the Boards to address these issues, including the following:
	 The Boards should ensure that all imprest fund expenditures comply with the provisions of Directive #3.
	 Board 2 should ensure that appropriate purchasing documents are used for vendors that have a requirements contract and comply with the provisions of Directive #24.
	 Board 1 should ensure that sufficient supporting documentation is maintained and comply with the provisions of Directive #24.
	 Boards 2 and 3 should ensure that complete and accurate records of all pieces of equipment are maintained.  
	 Boards 1 and 2 should establish written policies and procedures for their inventory controls over equipment.
	Board officials agreed with the 10 recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	Board 1 reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
	Board 2 reported that most of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
	Board 3 reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
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	The Cost Allocation Plan of the City of New York is used to identify and distribute allowable indirect costs of certain support services to City agencies.  A portion of these costs may eventually be passed on to programs eligible for federal funding and thus be reimbursed to the City.
	The New York City Comptroller’s Office review of its own costs resulted in a summary schedule that was sent to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for inclusion in the City’s Cost Allocation Plan. The schedule indicated, by bureau, the percentage of staff time spent providing services to various City agencies during Fiscal Year 2009. 
	Results

	A letter report was issued to the OMB indicating various statistics for inclusion in its annual Cost Allocation Plan.
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	This audit determined the compliance of the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) with Comptroller’s Directives, Procurement Policy Board rules, and other City guidelines governing the administration of imprest funds. Imprest funds are agency-controlled checking accounts that can be used for small purchases and petty cash transactions.  In Fiscal Year 2009, DCA made 537 imprest fund payments totaling $40,569.20.  Additionally, in Fiscal Year 2009, the period covered by the audit, DCA replenished the imprest fund account by $27,249.44 for 346 reimbursements processed.  
	Results

	DCA did not properly administer imprest funds in accordance with the guidelines governing imprest fund administration.  Specifically, miscellaneous funds were improperly deposited in the imprest fund account; payments were made that were ineligible as imprest fund expenses; duplicate payments were processed for reimbursement; required monthly reconciliations of petty cash counts and bank accounts were not conducted; inadequate documentation was kept to substantiate payments; sales tax was improperly paid; and one check exceeded the threshold amount for imprest fund payments.  
	The audit makes a total of 12 recommendations, including that DCA ensure that:
	 All deposits from sources other than imprest fund reimbursements are deposited in the general fund and not in the imprest fund. 
	 Monthly reimbursement vouchers are processed for imprest fund expenses.
	 Imprest fund expenditures are not used for personal service costs, consultant fees, monthly expenditures, and other proscribed expenses. 
	 All processed payments and supporting documentation are stamped showing amount paid, check number, and check date.
	 Monthly petty cash counts and bank reconciliations are performed.
	 Comptroller’s Directive requirements for maintaining a list of checks and for aging and following up outstanding checks are complied with.
	 All documentation to substantiate payments is contained in DCA files. 
	In its response, DCA agreed with eight recommendations, partially agreed with three recommendations, and disagreed with one recommendation.  
	Audit Follow-up

	DCA reported that it has implemented the eight recommendations that it agreed with and partially implemented two recommendations.  DCA also reported that it is researching other money management systems to determine whether these systems have the capability to automate imprest fund deposits and transactions because its current system does not.
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	The New York City Department of Cultural Affairs’ (DCLA) is the largest public funder of culture in the country, providing support for non-profit organizations representing the visual, literary, and performing arts disciplines, as well as zoos, botanical gardens, and historical and science museums.  DCLA awards program grants to roughly 800 cultural institutions in all five boroughs and oversees operating funds for 34 City-owned cultural institutions as well as a capital program for cultural facilities.  
	This audit determined whether DCLA awarded Cultural Development Fund program grants to cultural programs in compliance with DCLA’s requirements.
	For Fiscal Year 2008, DCLA awarded $35.5 million in program grants to 848 cultural institutions—$25.1 million in Cultural Development Fund (CDF) funds, $6.2 million in Safety-Net funds, $3.1 million in City Council Member-Item funds (discretionary funds), and $1.1 million in Local Arts Council funds.
	Results 

	The audit disclosed that DCLA generally complied with its requirements related to awarding CDF grants to cultural programs.  Proposals that received grants were complete and submitted within the required deadline, and grants were made only to programs operating in New York City.  The audit found no grants for fund-raising activities or receptions. 
	However, the audit found that DCLA asked that organizations alter their CDF Public Service Award Proposals to increase the amount requested to justify receiving Safety-Net and Member-Item funds in addition to the CDF funds.  Altering proposals after receiving signed grant agreements is not only improper but greatly diminishes transparency and accountability for public money that funds hundreds of cultural programs through DCLA.  Indeed, the practice has the appearance of possible misconduct. DCLA also altered unsigned grant agreements to distribute excess funds that it had set aside for the appeals process, which invites the conclusion that certain cultural institutions are more entitled than others to receive additional funding.
	The audit also noted some instances of noncompliance with DCLA policy and procedures.  These weaknesses include: payment by DCLA of the entire award amounts to 381 organizations at the beginning of the fiscal year in violation of its procedures, the staffing of three panels not in accordance with DCLA regulations, and the failure to submit for registration by the Comptroller’s Office four agreements with cultural organizations that included Member-Item funding in excess of $25,000 as required.
	The audit report made six recommendations.  DCLA should:
	 Discontinue its practice of instructing organizations to alter the Synopsis Page of its Public Service Award Proposal to justify any addition of Safety-Net funds and Member-Item funds to the CDF Public Service Awards, if any.  Safety-Net and Member-Item funds should instead be awarded through separate contracts, not commingled with competitively awarded CDF Public Service Awards.
	 Discontinue its practice of altering grant agreements to distribute excess DCLA funds.  
	 Ensure that it follows its own procedures and guidelines when making payments to awardees.
	 Ensure that all panels are staffed in accordance with DCLA guidelines.
	 Ensure that all grant agreements are signed by all parties and maintained by DCLA. 
	 Ensure that all contracts funded with $5,000 or more in Member-Items (discretionary funds) be submitted for registration to the Comptroller’s Office of Contract Administration.
	DCLA’s General Counsel generally disagreed with the audit’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	DCLA reported that five recommendations are being implemented and the remaining recommendation has not been implemented.  DCLA stated that “consistent with the Law Department’s Opinion 9-93, DCLA awards for cultural activities are grants and not procurements, and continue to be so processed.”  Alternatively, DCLA stated that it files grants of $100,000 or more with the Comptroller’s Office in accordance with Comptroller’s Memo 95-09.
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	This audit determined whether New York County District Attorney (DANY) properly administers the receipt and distribution of proceeds received through deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements.  
	In November 2009, the Mayor and the DANY publicly discussed the distribution of funds received from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreement settlements and DANY’s maintenance of private (non-City) bank accounts outside the City’s fiscal control.  On December 9, 2009, the Comptroller’s Office initiated an audit of DANY focusing on DANY’s administration of the receipt and distribution of funds received through the agreement settlements. From January 1, 2007, to December 31, 2009, DANY received $448 million in settlement payments through three of these agreements. The funds were received, held, and transferred from DANY’s private bank accounts. 
	According to DANY, as of October 31, 2009, more than $86 million in ancillary funds was held in 58 different accounts—33 checking accounts, 11 money market accounts, and 14 certificates of deposit. The City treasury funds DANY, and ancillary funds supplement operations. Generally, ancillary funds comprise money received through state and federal asset forfeiture, proceeds from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements, and other large cases. Also included among the ancillary funds are monies held in escrow.  According to DANY, ancillary funds include more than $30 million in funds on deposit that are held in escrow for use by other parties for such purposes as victim restitution or distribution to other government agencies.
	Results

	DANY received and properly accounted for all of the $448 million in payments derived from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements since 2007. However, there is a lack of transparency in the distribution of these funds between the City and the state because DANY has no formal distribution policy. Unless DANY formalizes a policy, the distribution of these funds will continue to be questioned and scrutinized.
	DANY does not adequately segregate duties that mutually pose a potential risk of error within the Fiscal Department, a situation further exacerbated by the use of off-the-shelf personal financial management software (Quicken) to track ancillary funds. Furthermore, disbursements, totaling $815,324 out of $2,574,353 (31.6 percent), were made from one of DANY’s escrow accounts that were supported only by e-mail correspondence from DANY’s staff, not by court decree.  Although proper documentation was later provided, the lack of support at the time of processing constitutes a control weakness that can result in errors. These control risks could have been mitigated had DANY placed these funds with the City’s Department of Finance (DOF). While audit tests revealed no evidence of fraud, the implementation of the report’s recommendations will further reduce the possibility that an irregularity will occur.
	As of October 31, 2009, DANY held approximately $86 million in 58 private bank accounts that were not registered with the Comptroller’s Office and that were outside the City’s fiscal controls. The use of private bank accounts is contrary to the County and the Civil Practice Laws and Rules of New York State. Finally, DANY may have improperly transferred approximately $47,200 from one of the escrow accounts to a less restrictive account.  Funds that cannot be returned to the appropriate parties should not be retained by DANY but rather transferred to the New York State Comptroller as unclaimed funds.    
	The audit report made four recommendations.  DANY should:
	 Upon the expiration of existing legislation, establish a formal policy for the distribution of settlement payments derived from deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements.
	 Separate duties among personnel of the Fiscal Department to ensure that no one person can both perpetrate and conceal errors or fraud.
	 Ensure that proper documentation is submitted and reviewed by the Fiscal Department prior to the distribution of funds.
	 Coordinate with DOF and the Comptroller’s Bureau of Accountancy to transfer the funds currently held in private accounts to the City’s custody, establish Fiduciary Accounts (Trust and Agency) where appropriate, and register any remaining accounts deemed confidential with the Comptroller’s Office.
	In their response, DANY officials generally agreed with the audit’s findings and recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	DANY reported that three recommendations have been implemented and the remaining recommendation is pending.
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	This audit determined whether DOE complied with U.S. Department of Education Reading First spending guidelines and the New York State Education Department’s sub-grant application relating to school selection and allowable types of expenditures; obtained, maintained, and reviewed adequate supporting documentation to determine whether expenditures were reasonable, appropriate, and for Reading First schools only, and; ensured that Reading First program personnel were properly qualified.
	Reading First was created under the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Reading First was established to ensure that every student could read at or above grade level by the end of the third grade and was intended to serve poorly-performing, low-income students. Under the program, states received formula grants from the federal government to apply to scientifically-based reading programs. Local educational agencies then applied for grants from states. The initial New York State grant covered the period 2003-2006, and the second grant covered the period 2006-2009.  Reading First ended on June 30, 2010, because its federal statute was not renewed and Congress discontinued funding for the program.  
	During Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit, the Department of Education (DOE) received $34.4 million in Reading First funds from New York State and expended these funds on 118 schools—64 public and 54 non-public. Federal and State guidelines stipulated that public elementary schools selected for Reading First should be among those with the highest percentages of students reading below grade level and the highest poverty levels, based on the most current available data, as well as on their neighboring non-public elementary schools. Also, funds were to be used to support scientifically-based reading programs for students enrolled in kindergarten through third grade and to increase professional development for teachers. Additionally, key Reading First personnel were required to have teaching and reading licenses. 
	Results

	DOE did not comply with Reading First Federal and State spending guidelines because it failed to systematically identify and fund public elementary schools with the highest percentages of students reading below grade level and the highest poverty levels, based on the most current available data, as well as on their neighboring non-public elementary schools. Therefore, Reading First expenditures were fundamentally flawed because, for the most part, they were not expended on the most deserving schools. Further, DOE did not provide adequate supporting documentation—such as bills and invoices detailing amounts billed, descriptions, quantities, delivery locations, and recipients of goods and services—for $9.5 million of $14.9 million of Reading First OTPS expenses, as follows:
	 DOE did not provide documentation demonstrating that goods and services totaling $9.3 million were provided for Reading First schools only.
	 DOE did not provide documentation demonstrating that goods and services totaling $164,433 were reasonable, appropriate, and for Reading First schools only. 
	DOE also expended Reading First funds totaling $42,094 on goods and services that were not incurred during Fiscal Year 2008, not for Reading First schools and grades, and not related to Reading First. 
	DOE spent $3.9 million to support an Internet portal that was difficult or impossible for users to access because of connectivity issues and shut down the portal on June 30, 2009, because of these issues and a lack of funding. Since DOE spent $3.9 million on the portal, supporting devices, software, and services during the audit period—and at least $34.4 million in total—DOE should have ensured that the portal was properly developed, implemented, and ultimately, usable.
	Also, Reading First program personnel were not properly qualified because they lacked the required reading licenses. 
	Since the Reading First program ended on June 30, 2010, DOE will not be selecting new Reading First schools and program personnel. Therefore, the audit made no program-specific recommendations, but made six general recommendations. DOE should:
	 Expend Federal and State grant money only for its intended purpose and populations, and in accordance with Federal and State guidelines.
	 Monitor grant expenditures and ensure that they are reasonable, appropriate, and comply with Federal and State guidelines.
	 Maintain adequate supporting documentation—including bills, invoices, and receiving reports—for all Federal and State grant expenditures. 
	 Require employees who authorize payments to compare receiving reports to invoices prior to rendering payments to vendors.   
	 Ensure that Internet portals and websites are properly developed, implemented, and functional.
	 Employ only properly qualified pedagogical employees.
	DOE agreed with five of the six recommendations. However, it disagreed with the specific Reading First assertions upon which those recommendations were based. 
	Audit Follow-up 

	DOE agreed with and maintained that it instituted internal controls to implement five of the six audit recommendations. However, DOE continues to disagree that it should require employees who authorize payments to compare receiving reports to invoices prior to rendering payments to vendors. 
	DOE maintains that its size and complexity render this recommendation infeasible.  
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	This audit determined whether Department of Education (DOE) officials properly administered the small dollar purchases made through SIPP for Vanguard and whether Vanguard made purchases in accordance with DOE rules and regulations.
	DOE provides primary and secondary education to more than a million students between pre-kindergarten and the 12th grade in approximately 1,400 schools.  Its Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) allow the use of the Small Item Payment Process (SIPP) to facilitate small dollar purchases of Other Than Personal Services (OTPS).  SIPP payments can be made directly to vendors or to reimburse employees who have already made small purchases.  Vanguard High School (Vanguard) is one of 425 high schools in the system and serves approximately 380 students in grades 9-12.
	The audit covered Fiscal Year 2007 (July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007), during which Vanguard expended $131,452 through SIPP that consisted of 381 payments.
	Results

	The audit could not determine whether Vanguard complied with DOE SOPs because of Vanguard’s inability to provide sufficient documentation for a significant portion of the audit population.  However, based on the documents provided, the audit determined that Vanguard officials circumvented the procedures set forth in the SOPs.  Vanguard officials paid a minimum of $18,431 in questionable expenditures, processed payments without proper authorizations, circumvented the $500 expenditure threshold, failed to maintain supporting documentation, paid for prior year purchases, and used incorrect object codes to record SIPP expenditures.  
	In addition, Vanguard officials improperly processed SIPPs by using a former school secretary’s user ID for the DOE Financial Accounting Management Information System (FAMIS).  Lastly, Vanguard’s Principal did not safeguard his user ID and passwords for access to FAMIS and approval of SIPP transactions.
	The audit report recommended that DOE:
	 Investigate the validity of the questionable expenditures mentioned in this report and determine whether the school officials misappropriated and misused the school funds.
	 Recoup the duplicate payments and any other funds that were misused.
	 Provide additional training to ensure that school officials follow DOE SOPs including, 
	o obtaining proper authorizations
	o complying with the $500 expenditure threshold
	o maintaining supporting payment documents for six years
	o properly recording the expenses in each fiscal year, and
	o using the correct object codes to record SIPP expenditures.
	 Require the Integrated Service Center (ISC) to perform periodic reviews of Vanguard’s SIPP expenditures to ensure compliance with SOPs.
	 Promptly deactivate the FAMIS user ID for any staff members who have left DOE.
	 Notify staff members on ways of properly safeguarding user IDs, passwords, and approval codes.
	DOE officials generally agreed with the findings and recommendations.  
	Audit Follow-up

	DOE reported that it referred the draft report to the Special Commissioner of Investigation (SCI), which completed its investigation in September 2010. DOE is waiting for SCI to issue the report and SCI’s recommendations before taking any actions to recoup misappropriated funds and duplicate payments.  Moreover, training was provided to Vanguard personnel in 2009 and 2010 covering procurement rules and regulations as well as safeguarding user IDs, passwords and approval codes.  In addition, DOE reported that effective July 1, 2010, ISCs were replaced with Children First Network Teams (CFN).  The CFN is now responsible for monitoring Vanguard’s SIPP expenditures and compliance with DOE SOPs.
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	This audit determined whether those schools that received State Early Grade Class Size Reduction (EGCSR) funding created the number of classrooms required to reduce class size.
	To reduce class size, the State Legislature passed legislation to create the EGCSR program. In 2007, EGCSR funding was incorporated into State Foundation Aid. Foundation Aid funding is used for increases in general operating costs and ongoing programs, with the major part of the funding also subject to the provisions of the State’s 2007 Contracts for Excellence legislation.  That legislation required DOE to develop a five-year plan to reduce class size.  DOE’s plan was approved on November 19, 2007, and DOE continues to receive EGCSR funds to reduce class size in kindergarten to third grade. 
	In Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit, DOE received approximately $88.8 million from the State and supplemented the program with $14.9 million in federal contributions and $76.2 million in City tax levy funds to maintain the total EGCSR classrooms established in previous years.  The total of these funds, $179.9 million, was to be used to create approximately 1,600 additional classes, with an expectation of reducing the average early grade class size to 20 students. 
	Results

	During Fiscal Year 2008, DOE did not spend $48.4 million (26.9 percent) of the $179.9 million of EGCSR funds in accordance with EGCSR guidelines and fell significantly short of providing the required number of additional classrooms paid for with State EGCSR funds. DOE used nearly $46.8 million of the $179.9 million in EGCSR funds earmarked for reducing early grade class size to substitute $46.8 million in tax levy funds, contrary to EGCSR guidelines. By using EGCSR funds in place of tax levy funds, schools freed up less restrictive money to spend on other budget items instead of further reducing classroom averages. The $46.8 million should have been spent on creating an additional 414 general education classes at 245 schools across the City, but these funds were improperly used instead to pay for teacher positions that would have existed without the EGCSR program.  
	Of the total $46.8 million that was misused, 115 elementary schools used more than $17.9 million to substitute tax levy funds instead of creating 159 additional classes, even though they had the need and capacity to add classrooms.  An additional $21 million was improperly allocated to 108 schools that did not have the capacity to add 185 additional classrooms. Finally, $7.9 million was given to 46 schools to add 70 additional classrooms but which already had class sizes of 20 students or less in kindergarten to third grade and had no need of additional EGCSR funding.
	In addition, 15 schools misspent $1.6 million on per diem absence coverage, cluster teachers, and teacher removals (transfers, resignations, maternity leave, etc.) instead of using the funds to create 14 new classrooms.
	The audit report made eight recommendations to the DOE Central Office (Central) and Integrated Service Centers (ISCs), among them that:
	DOE Central should:
	 Continue to give priority to new classroom formation.
	 Require schools to prepare a formal annual plan detailing whether funds will be used to add classrooms or to fund push-in teachers.   
	 Require ISCs to monitor the use of EGCSR funding to verify that it is in accordance with the plans established by those schools within their districts.   
	ISCs should: 
	 Closely monitor the schools that plan to add a classroom to ensure that funds are used only to create classrooms additional to those that would have existed without the EGCSR funds.  
	 Make use of Enrollment, Capacity, and Utilization Reports and projected enrollments for those schools that plan to add a push-in teacher to determine whether an additional classroom can be added instead. 
	In their response, DOE officials rejected the audit’s findings and recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOE reported that it continues to disagree with the audit’s recommendations and stated it has again “voluntarily earmarked and allocated unrestricted operating funds to the schools primarily to retain classes formerly funded with State Early Grade Class Size Reduction allocations.”
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) has adequate internal controls over the administering of New York State standardized tests for grades 3, 4, and 5. 
	DOE provides primary and secondary education to more than 1 million pre-kindergarten to grade 12 students in over 1,400 schools.  DOE prepares students to meet grade level standards in reading, writing, and math and tests students to determine how well they are meeting these mandated learning standards.  Students in grades 3 - 8 take both the New York State standardized English Language Arts (ELA) Test and the New York State standardized Mathematics (Math) Test.  This audit focused on the administration of ELA and Math tests for students in elementary school grades 3, 4, and 5 only.  The scope period of the audit was the 2007–2008 school year.
	Results

	DOE has adequate internal controls with respect to ensuring that schools are familiar with established procedures when administering the New York State standardized tests at elementary schools.  In addition, the schools that were visited generally complied with the New York State Education Department (NYSED) testing guidelines and the DOE Handbook and testing memoranda.  However, DOE lacks sufficient preventive and detective controls aimed at deterring inappropriate manipulation of test scores, which would help to ensure the overall integrity of the assessment process.  
	DOE has established procedures for the administration of New York State standardized ELA and Math tests at elementary schools.  DOE provides a Handbook and distributes test memoranda to its staff in an effort to keep them informed of all required procedures in administering State and Citywide tests.  DOE also offers its staff annual training on proper methods in administering the tests as well as training of scoring staff to help identify testing irregularities when grading the long answer portions of the exam.  The audit also found that, for the most part, the schools visited complied with the State guidelines and the guidelines outlined in the Handbook. 
	Since achieving a positive school performance rating provides an added incentive for school officials to ensure that students perform well on standardized tests, there is a potential risk for inappropriate test manipulation.  Based on observations, significant weaknesses were identified that DOE has not addressed to help prevent or detect the manipulation of test scores.  Specifically, DOE needs to improve its oversight of testing monitors to ensure that they are carrying out their duties properly and ensure that monitoring checklists are used more effectively.  In addition, DOE should re-implement the use of analytics to identify possible testing irregularities and tampering and should institute stronger controls over the second and third sections of the tests.  Finally, DOE should ensure that substantiated allegations of cheating are shared with the Office of Accountability (OA), the office primarily responsible for coordinating yearly testing and compliance with NYSED testing guidelines and DOE controls over the tests.  
	The audit made 14 recommendations, five of which are listed below.  DOE should:
	 Accurately track the assignment of testing monitors to ensure that they are being used effectively. 
	 Discuss with NYSED the possibility of obtaining the answer keys promptly after the administration of each test to enable DOE to perform a timely erasure analysis.  However, DOE should perform erasure analysis to identify possible improprieties regardless of when it receives the answer key.
	 Compile, maintain, and track data on the number of make-up exams that are taken for the Day Two and Day Three ELA and Math exams. 
	 Identify indicators to use in detecting unusual patterns that may be indicative of test tampering or irregularities and collect sufficient data to adequately track those indicators.   Based on the information collected, DOE should target those schools with unusual patterns for further follow-up.
	 Ensure that the Office of Special Investigations (OSI) formalizes a process to make certain that all instances of substantiated cheating are shared with OA, so that OA can strengthen existing controls or develop new ones in an effort to prevent cheating from occurring in the future.
	DOE officials generally agreed with the audit’s recommendations, but disagreed with one of them and did not respond to one of them.  Officials also disagreed with the tone of the report. 
	Audit Follow-up

	DOE reported that of the 12 recommendations that it agreed with, six recommendations have been implemented, two recommendations are in the process of being implemented, one recommendation was not implemented, one recommendation was not addressed, and the remaining two recommendations are under consideration.  Moreover, DOE explained additional steps taken to strengthen controls over its administration of standardized tests.
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) properly calculated high school graduation rates.  The period covered by this audit was the Class of 2007, which includes students who entered a City public high school on or after September 1, 2003, and were expected to graduate by August 31, 2007.
	DOE provides primary and secondary education to over one million students, pre-kindergarten to grade 12, in more than 1,400 schools.  To graduate from one of the City’s 425 high schools, a general education student must accumulate 44 credits in designated subjects, pass five New York State Regents examinations, and maintain a 90 percent attendance rate.  
	DOE uses two computer systems, the High School Scheduling and Transcripts (HSST) system and the Automate the Schools (ATS) system, to track student schedules, performance, and attendance.  HSST is used to record students’ schedules, grades, and transcripts.  ATS is used to record students’ biographical information, admission and discharge data, attendance, and status.  
	The graduation rate is calculated by dividing the number of graduates by the total number of students in the cohort who either graduated, dropped out, or were still enrolled.  Only those students who were discharged from the school system during the four years are excluded from the calculation.  According to DOE, the 2003-2007 cohort (the focus of this audit) consisted of 88,963 students, including 43,651 graduates, 17,035 still enrolled, 18,524 discharges, and 9,753 dropouts.  Using the City’s formula, DOE reported on August 11, 2008, that the four-year graduation rate increased from 58 to 62 percent between 2005 and 2007.  
	Results

	The audit revealed that DOE needs to institute stronger controls to ensure that official records corroborate the classification of students as graduates.  Our review of 197 sampled graduates found that the transcripts for 19 (9.6%) of them did not appear to have evidence that the students had the required number of credits overall or in major subjects or passed all of the required Regents examinations needed to graduate.  DOE provided internal documentation from schools that appears to support the graduation status of 17 of these 19 students.  However, in a number of instances, the audit was unable to determine with reasonable assurance that the documentation provided to auditors was actually reviewed by the schools at the time the decisions to graduate the students were made.  
	The audit found that schools are given considerable authority with minimal oversight by DOE in determining whether State and DOE graduation standards are met.  The audit also found that schools awarded students multiple credits for passing the same course two or more times and did not maintain evidence that all transcript changes were properly approved.  Moreover, it appears that some students were classified as discharged without adequate evidence to support that classification.  Finally, the audit concluded that the parameters set by the State for classifying students as dropouts, if not followed by DOE in a timely manner, result in a reported dropout rate that does not account for all students who have actually dropped out of school. 
	DOE did, however, establish a system of internal quality control reviews (i.e., data reliability checks) in an effort to ensure the accuracy of its graduation rate calculation.  DOE also engaged an external audit firm to perform some agreed-upon procedures to assist in the validation of the graduation rate.
	To address these issues, the audit made 12 recommendations, including that DOE:
	 Establish that HSST reflects that a student has met graduation requirements before a diploma is given.
	 Implement controls to ensure that schools make sure that the transcripts and permanent record cards of general education graduates reflect that they have accumulated the required number of credits overall and in major subjects and pass all required Regents examinations.
	 Ensure that all grade and exam score changes made to student transcripts are permanently traceable in HSST.
	 Implement controls to ensure that schools only classify students as having been discharged when the discharge has been appropriately documented and properly recorded in ATS. 
	DOE generally agreed with nine recommendations, disagreed with one, and did not address two.  However, DOE disagreed with many of the findings upon which the recommendations were based.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOE reported that it has replaced the HSST data base with the Scheduling, Transcripts, and Academic Reporting System (STARS) in an effort to accurately update high school students’ progress towards graduation.  In addition, ATS was upgraded to include information on the documentation for student discharges.  DOE also stated that in November 2009, Chancellor’s Regulation A-501 was amended “to clarify that achievement of 90 percent attendance is a promotional consideration and goal, but not a graduation requirement.” 
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	The overall objective of this audit was to evaluate the Department of Environmental Protection’s (DEP) effectiveness in carrying out the mandate in the Consent Decree to construct the Croton Water Treatment Plant.
	DEP executed a 1998 Consent Decree after the federal government alleged that the City had failed to safeguard the quality of Croton water, thereby violating federal drinking water regulations. According to the Consent Decree and its supplements, DEP must construct the Croton Water Treatment Plant (Plant) by October 31, 2011, to filter drinking water from the City’s Croton water system.
	Failure to attain intermediate milestones and complete the Plant on time will subject the City to monetary penalties.  In 2003, the estimated cost to build the Plant was $992 million. The current estimated construction cost to build the Plant is more than $2 billion. The scope of this audit covered calendar years 2003 to 2009.   
	Results 

	While much of the work completed to date is in accordance with established timeframes, DEP will not be able to complete overall construction of the Plant and commence operations in accordance with the terms of the Consent Decree.   DEP has already missed certain milestone dates for which it was penalized $4.7 million.  Moreover, the City may be liable for more than $10 million in additional penalties (almost $15 million overall) because DEP will not commence Plant operations until April 2012—six months later than the required milestone date of October 31, 2011.
	The Plant will not be completed on time because a contractual problem extended the start of  construction, and DEP lagged in completing designs and awarding construction contracts for required improvements (i.e., off-site facilities) that are near the site of the Plant and are needed to deliver treated drinking water from the Plant to the City’s water distribution system.  Moreover, the delay in awarding off-site facility contracts has hindered DEP’s ability to complete required Plant startup testing by October 31, 2011.  
	DEP has a project management system to carry out the Plant’s design and construction.  However, it did not effectively adhere to its system to carry out required work associated with the designs and procurement of the off-site facilities. 
	The audit made 10 recommendations, including that DEP should: 
	 Immediately complete any outstanding designs, solicit bids, award contracts, and commence work for all remaining off-site facility construction contracts. 
	 Incorporate construction schedules for off-site facility work in the overall Plant progress schedule. 
	 Effectively plan and manage the critical off-site facility work to ensure its completion within sufficient time to undertake adequate Plant testing operations.   
	 Ensure that it completes all required work in accordance with the timeframes prescribed in the Consent Decree. 
	 Consult with the New York State Department of Health and seek a waiver for any assessed and potential penalties.  
	 Ensure that the work of design consultants is properly supervised and tracked.
	DEP agreed with only two of the 10 audit recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	DEP reported that eight recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented. DEP disagreed with, and does not plan to implement, the remaining two recommendations concerning assessing liquidated damages.
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has effectively administered the construction of the Croton Water Treatment Plant (Plant) to ensure that costs were substantiated, reasonable, and necessary.
	DEP executed a 1998 Consent Decree after the federal government alleged that the City had failed to safeguard the quality of Croton water, thereby violating federal drinking water regulations. According to the Consent Decree and its supplements, DEP must construct the Plant by October 31, 2011, to filter drinking water from the City’s Croton water system.
	Failure to attain intermediate milestones and complete the Plant on time will subject the City to monetary penalties.  In 2003, the estimated cost to build the Plant was $992 million. The current estimated construction cost to build the Plant is more than $2 billion. The scope of this audit covered calendar years 2003 to 2009.   
	Results

	DEP has generally administered the construction of the Croton Water Filtration Plant effectively to ensure that actual costs are substantiated, reasonable, and necessary.  While the audit identified some problems in maintaining records for substantiating voucher payments, its review indicated that DEP has appropriate processes and internal controls for reviewing and approving payments to contractors.  
	However, the audit noted that the actual cost to construct the Plant is much higher than was estimated by DEP when it reported in 2003 that the cost would be $992 million.  The actual cost of the contracts awarded by DEP by February 2009 totaled $2.13 billion—$1.14 billion higher than estimated.  Had the conceptual cost estimate complied with engineering standards for accuracy, the actual cost of construction would not have been expected to exceed $1.29 billion.  Accordingly, the audit concluded that the conceptual cost estimate was unreliable and could not be used as a gauge of the actual costs that would be incurred by DEP to construct the Plant.
	The audit made six recommendations, including that DEP:
	 Prepare written procedures for auditing payment vouchers in accordance with Comptroller’s Directive No. 7.
	 Ensure that engineering audit office files contain appropriate evidence to show that substantiating documentation was reviewed. 
	 Ensure that conceptual cost estimates adhere to estimating guidelines in the Department’s “Cost Estimating Manual.”  
	 Develop conceptual cost estimates that contain sufficient substantiating information.
	 Adjust cost estimates to include the anticipated effects of inflation in labor, equipment, and material costs.  
	 Adequately oversee the work of consultants preparing cost estimates, and review documentation used in their development. 
	In its response, DEP agreed with all six recommendations of the audit report.  
	Audit Follow-up

	DEP reported that it has implemented all the audit recommendations and that it has formed a new Cost Estimating Division to ensure compliance with its Cost Estimating Manual.
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	This audit examined the reliability and accuracy of the Commercial Motor Vehicle Tax data administered by the Department of Finance (DOF), which is responsible for collecting City revenues efficiently and encouraging compliance with City tax and other revenue laws.  
	DOF administers a Commercial Motor Vehicle Tax (CMVT) that is levied on the following vehicles: medallion taxicabs, non-passenger commercial motor vehicles weighing more than 10,000 pounds (and those weighing less than 10,000 pounds if they are registered outside of New York City), and all motor vehicles used for transportation of passengers that are registered outside New York City but used within the City limits.  All other types of motor vehicles are handled by the New York State Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV). Every month, the DMV electronically forwards to DOF the data for the vehicles it registers that are subject to the CMVT.  DOF handles the CMVT billing and collection process. DOF collected $47.5 million dollars in CMVT revenue for Fiscal Year 2008.  Fieldwork for this audit was performed from October 2008 to August 2009.
	Results

	The CMVT data exists in a secure environment and is readily accessible to all essential users identified by DOF.  CMVT data is generally accurate and reliable for collection purposes and generally contains the required information for enforcement and penalty collection purposes.  However, while conducting the tests that addressed the objectives to this audit, the auditors identified an outstanding balance (unpaid) of $8 million.  Included in this balance were accounts that were underpaid due to dishonored checks but that nevertheless received a tax stamp.  Also, DOF has a rule that permits a tax stamp to be issued if an account owes less than $5.  In addition, DOF does not notify account holders who have made an overpayment.  Finally, CMVT billing periods are kept independent of each other. As a result, previous balances are not carried over to the next billing period, allowing accounts with an outstanding balance for a prior period to receive a tax stamp in subsequent periods.
	The audit made five recommendations.  DOF should:
	 Ensure that the billing process is corrected and previous years’ account balances are carried forward.
	 Develop a memo of understanding with the Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC) and New York State DMV to ensure that all CMVT are collected before the TLC approves the licenses for medallions and non-medallion automobiles, thereby improving its collection of outstanding CMVT balances.
	 Comply with the Rules of the City of New York, Title 19, to ensure that all uncertified checks have been converted to collectible funds before issuing a tax stamp. 
	 Identify and notify account holders of overpayments to allow them the opportunity to request a refund in writing to DOF.
	 Determine whether the system should write off account balances of less than $5 or carry them over to the next billing
	DOF officials agreed with three recommendations, partially agreed with one recommendation, and disagreed with one recommendation.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOF reported that it is attempting to implement the four recommendations that it agreed with or partially agreed with.  In addition, DOF reported that it has met with the Law Department and is still researching the best way to hold TLC licensees accountable for their outstanding CMVT balances.
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	The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the Department of Finance (DOF) is implementing tax exemptions appropriately under the Section 421(a) program, and; is calculating tax benefits accurately.
	The Section 421(a) program provides tax exemption benefits to owners of residential real property who construct new multiple dwellings or convert, alter, or improve existing buildings for residential use.  The Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) is responsible for administering the program and issuing a certificate-of-eligibility to property owners it deems eligible and who meet program requirements.  DOF is then responsible for calculating and implementing tax benefits granted under the program.
	The program was created in 1971 under legislation authorized by Section 421(a) of the New York State Real Property Tax Law as a means of encouraging housing development in the City.  Exemptions are granted for a period of up to three years for construction, and either 10, 15, 20, or 25 additional years on a sliding scale, depending on the property’s location in the City, whether construction is carried out with substantial government assistance, and whether requirements for affordable housing have been met.  In Fiscal Year 2009, 37,485 properties received $607 million in tax benefits.
	Results

	DOF is inaccurately calculating tax exemption benefits under the Section 421(a) program. As a result, for 50 sampled properties, the City has lost more than $15 million in real estate tax revenue from the date that properties were originally granted tax exemptions until Fiscal Year 2008.  Moreover, certain properties overpaid $1.2 million in taxes.  Furthermore, the audit estimated that DOF could under-bill approximately $130.2 million in additional taxes for the sampled properties in future years throughout the remaining terms of the exemption benefits.   DOF also lacked reliable program records and written procedures for calculating tax information.  Finally, certain DOF files lacked required documentation.
	The audit made 10 recommendations, including that DOF: 
	 Review and adjust the calculations of taxable assessed values and taxes due for the 50 sampled properties and for all other properties.
	 Recoup $9,896,149 in real estate taxes from 37 properties. 
	 Recoup $4,849,389 in improperly allowed real estate tax benefits for two properties.
	 Adjust base year assessed value calculations for four properties as required by program rules and recoup $442,010 in lost real estate taxes.
	 Implement adequate internal controls to ensure that all program information is accurately recorded in FAIRTAX and the hard copy property files (e.g., property cards, etc.)   In that regard, information in FAIRTAX and the property cards should be periodically reconciled.  
	 Prepare formal written policies and procedures for calculating assessed values and exemptions.  Ensure that appropriate DOF staff is instructed in program policies and procedures.
	In its response, DOF strongly disagreed with the report’s findings.  DOF disagreed with eight of our 10 recommendations, partially agreed with our recommendation to implement adequate internal controls, and agreed with our recommendation to prepare formal written policies and procedures for calculating assessed values and exemptions.  
	Audit Follow-up

	In response to the recommendation to implement adequate internal controls, DOF reported that it has replaced the hard copy property files and property cards with a Shared Internal File entitled: “421 a Exemption Description.”  Information in this file is periodically reconciled with FAIRTAX.  DOF also reported that it is in the process of finalizing a policy and procedures manual for the 421a program.  However, DOF continues to disagree with eight recommendations and did not address the remaining recommendation.
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	This audit determined whether the Financial Information Services Agency (FISA) complied with certain purchasing procedures as set forth in the New York City Charter, the New York City Comptroller’s Internal Control and Accountability Directives (Comptroller’s Directives) #3, “Procedures for the Administration of Imprest Funds;” #6, “Travel, Meals, Lodging and Miscellaneous Agency Expenses;” #24, “Agency Purchasing Procedures and Controls;” applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; and the New York City Department of Investigation’s (DOI) Standards for Inventory Control and Management.  The audit covered the period July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009.
	FISA is responsible for the data processing systems that support the activities of City personnel who work with the City’s central financial records, employee payroll, and personnel records. One such system is the Financial Management System, which is used by officials to administer the City budget and account for public funds. 
	Results

	With the exception of the issues noted below, the audit found that FISA generally adhered to the requirements of Comptroller’s Directives #3, #6, and #24, DOI’s inventory standards, and applicable PPB rules.  In addition, an examination of the FISA’s Other Than Personal Service (OTPS) expenditures disclosed no instances in which moneys were improperly used.  However, FISA did not always comply with certain aspects of Comptroller’s Directive #3, #6, and #24, and DOI’s inventory standards.  Specifically, FISA:
	 Charged expenses to the incorrect object codes; 
	 Improperly used miscellaneous vouchers to pay two expenditures;
	 Improperly used the imprest fund for recurring expenditures; and
	 Maintained incomplete and inaccurate inventory records.
	The audit made four recommendations to FISA to address these deficiencies.  FISA should: 
	 Charge all purchases to the correct object codes;
	 Ensure that miscellaneous vouchers are used only for purposes that are allowed by Comptroller’s Directive #24;
	 Ensure that the imprest fund is used for appropriate expenses in accordance with Comptroller’s Directive #3; and
	 Maintain complete and accurate inventory records.
	FISA officials agreed with the four recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	FISA reported that all of the recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.
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	This audit determined whether the Fire Department (FDNY) had adequate controls over the Alarm Unit’s professional certification process to ensure that certifications are timely and legitimate.  The audit scope was July 2007 through April 2009.
	FDNY’s Bureau of Fire Prevention is responsible for conducting inspections of bulk fuel, hazardous cargo, range hoods, sprinklers and standpipes, and fire alarm systems. Its Fire Alarm Inspection Unit (Alarm Unit) is responsible for conducting initial inspections of fire alarm systems of commercial buildings (e.g., schools, hotels, factories, office buildings, department stores, hospitals) and high-rise residential buildings and issuing Letters of Approval or Letters of Defect. When it finds more severe problems, the unit immediately issues Violation Orders.
	To ensure compliance with a Letter of Defect, an inspector is to follow up by either going to the premises or by allowing the building owner to have a registered architect, a professional engineer, or a licensed electrical contractor attest to the proper operation of the fire alarm system (known as a “self” or “professional” certification). Throughout the year, the Alarm Unit selects approved professional certifications for audit.  The Alarm Unit reported that it met its 5 percent audit goal by auditing 57 of the 1,139 professional certifications that it approved during Fiscal Year 2008. 
	Results

	FDNY does not have adequate controls over the professional certification process of the Alarm Unit to ensure that certifications are timely and legitimate.  Collectively, the inadequate controls create an environment in which the likelihood of corruption or the abuse of authority is increased and the risk of danger to the public is heightened.
	The following include the areas of concern:  1) property owners for 49 percent of the 51 audited professional certifications reviewed failed their inspections, 2) an unreliable system for tracking professional certifications, 3) inadequate procedures for the timeliness of the professional certification process, 4) inadequate procedures for categorizing fire alarm system deficiencies based on their seriousness and for selecting audits, 5) missing hard-copy inspection files, 6) an inadequate goal for the audit of professional certifications, 7) the lack of an annual rotation program for inspectors and supervisors, and 8) inaccurate billings for audit inspections, resulting in a potential revenue of $5,635.
	In addition, there were questionable matters in hard copy case files that further illustrate the need for FDNY to strengthen its controls.
	The audit made 21 recommendations, including: 
	 Until the new computer system that is in the process of being developed is fully operational by the Alarm Unit, FDNY should ensure that Alarm Unit officials effectively use whichever application (the Fire Prevention Information Management System or Self-Certification Database) is selected to monitor the professional certification process from the receipt of the certifications to their audit and any subsequent enforcement inspections.  
	 FDNY should develop and implement adequate written procedures that are sufficiently detailed for the Alarm Unit to follow for its professional certification process.  The procedures should include time frames for reviewing professional certifications and conducting audit inspections of professional certifications.  In addition, the procedures should include fire alarm system deficiencies categorized by their seriousness, the circumstances in which the Alarm Unit would not allow a Letter of Defect to be professionally certified, and the factors that should contribute to the Audit Supervisor’s decision to select a professional certification for audit. 
	 FDNY should comply with its established time frame and cease accepting professional certifications that are submitted later than 90 days of the issuance of a Letter of Defect.
	 FDNY should investigate the 10 professional certifications identified in this report for which the building owners may have either been incorrectly billed for inspections that did not occur, not billed at all, or inaccurately billed for inspections that did occur. If warranted, revised bills should be sent to the owners.   
	In their response, FDNY officials generally agreed with 16 of the 21 recommendations and disagreed with four. The remaining recommendation was rendered not applicable because FDNY changed the relevant practice. 
	Audit Follow-up

	FDNY reported that it is in the process of implementing the recommendations that it agreed with.  In addition, FDNY stated that “a combination of new staff, use of the enhanced Access database and the increase of audits performed from five percent to ten percent, clearly indicate a large unacceptable level of failure.  As a result, and with the recommendation of BFP Executive Management, the professional certification process and program will be suspended indefinitely on December 31, 2010.”  FDNY also stated that it is in the process of conducting an “in-depth-analysis” of the current hourly inspection fee structure. 
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	The audit’s objective was to determine whether the New York City Health and Hospitals Corporation (HHC) paid New York City the appropriate amounts in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (i.e., “Services by the City and Compensation by HHC” and “Property and Contracts of HHC and Related Matters”).
	A January 19, 1996, MOU set forth terms and conditions for the transfer of Emergency Medical Services (EMS) from HHC to the New York City Fire Department (FDNY). The transfer of responsibilities sought to improve the effectiveness of ambulance and pre-hospital emergency medical services by combining EMS personnel with the FDNY emergency response system.
	The MOU specifies that HHC will bill and receive all amounts arising from EMS’s delivery of patients to HHC hospitals pending FDNY’s assumption of the billing and collection responsibilities itself.  The MOU requires the City Budget Director and President of HHC jointly to project the amount of EMS-anticipated collections (projected collections) prior to each fiscal year.  The amount of projected collections must be repaid to the City by HHC in four payments, three at the end of each of the first three quarters, and one final payment within 60 days of the end of the City’s fiscal year.  The final payment may require adjustment based on differences between actual and projected collections and from adjustments or expenses incurred or paid by HHC on behalf of EMS.   
	In 2002, FDNY assumed responsibility for billing and collection of non-Medicaid payments, third-party insurance, self-pay patients, and Medicare—for EMS services provided to patients delivered to HHC hospitals.  Currently, those payments are sent to a lockbox and transferred daily to an HHC bank account.  HHC remits these amounts, less any HHC deductions, as part of its quarterly payments to the City.  The audit covered Fiscal Years 2006, 2007, and 2008 (July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2008).
	Results

	HHC did not adhere to the financial terms of the MOU and may owe the City nearly $2.4 million. Since 2000, HHC improperly deducted $2,450,578 in offsets against EMS payments due the City.  These offsets include $1,454,638 for use of space to operate the fleet maintenance facility at Sea View, even though an agreement exists between the City and HHC for use of the premises; $947,447 in bank charges for its own lockbox account; and $48,493 in unsubstantiated payments to vendors.  Furthermore, HHC and the City did not negotiate a payment schedule once FDNY assumed the responsibilities of billing and collecting of non-Medicaid revenue.  As a result, there has been an unwarranted delay in payments by HHC to the City of non-Medicaid revenue.  In addition, HHC did not obtain prior written approval from the City when it delayed making quarterly Medicaid payments in 2006.  Finally, FDNY made untimely rental payments for a radio transmittal tower resulting in $5,052 in unnecessary late fees for Fiscal Year 2008. 
	The City could have prevented these issues through closer oversight, enhanced controls, and better coordination.  Although the City may be able to recoup the improper deductions from HHC, the City is at risk of losing potential interest income until the parties establish new due dates and associated late payment penalties.  
	The audit made 13 recommendations:  seven to HHC, four to OMB and two to FDNY, including the following.  
	HHC should:
	 Pay the City $2,450,578. 
	 Abide by the terms of the July 20, 2000, license agreement and cease assessing the City an indirect cost associated with the City’s use of Sea View Hospital and surrounding area.
	 Cease charging the City bank fees associated with HHC’s lockbox account.
	 Negotiate with OMB a more expeditious payment schedule, establish a liquidated damages clause for any delayed non-Medicaid revenue payments, and formalize any modifications to the MOU accordingly.  
	OMB should ensure that:
	 HHC pays the City $2,450,598.
	 HHC adheres to the terms of the MOU and payments of EMS funds are promptly made to the City.  
	 An annual reconciliation is performed to verify that all adjustments and credits taken by HHC against the final payment are valid.   
	FDNY should:
	 Ensure that rental payments are processed on time.
	 All EMS lease renewals should be in the name of FDNY and all lease payments should be processed through the FDNY’s normal budgetary process.
	In their response, HHC officials stated it reimbursed the City $1,503,131 of the $2,450,578 assessed by the audit as part of the June 30, 2009, EMS final settlement reconciliation.  However, HHC officials stated, “We do not concur with several findings (e.g., ‘Improper Bank Charges,’ ‘Untimely Payment for EMS Services’ and ‘Lack of Documentation Supporting Approval of Delayed Medicaid Payments’).” Regarding the seven recommendations directed to HHC, the HHC response agreed with three, partially agreed with one, and disagreed with three. 
	In its response, OMB officials generally agreed with two of four recommendations, partially agreed with one recommendation, and disagreed with the remaining recommendation. OMB decided not to pursue the $947,447 associated with lockbox bank charges.  
	In their response, FDNY officials stated that FDNY will ensure that all rental payments are paid on time.  However, they disagreed with the other recommendation that suggested all EMS leases should be in the name of FDNY. 
	Audit Follow-up

	HHC reported that all of the audit recommendations that it agreed with have been implemented.
	FDNY reported that it is implementing the recommendation to make timely payment on all invoices. FDNY continues to disagree that all EMS lease renewals should be in the name of FDNY. FDNY stated that ambulance Medicaid reimbursement rates would decrease should the recommendation be implemented.   
	OMB reported that it is currently implementing the recommendations that it agreed with.
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	This audit determined whether: the Electronic Death Registration System (EDRS) functions reliably, and information recorded in the database is accurate and secure from unauthorized access; the system design allows for future enhancements or upgrades; EDRS has been built within the anticipated cost estimate; users are satisfied with the system; and; a disaster recovery plan has been devised for EDRS and has been incorporated into the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) disaster recovery plan.
	The mission of DOHMH is to promote and protect the health and mental health of all New York City residents. Among DOHMH’s responsibilities is the registration and issuance of birth and death certificates.  DOHMH’s Bureau of Vital Statistics (Vital Statistics) issues all Certificates of Death for deaths that occur within the City of New York.  The Burial-Death Registration Unit of Vital Statistics records information pertaining to each death in the DOHMH computer system and issues certified death certificates and permits for the burial, cremation, and transportation of human remains.  In 2006, DOHMH began using EDRS for its paper-based death registration with a link to the Social Security Administration for verification of decedents’ Social Security numbers. Audit fieldwork was conducted from October 2008 through April 2009.
	Results

	EDRS functions reliably, and information recorded in the database is accurate and secure from unauthorized access.  EDRS is based on the national EDRS standards model, allows for future enhancements or upgrades, and was completed within original cost and time estimates. It has a disaster recovery and business continuity plan in place. Users are generally satisfied with the system.  However, there were reporting and performance-monitoring issues that should be resolved to improve system usefulness.  In addition, DOHMH needs to develop a policy and procedures for handling future EDRS enhancements or upgrades, and review all open items previously recorded in Web Tracker for problem resolution.
	To address these issues, the audit made five recommendations, that DOHMH:
	 Have the vendor correct the EDRS ad hoc report generating capability to meet the required specifications.
	 Test all available EDRS standard reports produced by the system, request resolution of all reports where problems were noted, and test the reports after the problems have been addressed.
	 Institute or develop a proper system monitoring facility and set it to record EDRS service performance.
	 Develop a policy and procedures for handling EDRS enhancements or upgrades.
	 Review the status of all issues reported in Web Tracker, and where appropriate, close the reported issues and institute a stricter monitoring and periodic updating procedure for all those issues.
	In their response, DOHMH officials generally agreed with the five findings and recommendations of the report.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOHMH reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have been implemented.
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	The audit determined whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) had adequate internal controls to ensure that conditions that led to health code violations being issued to restaurants are corrected in a timely manner.  DOHMH is charged with protecting and promoting the health and mental well-being of all City residents through health-promotion and disease-prevention programs and through the enforcement of City health regulations.  The DOHMH Bureau of Food Safety and Community Sanitation is the unit responsible for enforcing the City Health and Administrative Codes, the State Sanitary Code, and various local laws of the City of New York.  The scope period of this audit was Fiscal Year 2008 (July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008).  During Fiscal Year 2008, BFSCS conducted 61,848 restaurant inspections.  
	Results

	DOHMH’s internal controls for ensuring that health code violations at restaurants are corrected in a timely manner need to be strengthened.  Follow-up inspections of sampled restaurants were often not conducted in a timely manner; DOHMH did not ensure that all restaurants were inspected annually; and documentation was inadequate on why restaurants that repeatedly failed sanitary inspections were allowed to remain open.  Furthermore, DOHMH did not adequately track its inspectors or supervisors to ensure that inspections were being properly conducted and monitored.
	However, for the sampled restaurants, the audit determined that the reinspections were conducted by a different inspector than the inspector who conducted the initial visit. In addition, the audit confirmed that the restaurants in the Golden Apple program, which is aimed at encouraging food safety, were removed from the program if they failed an inspection.
	 Ensure that all permitted restaurants are given a full sanitary inspection at least once a year in accordance with its procedures.
	 Consistently conduct compliance inspections of restaurants in a timely manner.
	 Ensure that those restaurants that have failed three or more consecutive regular sanitary inspections or two or more consecutive Accelerated Inspection Program (Program) inspections are reinspected in a timely manner.
	 Ensure that reasons for not closing restaurants that fail a minimum of three consecutive regular sanitary inspections or two consecutive Program inspections are documented in the DOHMH tracking system.
	 Analyze inspection data to ascertain whether significant variances exist with respect to inspection scores given by inspectors.  If such variances exist, determine the reasons for the variances and, if needed, make modifications (e.g., increase training) to ensure that inspections are performed in a consistent manner.
	 Ensure that supervisors conduct supervisory inspections as required to ensure that sanitary inspections are being properly conducted and to minimize the risk of corruption in the inspection process.
	In its response, DOHMH officials disputed many of the audit’s findings but agreed or partially agreed with seven of the audit’s recommendations and stated that it would consider implementing the other recommendation.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOHMH reported that six recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented, and one recommendation is no longer applicable.  DOHMH argued that the remaining recommendation is not needed.  DOHMH stated that the Accelerated Inspection program was phased out as part of the agency’s move to a system of rating restaurants with letter grades.  In addition, DOHMH stated that its controls over food inspections are effective.  Therefore, a recommendation that the agency ensure that supervisors conduct supervisory inspections is not necessary.
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene’s (DOHMH’s) Bureau of Child Care (Bureau) conducted the required inspections for registered School-Age Child Care (SACC) programs in accordance with its State contract and determined whether individuals working at the facilities obtained State Central Register of Child Abuse and Maltreatment (SCR) clearances and criminal background checks. 
	DOHMH is responsible for monitoring programs that provide child care. According to data for calendar year 2009 maintained by the Bureau on the State’s Child Care Facility System, the Bureau conducted 2,559 inspections for the 1,273 SACC programs registered by the New York State Office of Children and Family Services.  The audit scope was July 1, 2008, through February 17, 2010.
	Results

	DOHMH’s Bureau of Child Care conducts the required compliance inspections of registered SACC programs in accordance with its State contract.  The Bureau exceeded the 50 percent inspection requirement and performed compliance inspections of more than 90 percent of the programs during calendar years 2008 and 2009.  The Bureau also maintained documentation as evidence that compliance inspections were performed for the 30 sampled SACC programs, and when violations were found, Corrective Action Plans were provided to the Program Directors detailing the violations found and the length of time the program was given to correct the problem.  Follow-up inspections were conducted to make certain that the violations were corrected.  In addition, face-to-face safety assessment interviews were conducted for the four employees in the audit sample whose criminal history background checks had an indication of an arrest or conviction.  
	However, an SCR clearance was not obtained, nor was an application even completed, for two of the 162 sampled workers requiring them at the time of the auditors’ site visit.  There was no evidence that SCR clearances were obtained for 24 (15 percent) workers as well, although there were SCR applications on file.  Also, fingerprinting was not conducted, nor were criminal history checks completed, for 24 (12 percent) of the sampled 198 workers requiring them at the time of our visit.  In addition, DOHMH Inspectors were inconsistent in maintaining evidence to verify the review of each worker’s personnel file during the compliance inspection. 
	The audit made five recommendations, including that DOHMH should: 
	 Ensure that SACC Program Directors immediately follow up on individuals cited in this report for lacking SCR clearances. 
	 Advise SACC Programs Directors to maintain a tracking system of all documents required for their workers to ensure that lacking documents can be identified and obtained.  
	 Ensure that DOHMH inspectors and Program Directors are informed that volunteers over the age of 16 require fingerprint clearances. 
	 Require DOHMH inspectors to complete the Staff Information Chart along with the SACC Inspection Checklist. 
	In their response, DOHMH officials generally agreed with the recommendations.      
	Audit Follow-up

	DOHMH reported that four recommendations have been implemented and the remaining recommendation has not been implemented.  DOHMH stated that the State OCFS has decided not to allow DOHMH to conduct assessments of individuals whose records show a history of child abuse.  The State requires SACC program directors to perform these assessments. 
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) complied with Title 6 of the New York City Administrative Code, Chapter 13 of the New York City Charter, PPB rules, and the New York City Comptroller’s Internal Control and Accountability Directives, Directive #24, “Agency Purchasing Procedures and Controls,” when procuring and paying for shelter and social services; maintained adequate controls over payments made to providers for shelter and social services to homeless families, and; adequately monitored providers to ensure that they satisfactorily provided shelter and social services for which they were paid.
	DHS is responsible for providing temporary emergency shelter and social services to eligible homeless families and individuals in a safe and supportive environment. Services for homeless families are primarily delivered by approximately 150 providers under both formal written contracts and unwritten or handshake agreements with DHS. DHS pays non-contracted providers for services based upon mutually-agreed-upon daily rates and provider-reported lodging data. In Fiscal Year 2008, DHS made payments totaling $152.7 million to 107 non-contracted providers. This audit covered the period July 2007 through October 2009. 
	Results

	In Fiscal Year 2008, DHS failed to contract with providers of shelter and social services and did not account for and process provider payments through the City’s Financial Management System (FMS) as required by the New York City Administrative Code, the City Charter, the Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules, and Comptroller’s Directive #24. Instead, DHS operated using unwritten agreements and paid providers from an agency bank account. 
	Previous Comptroller’s Office audits and letters in June 1998, October 2003, June 2007, and June 2008 cited DHS for its failure to contract formally for shelter services. Although DHS stated in October 2003 that it would make “every effort to convert to contract,” it failed to do so. As of February 2008, DHS did not have contracts with 91 of 154 providers. These 91 providers accounted for 5,150 of 9,649 units—more than 53 percent—used to house homeless families. During the course of the audit, DHS made progress towards contracting with providers. As of January 2010, DHS contracted for 60 percent of units, and DHS provided documentation that it is in the process of contracting for an additional 8 percent of units used to house homeless families. However, DHS needs to make additional progress and should do so expeditiously. 
	In November 2008, DHS began to account for and process all provider payments through FMS. However, DHS continues to violate Comptroller’s Directive #24 because it is improperly using Purchase Orders to process payments to non-contracted providers. Purchase Order Documents should be used only for special, non-procurement expenditures for which a contract is not required. 
	DHS failed to institute sound and effective internal controls and did not monitor providers to ensure that they accurately recorded and reported client-lodging days. Therefore, when DHS calculates payments to providers, it relies on an honor system and simply uses the unchecked client-lodging days submitted by providers.  We reviewed the Aladdin Hotel monthly invoice and sign-in logs for June 2008 and found that DHS made duplicate payments totaling $25,918.  In eight instances, DHS provided families with two hotel rooms. DHS also paid the Aladdin Hotel for 221 unsupported client-lodging days totaling $23,866.
	Additionally, DHS made unjustified payments to a provider totaling $953,635. DHS maintained that these payments were for expenses, such as real estate taxes, prior year close-out payments, start-up budget costs, and interest on start-up budget costs. However, DHS is not obligated to reimburse providers for expenses in addition to paying them substantial rates of between $810 and $4,836 per family per month. Moreover, since the DHS billing system did not allow lump-sum payments to be made to providers, DHS generated the unjustified payments using duplicate lists of clients and service dates and invented rates and provided this data to support and justify the payments. 
	DHS also failed to adequately monitor providers to ensure that they provided safe and sanitary shelter to homeless families and transitioned them to permanent housing in a timely manner. 
	The audit made 15 recommendations, including that DHS should:
	 Enter into contracts with all providers of shelter and social services that delineate services to be provided, establish performance standards, and provide termination clauses and remedies.
	 Comply with New York City Administrative Code, the City Charter, and PPB rules regarding contracting.
	 Comply with Comptroller’s Directive #24 and record contracts and associated payments in FMS and use prescribed purchasing documents to process payments.
	 Immediately institute a sound and effective system of internal controls and monitor providers to ensure that they accurately record and report client-lodging days. These controls should include, but not be limited to, conducting random, periodic inspections of client sign-in logs.
	 Recoup duplicate and overpayments for unsupported client-lodging days totaling $49,784 made to the Aladdin Hotel for June 2008.
	 Pay providers only for shelter and social services and calculate provider payments based on accurate client-lodging data and mutually-agreed-upon daily rates. 
	 Conduct unannounced periodic site inspections and interviews with clients and staff.
	 Work with providers that consistently fail to meet placement targets to improve their performance.
	DHS strongly disagreed with the report’s findings and generally disagreed with or stated it was already in compliance with the report’s recommendations
	Audit Follow-up 

	DHS agreed only to recoup from the Aladdin Hotel overpayments for unsupported client-lodging days and to conduct unannounced periodic site inspections and interviews with clients and staff. In its response, DHS reported that it is in the process of recouping $6,803 from the Aladdin Hotel. DHS also reported that for cluster site apartment program providers, it conducts bi-annual reviews composed of: programmatic evaluations, physical inspections of a sample of units, corrective action plans, and follow-up re-inspection. Additionally, all cluster site apartment units are inspected quarterly.
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	The audit determined whether Basic Housing, Inc. (Basic Housing) complied with the key financial and programmatic provisions of its contract with the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) to provide services to clients.  DHS is responsible for providing emergency shelter and social services to homeless families and individuals in New York City.  DHS provides services through 11 City-run and 205 privately-run shelters, consisting of 49 adult and 167 family facilities.  
	DHS refers clients to shelters such as Basic Housing, a non-profit organization that runs shelters for homeless families in Manhattan, the Bronx, and Brooklyn (Basic Housing is an affiliate of Basics, Inc.).  In 2004, Basic Housing entered into a four-year, 11-month contract with DHS to provide 143 families with transitional housing and social services, such as arranging for childcare services, assistance in the search for permanent housing and employment, and health screening.  On January 1, 2007, the contract was amended to provide only social services to an additional 178 families located in the Bronx and Manhattan, increasing the total contract amount to $26,410,637.  The funding allocation of the contract is 33 percent Federal, 28 percent State, and 39 percent City.  DHS paid Basic Housing $7,224,802 in Fiscal Year 2008, as recorded in the City’s Financial Management System.  
	Results

	Basic Housing did not adequately comply with certain administrative and financial provisions of its contract with DHS to provide services to the homeless.  The audit found significant noncompliance issues with Basic Housing concerning the funds it received from DHS, such as noncompliance with documentation requirements, insufficient evidence that all funds received were used appropriately, and inadequate accounting practices.  As a result, $1.19 million (31 percent) of the $3.86 million the audit reviewed represents overpayments and unsupported costs that should be recouped.  The City would be entitled to 39 percent of the recoupment, or $463,721.  The audit also identified an additional $78,752 in unallocated costs for which a portion should be recouped.  In addition, there were questionable transfers of almost $1.3 million from Basic Housing to Basics, Inc., that DHS should reconcile or, if unreconcilable, recover.  Furthermore, Basic Housing did not consistently provide required social services to clients.  Consequently, some clients were compromised in their efforts to obtain permanent housing and become self-sufficient.  
	However, Basic Housing has established an accounting system to record its transactions and a client-tracking system to track client services.  Basic Housing has also developed a comprehensive set of procedures for providing social services, which enables it to help families obtain permanent housing.  
	To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that Basic Housing:
	 Obtain and maintain the required documentation as per the contract.
	 Reexamine its Fiscal Year 2008 close-out request and identify and remove any expenses not related to the contract in order to accurately report all expenses incurred under the contract.  Ensure that future close-out requests include only those expenses incurred in relation to the service of the contract.
	 Ensure that clients’ files contain documentation and evidence of the provision of all required assistance to clients to address their needs.
	The audit also recommended, among other things, that DHS:
	 Conduct a periodic examination of Basic Housing books and accounting records to ensure that all funds are used exclusively for Basic Housing’s contract operations and ensure that Basic Housing develops appropriate cost-allocation plans relative to its affiliate and to other vendors or programs served by Basic Housing.
	 Recover the $1.19 million in overpayments and unsupported costs and the appropriate portion of the $78,752 in unallocated costs.  
	 Require Basic Housing to provide a corrective action plan to correct the problems noted in this audit. 
	In their responses, DHS officials agreed or partially agreed with 10 of the 12 recommendations addressed to them and disagreed with the remaining two recommendations, and Basic Housing officials agreed or partially agreed with nine of the 11 recommendations addressed to them and disagreed with the remaining two recommendations. 
	Audit Follow-up

	DHS reported that six recommendations have been or are in the process of being implemented and that four recommendations have been partially implemented.  DHS recouped a total of $132,963. Of this amount, $51,856 was allocated to the City.  However, DHS did not address 13 recommendations. 
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	The audit determined whether the Department of Homeless Services (DHS) maintains adequate controls over the determination of eligibility for temporary housing benefits for homeless families.  
	DHS, in partnership with public and private agencies, is tasked to provide temporary and emergency shelter for homeless families and single adults in New York City. In addition, DHS provides job training, substance abuse and mental health services, as well as housing search support.  The services are designed to help homeless families gain self-sufficiency and make the transition from temporary to permanent housing.  DHS manages 11 City-run and 205 privately-run shelter facilities consisting of 49 single adult facilities and 167 family facilities. 
	In an effort to address and resolve the problem of family homelessness without the intervention of the courts, the New York City Family Homelessness Special Master Panel (the Panel) was created by a New York State Supreme Court Order in January 2003 and was active until April 2005.  DHS adopted various recommendations made by the Panel regarding a variety of aspects of the family shelter system, including the creation of a central family intake center called the Prevention Assistance and Temporary Housing Office (PATH), which provides assistance to families seeking emergency housing.  PATH operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  
	Results

	DHS must improve its controls over the eligibility determination process with respect to ensuring that its investigative guidelines have been followed when families are found to be ineligible for shelter. Also, DHS is not accurately reporting the reasons that some families are determined to be ineligible for benefits.
	DHS has established a number of guidelines to govern the overall process of determining eligibility for temporary housing benefits for homeless families.  However, in instances in which families are determined to be ineligible for temporary housing, DHS has not implemented sufficient controls to ensure that its investigative guidelines for determining eligibility are followed by its staff in a consistent manner.  For 32 sampled cases in which families filed more than one application (encompassing 138 applications), DHS staff did not consistently adhere to its procedures when processing the applications and determining eligibility for seven (22 percent) of the cases. As a result, families were delayed or denied assistance for which they may have been eligible.  
	The audit did find that PATH staff responsible for the eligibility verification process generally followed DHS guidelines for meeting with applicants in an initial screening, scheduling eligibility assessment conferences within the required time frame after the filing of the application, and referring applicants who claimed to be victims of domestic abuse to No Violence Again (NOVA). However, these positive aspects are mitigated by the weaknesses in the eligibility determination process cited above.
	Based on the evidence maintained in the case files sampled, neither the auditors nor DHS could ascertain whether there were sufficient efforts to investigate applicants’ situations before making determinations of eligibility. The absence of controls to ensure that guidelines are consistently followed increases the risk of incorrectly denying temporary housing benefits.   
	The audit makes four recommendations.  DHS should:
	 Improve its oversight of the eligibility determination process and ensure that the Team Leaders and quality review staff diligently review the case files and assess eligibility in accordance with the guidelines.  
	 Modify its guidelines to reflect further action that investigators are required to take when one of the multiple prior residences cannot be verified so as not to delay the eligibility process. 
	 Ensure that training, both initial and ongoing, is adequate so that employees are thoroughly familiar with and adhere to all DHS policies and procedures when processing applications and determining eligibility. 
	 Ensure that it reviews the reasons for determining ineligibility and accurately reports detailed reasons families are found not eligible for services.
	DHS officials did not directly address the four audit recommendations; however, they acknowledge the validity of two of our recommendations pertaining to training and the assessment of eligibility in accordance with the guidelines.  DHS also stated, “however, in accordance with State regulations and as a result of the settlement of the McCain litigation, DHS is no longer required to—and does not—give presumptive validity to primary tenants’ statements about whether or not their housing is available to the applicant.”
	Audit Follow-up

	DHS reported that because it disagreed with the findings and recommendations in the audit, and is not going to implement the recommendations, it did not provide a status update.
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	This follow-up audit determined whether the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) implemented the six recommendations made in the previous audit entitled Audit Report on User Access Controls of the New York City Housing Authority’s Tenant Selection System and Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan System, (7A04-138) issued June 30, 2006. 
	NYCHA is the largest public housing authority in the United States. NYCHA’s goal is to provide decent and affordable housing in a safe and secure living environment to low- and moderate-income residents throughout the five boroughs. NYCHA’s Conventional Public Housing Program serves approximately 403,581 authorized residents in 178,554 apartments in 336 public housing developments throughout the City. 
	To be considered for an apartment in a public housing development, an applicant must complete and submit an application.  NYCHA screens the application, assigns a priority code, and enters the applicant’s information on its preliminary waiting list—the Housing Authority Tenant Selection (HATS) system. An applicant’s movement through the application and selection process is tracked by the HATS system.  When an applicant is “certified” as eligible for NYCHA housing, this data is manually entered in the Tenant Selection and Assignment Plan (TSAP) system. When an apartment in a development becomes available, TSAP automatically selects the next applicant on that development’s waiting list based on the applicant’s priority rating, application certification date, and apartment-size needs.  The fieldwork for this follow-up audit was conducted from September 9, 2009, through February 24, 2010.  
	Results

	This follow-up audit disclosed that of the six recommendations made in the previous audit, NYCHA has implemented three, partially implemented one, and has not implemented two. The HATS and TSAP systems are still not integrated. In addition, the outcome of three matching tests performed on HATS and TSAP data revealed some improvement. However, the two systems still contained different data. Audit tests found:  23 active applicants who appeared on TSAP’s waiting list, although there was no record that those applicants were first processed in HATS; 95 uncertified applicants with “active” status in TSAP, indicating that those applicants were on a rental waiting list; and 2,177 instances in which applicants listed as certified in HATS should have appeared in the TSAP database but did not.
	The audit made two recommendations that NYCHA should:
	 Ensure that the new system is up and running no later than the fourth quarter of 2010 to allow information from HATS to be sent to TSAP in a timely manner, to allow for system reconciliation, and to create audit logs that identify the user ID of the person making changes to the system.
	 Review and correct the items for both systems mentioned in this report to ensure that the information in HATS and TSAP are consistent. 
	In their response, NYCHA officials generally agreed with the audit recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	NYCHA reported that the new NYCHA Improving Customer Experience (NICE) system is scheduled to be implemented during the first quarter of 2011.  NYCHA also reported that the discrepancies between HATS and TSAP mentioned in the audit report have been corrected.
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) implemented the five recommendations made in a previous audit entitled Audit Report on the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program of the Department of Housing Preservation and Development, (FN04-060A) issued October 17, 2005.
	HPD is the largest municipal developer of affordable housing in the nation. It protects the existing housing stock and expands housing options for New Yorkers as it strives to improve the availability, affordability, and quality of housing in New York City.  Section 8 is a federally funded housing subsidy program that offers low-income families the opportunity to lease safe, decent, and affordable privately-owned rental housing that they otherwise could not afford by providing additional, supplemental funds. HPD applies for and provides Section 8 funds to eligible families in accordance with federal rules and regulations and currently administers vouchers for approximately 26,000 households. The scope of the audit covered the period October 10, 2008, to February 28, 2009. 
	Results

	This follow-up audit disclosed that of the five recommendations made in the previous audit, HPD has implemented two and partially implemented three.  Of the sample 25 files reviewed, 12 files lacked 16 required documents (HPD subsequently submitted eight documents for eight files).  A review of HPD’s Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) Register Payment History Reports determined that payments were being made to four cases of the 25 files reviewed that lacked proper documentation, which indicated a lack of internal controls. The previous audit estimated that $5,525,493 was questionable due to a lack of required documentation. For comparative purposes, the follow-up audit estimated that some $3.9 million paid to landlords could be in question due to lack of proper documentation.   In addition, HPD was able to recoup only $1,122 of the total $11,141 in incorrect HAP payments found previously.  
	The audit made two recommendations that HPD should:
	 Ensure that all necessary documents are included in the files, specifically those related to HAP contracts and that it adheres to all applicable HUD and HPD regulations and guidelines.  
	 Determine whether the four files for which payments were made despite the lack of proper documentation are eligible for Section 8 subsidies, and if necessary, begin recoupment procedures.
	In their response, HPD officials generally agreed with the audit recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	HPD reported that both recommendations have been implemented.
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	The audit determined whether the Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) ensured that the goals of the Cornerstone Program were met.  HPD’s mission is to improve the availability, affordability, and quality of housing in New York City. To fulfill this mission, HPD uses a variety of preservation, development, and enforcement strategies and works with private, public, and community partners to strengthen neighborhoods and to enable more New Yorkers to become homeowners or renters of well-maintained, affordable housing.  In 2000, HPD established the Cornerstone Program, a multi-family, new construction initiative, designed to expand private housing and create affordable rental and homeownership units.  As of March 2009, a total of 51 sites (encompassing 4,536 units) had been approved for the Cornerstone Program; construction had been completed at 20 (39%) of the 51 sites.  The 20 sites had 2,191 units. 
	Results

	Although the audit determined that HPD generally ensured that the primary goals of the Cornerstone Program were met, there were a number of deficiencies in its implementation of the program.  Through the Cornerstone Program, HPD expanded private residential development by making City-owned land available for private developers to create rental and homeownership opportunities. HPD also expanded affordable housing by requiring that developers sell or rent some units at less than market rate to lower- and middle-income applicants.  Through the first three Cornerstone RFPs as of March 2009, 22 percent of the 2,191 completed units were designated for low-income families and another 78 percent were designated for households earning at least 115 percent of area median income, with approximately one-third of the completed units sold or rented at market rate.  
	However, HPD did not maintain accurate information on the number of developments participating in the Cornerstone Program or any information on the number of affordable units being developed as a result of the first three Cornerstone requests for proposal (RFP).  As a result, HPD was unable to adequately track its progress in meeting the program’s primary goals.  In addition, HPD did not maintain adequate evidence of its detailed evaluations of developer responses to the fourth Cornerstone RFP.  The audit was, therefore, unable to ascertain whether the proposals upon which HPD based its decisions to award development opportunities were fairly evaluated in a transparent and consistent manner.  Furthermore, the housing lottery process, which HPD uses to select applicants for interviews for available Cornerstone Program units, has control weaknesses that increase the potential for some applicants to receive preferential treatment.  Finally, HPD did not adequately ensure that tenants or homeowners were qualified for the affordable units.
	To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that HPD:
	 Ensure that it accurately tracks its Cornerstone Program developments.
	 Ensure that all relevant documentation for the RFP process is maintained, including the scores given by individual reviewers and the scores given by the panel of reviewers in each category.  
	 Allow applications for the housing lottery to be filed online or by phone as well as by mail.
	 Assume the responsibility for the selection of applicants for the affordable units by developing a new set of procedures for listing and randomly selecting applicants, and incorporating appropriate segregation of duties and supervisory oversight into this process. 
	 Require that developers provide copies of applicants’ employment-income documentation along with evidence that they validated this documentation. 
	 Include, in future agreements with developers, income limits for subsequent owners or renters of affordable units and ensure that these limits are enforced.
	In its response, HPD agreed or partially agreed with six of the audit’s recommendations and stated that it would consider the remaining two.
	Audit Follow-up

	HPD reported that seven recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.   HPD stated that it is currently studying the feasibility of allowing applications to be filed online.  HPD did not implement the remaining recommendation; however, HPD is currently researching technology options for random electronic selection of lottery list orders.
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	The objective of this follow-up audit was to determine whether HRA implemented nine recommendations contained in a previous audit, Audit Report on the Development and Implementation of the Paperless Office System by the Human Resources Administration, (7A04-099) issued May 2, 2005.  
	HRA’s mission is to enhance the quality of life for all City residents by providing temporary assistance to eligible individuals and families to help them lead independent and productive lives.  HRA accomplishes its mission through the administration of a wide range of social welfare benefits and services, including public assistance, Medicaid, food stamps, and job training centers.  In 1993, HRA reviewed its benefit application process and found it labor-intensive, inefficient, and error-prone.  To address these problems and to prepare for an anticipated increase in service demand, HRA decided to develop the Paperless Office System (POS).
	POS was intended to serve as a single data entry point for several HRA programs and to automate the process of determining and re-certifying public assistance eligibility.  Automation was to be accomplished by integrating direct data entry and image processing, workflow management, decision-support software, and communications links to the New York State Welfare Management System and other databases.  Specific POS objectives were to electronically verify applicant eligibility data; significantly reduce the number of fraudulent claims and fair hearing losses; improve eligibility worker productivity and client service; and promote accountability and responsive case management.  Fieldwork for this audit was performed from October 2009 to January 2010.
	Results

	The current follow-up audit disclosed that of the nine recommendations made in the previous audit, HRA implemented six recommendations, partially implemented one, and did not implement one. Auditors found one recommendation to be no longer applicable. HRA has implemented changes in the following areas: POS is currently linked to several of its own agency systems, the State systems, and other City agency systems; HRA incorporated a tracking system to monitor POS enhancement phases, which includes the testing phase; and HRA has complied with the City’s procurement rules.  In addition, based on the POS user survey, users are generally satisfied with the system.  HRA has an adequate disaster recovery plan that includes POS and a written policy and procedure for POS.  HRA has developed policies and procedures to ensure that user accounts are adequately controlled; however, some POS users are listed as inactive employees.  Also, HRA did not engage an independent quality-assurance consultant for system development. Finally, the recommendation regarding inclusion of complete POS data in the MMR is no longer applicable since the MMR format has changed significantly since 2005.
	To address the outstanding issues from the previous audit that still exist, audit recommends that HRA officials:
	 Employ an independent quality-assurance consultant in future systems developments to oversee and monitor HRA’s entire systems development process from its inception.
	 Periodically review the status of inactive user accounts and terminate access where appropriate.
	HRA officials agreed with the recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	HRA reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing both audit recommendations.
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	This audit determined whether the New York City Independent Budget Office (IBO) is complying with certain purchasing  procedures as set forth in the New York City Comptroller’s Internal Control and Accountability Directives (Comptroller’s Directives) #1, #3, #6, #11 and #24; applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; and the Department of Investigation’s (DOI) Standards for Inventory Control and Management.  
	IBO serves as a publicly funded agency responsible for enhancing official and public understanding of the New York City budget.  The IBO’s principal responsibilities include providing nonpartisan budgetary, economic, and policy analysis for elected officials and the residents of the City.  The IBO publishes reports and responds to requests for information and analysis related to the City budget.  
	During Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit, Other Than Personal Service (OTPS) expenditures for the New York City Independent Budget Office amounted to $474,539. 
	Results

	The audit disclosed that the IBO generally adhered to Comptroller’s Directives #6, #11, and #24; applicable Procurement Policy Board rules; and the Department of Investigation’s Standards for Inventory Control and Management.  However, there were minor instances in which the IBO did not comply with certain purchasing procedures.  The IBO:
	 Did not maintain 14 original invoices totaling $1,603. 
	 Lacked segregation of duties over the imprest fund.
	 Incorrectly charged the imprest fund for two staff meetings held outside the office.
	 Included imprest fund checks outstanding more than 90 days in the checkbook balance.
	 Improperly processed a miscellaneous voucher for the purchase of postage totaling $5,000.
	The audit made five recommendations to the IBO to address these issues.  The IBO should ensure: 
	 All reimbursement request forms include original receipts and supporting documentation.
	 Individuals authorizing the purchase should not sign the checks.  The employee requesting reimbursement should not sign as the pre-audit examiner.  The custodian of the imprest fund account should not be assigned any other duties related to the imprest fund.
	 Meals outside the office for City employees are not paid for with City funds under any circumstances.
	 Checks outstanding more than 90 days are recredited to the checkbook balance to comply with Directive #3 requirements.
	 Miscellaneous vouchers are used when appropriate.
	IBO officials agreed with the five recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	The IBO reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
	DEPARTMENT OF INVESTIGATION
	Audit Report on the Controls over Personnel, Payroll, and Timekeeping Practices at the Department of Investigation
	Audit # MH09-092A
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #7998
	Issued:  December 30, 2009
	Monetary Effect:  None  
	Introduction



	596BDEPARTMENT OF INVESTIGATION
	669BAudit Report on the Controls over Personnel, Payroll, and Timekeeping Practices at the Department of Investigation
	839BAudit # MH09-092A
	840BComptroller’s Audit Library #7998
	841BIssued:  December 30, 2009
	842BMonetary Effect:  None
	1083BIntroduction
	1084BResults
	1085BAudit Follow-up



	This audit determined whether the Department of Investigation (DOI) has adequate controls over its personnel, payroll, and timekeeping practices and whether its controls are in accordance with applicable City rules, Comptroller’s Directives, and its own formal procedures. 
	DOI acts as an independent and nonpartisan watchdog for New York City (City) government, City-funded programs, and City contracts with private or community organizations. The major functions of DOI include investigating and referring for prosecution cases of fraud and unethical conduct by City employees, contractors who do business with the City, and others who receive City money either directly or indirectly. 
	Candidates seeking employment at DOI must fill out various documents, such as a Comprehensive Personnel Document and a Background Investigation Questionnaire, which are necessary for DOI to review each candidate’s credentials and to conduct an extensive background review.  All employees of DOI are responsible for completing weekly time sheets that are reviewed by their supervisors.  DOI’s timekeepers are then responsible for reviewing the time sheets for accuracy and for recording use of leave, accrual and use of compensatory time (comp time), and accrual of paid overtime.  A total of 304 employees worked for DOI at some time from Ju1y 2007 through October 24, 2008.  In addition, some City agencies provided DOI a total of 89 of their own employees to help DOI with its investigations.  DOI’s personal service expenditures totaled $17.4 million for Fiscal Year 2008. The audit scope was July 2007 through May 2009.
	Results

	DOI’s controls over its personnel, payroll, and timekeeping practices were generally in accordance with applicable City rules, Comptroller’s Directives, and its own formal procedures.  Nevertheless, this audit identified certain minor areas where improvement is warranted. 
	The audit found that employees who were required to be City residents all lived within the five boroughs, that employees were paid within the salary ranges of their associated titles set by the Department of Citywide Administrative Services (DCAS), that salary increases were authorized and adequately justified, that proposed lump sum payments made to employees who separated from DOI were approved by the Comptroller’s Office prior to issuing the actual payments, and that managerial employees did not accrue comp time to which they were not entitled.  
	The following are some of the areas identified where DOI could improve its controls:  maintenance of personnel documents, security of timekeeping files, segregation of duties between the payroll and timekeeping functions, and monitoring of annual leave and comp time balances and paid overtime. 
	The audit made nine recommendations, including that DOI: 
	 Strengthens the controls over its record-keeping practices.  All records pertaining to the personnel and timekeeping processes should be securely maintained in an organized manner.  
	 Continues its communication with DCAS to ensure adherence to the title specifications set by DCAS for all employees appointed to positions in competitive and non-competitive class titles.  If DOI believes that any DCAS specifications need to be modified, it should file an appeal.  
	 Ensures that approved waivers are granted for any employees whose annual leave balance exceeds the maximum limit and for any employees in competitive and non-competitive class titles whose non-Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) comp time has not been used within 120 days of its being earned.  Any excess annual leave or non-FLSA comp time balances for which approved waivers are not obtained should be converted to sick leave in accordance with City regulations.    
	 Ensures that its Employee Manual is updated to include regulations for both managerial and non-managerial employees, including but not limited to, DCAS’s “Leave Regulations for Management Employees,” “Leave Regulations for Employees who are Under the Career and Salary Plan,” and “Regulations Governing Compensatory Time Off, Compensation for Overtime, and Meal Allowances for City Employees.” 
	In their response, DOI officials generally agreed with all of the audit’s nine recommendations. 
	Audit Follow-up

	DOI reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have been implemented.
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	This audit determined whether the St. John’s Group Home (St. John’s) operated in accordance with the key terms of its contract with the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) and whether DJJ adequately monitored the contract.  
	DJJ is responsible for providing detention facilities for juveniles whose cases are pending adjudication or who are awaiting post-adjudication transfer to state facilities.  DJJ oversees a network of secure and non-secure detention group homes in Queens, Manhattan, Brooklyn, and the Bronx that admit nearly 5,000 juveniles each year.  In 1986, DJJ entered into a contract with St. John’s for the purchase of non-secure detention group care for juveniles.  The term of the most recent contract between DJJ and St. John’s was May 1, 2008, through April 30, 2011.  Programs include services such as case management, education, health, dental, and mental health; and activities, such as field trips, museum visits, sports, and recreation. The audit scope was Fiscal Year 2009.
	In January 2010, the Mayor announced that DJJ will be merged into the Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) as a new division called the Division of Youth and Family Justice.
	Results

	The audit found limited evidence to demonstrate that St. John’s operated in accordance with the key terms of its contract with DJJ.  For the 12 performance standards in effect, there was evidence that St. John’s met only four of them.  A major contributing cause was inadequate monitoring of these standards on the part of DJJ; although DJJ did perform some monitoring of the contract’s other areas, it could provide evidence of monitoring St. John’s compliance for only 6 of the 12 standards. 
	Regarding other key contract terms, St. John’s conducted the required background checks and sent inquiries to the Statewide Central Register of Child Abuse and Maltreatment for all employees sampled and monitored the driving records of the employees.  A review of the case management files for the sampled youths indicated that they received medical assessments and educational services. However, there was no evidence that St. John’s provided case management services to all the youths in the sample, and its facility and visitor logbooks were not maintained in accordance with the contract requirements.  The audit also found that DJJ did not prepare discharge plans for all youths in the sample, did not ensure that annual external audits of St. John’s were completed in a timely fashion, and lacked evidence of corrective action plans.
	To address these issues, the audit made 14 recommendations, including that DJJ should: 
	 Ensure that St. John’s is aware of the performance standards to which it is being held, complies with the performance standards, and maintains evidence of its compliance.
	 Ensure that St. John’s provides the required case management services to all youths and maintains evidence of the services, such as progress notes, in the case management files.
	 Instruct St. John’s employees on the correct procedures for filling out the logbooks.
	 Ensure that it establishes mechanisms and uses them to monitor all performance standards to determine St. John’s compliance with the contract.
	 Ensure that discharge plans or reentry plans are prepared for all youths to identify their needs and to use for follow-up after discharge.
	 Ensure the timely completion of annual external audits of the St. John’s facility.
	 Ensure that St. John’s prepares and submits corrective action plans for all conditions requiring attention that are found during site visits.
	DJJ and ACS officials generally agreed with the audit’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	ACS reported that DJJ has either implemented, is in the process of implementing, or plans to implement all of the audit’s recommendations.  ACS stated that St. John’s new contract will be updated after the current contract expires in April 2011.
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	This audit determined whether the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) had adequate controls over its permit issuance process. 
	LPC is responsible for safeguarding the City’s historic, aesthetic, and cultural heritage; improving property values in historic districts, and promoting the use of landmarks for the education, pleasure and welfare of the public.  By law, the agency must review any proposals for alterations to landmark buildings and determine whether they have any effect on the significant features of a building or a historic district.  Before performing work on landmark properties, building owners or tenants must apply for a permit from LPC.  All LPC permits fees are calculated and collected by the New York City Department of Buildings (DOB).  During Fiscal Year 2009, DOB reported collecting 3,435 permit fees, totaling $1.4 million, on behalf of LPC.
	Results

	The audit found that LPC has inadequate controls for its permit issuance: it lacks written documentation of supervisory reviews, lacks adequate controls over its perforation machines (which are used to authenticate approved permits and documents with LPC’s official imprint), and lacks secure storage for LPC files.  Although the audit found no instances in which unauthorized permits were issued, LPC’s poor controls create an environment that could allow the issuance of unauthorized permits without detection.  In addition, LPC did not track or reconcile LPC permit fees collected by the Department of Buildings with LPC permits issued.  Finally, the audit found that LPC’s computer permit database was not secure.
	To address these issues, the audit makes eight recommendations, including that LPC should: 
	 Ensure that supervisory reviews are documented in writing (initialed and dated) at key steps throughout the permit process.
	 Restrict access to its perforation machines to protect its official LPC imprint.
	 Reconcile DOB Revenue Reports with permits LPC has issued and promptly report discrepancies to DOB for follow-up.
	 Deactivate inactive user accounts on PATS. 
	 Periodically review activity on the computer system to detect unauthorized uses.
	LPC officials generally agreed with five recommendations, did not address one recommendation, disagreed with one recommendation, and deemed the remaining recommendation no longer applicable.
	Audit Follow-up

	LPC reported that six recommendations have been implemented or are in the process of being implemented, one recommendation was not implemented, and the remaining recommendation is no longer applicable.  LPC stated that it is in the process of implementing PILLAR – a database integration and mapping project that it will be able to use to run reports to reconcile the permit fees collected at DOB.
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	This follow-up determined whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) and the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) have implemented the 11 recommendations contained in the previous audit, Audit Report on the Licensing and Oversight of the Carriage-Horse Industry by the Departments of Health and Mental Hygiene and Consumer Affairs, (MH07-092A) issued June 27, 2000.
	DOHMH and DCA are the key agencies responsible for overseeing and licensing the horses, carriage horse drivers, carriages, and stables.  During Fiscal Year 2008, there were approximately 203 licensed horses, 283 licensed drivers, and 68 licensed carriages that provided horse-drawn carriage rides to the public. The horses are monitored by the office of Veterinary Public Health Services (VPHS) at DOHMH. Drivers who operate horse-drawn carriages are licensed by DCA.
	The previous audit determined that in general, DOHMH and DCA had adequate controls over the licensing and oversight of carriage horses, drivers, carriages, and stables, and complied with applicable rules and regulations of the City of New York concerning the carriage horses, drivers, owners, and stables. The scope of the audit covered the period January 1, 2007, to June 3, 2009.
	Results 

	This follow-up audit disclosed that of the 11 recommendations made in the previous audit, DOHMH and DCA have implemented 7 recommendations. One recommendation was partially implemented, two recommendations were not implemented, and one recommendation was not applicable.  Our review of DOHMH policies verified that they established the Advisory Board, as required in the Administrative Code.  DOHMH stated that it has received the recommendations submitted by the Advisory Board and is currently reviewing them.  However, to date, none of the recommendations have been implemented.  DOHMH has established procedures for conducting field and stable inspections. DOHMH has also updated its horse licensing and Certificate of Health forms to reflect issues noted in the previous audit. Auditors’ observations verified that the stables and horses appeared to be adequately maintained. In addition, DCA inspection cards were found for all drivers observed in the field. The audit noted several new issues not cited in the previous audit: unlicensed horses may be working after licenses have expired and DOHMH inspectors do not use a detailed stable inspection form (VPHS 100) to record stable inspections. DCA continues to be noncompliant with the Administrative Code and the Rules of the City of New York that require they conduct carriage inspections at least once every four months.
	The audit made six recommendations, including that:
	 DOHMH should implement the recommendations made by the Advisory Board.
	 DCA and DOHMH officials should comply with the Administrative Code and ensure that all working horses are healthy and currently licensed.
	 DOHMH require inspectors to use form VPHS 100 when inspecting horse stables.
	 DOHMH require inspectors to examine horses against a current license inventory to ensure that inspections properly monitor the conditions of all working horses. The inventory list should be periodically provided to outside organizations, such as the ASPCA, that assist in the oversight of the carriage-horse industry.
	In their response, DCA officials disagreed with one of the two recommendations addressed to them. DOHMH officials agreed with two recommendations and disagreed with three recommendations addressed to them.
	Audit Follow-up

	DCA reported that it will continue to ensure that carriage inspections are conducted as required.  However, DCA also stated that it will continue to issue horse licenses after receiving proper authorization from DOHMH.
	DOHMH reported that four recommendations have been implemented and the remaining recommendation was not addressed.
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	Given the amount of taxpayer money spent on computer systems, the Comptroller’s Office has dedicated a portion of the resources of the Audit Bureaus to conduct audits of computer system-development projects implemented by City agencies.  
	Audits conducted by the information technology (IT) division during the period of fiscal years 2005 through 2009, have documented instances of mismanagement of system-development projects.  These instances of mismanagement have included: excessive cost overruns; missed deadlines; systems not developed as planned; and systems that simply did not meet agency needs and were abandoned.  
	Results

	For this compilation report, we revisited the lessons learned from these audit reports when viewed in total.  The report focused on the system development process and the costs associated with these projects.  Based on a re-evaluation, this report concludes that up to $190.7 million of the $299.6 million IT system-development projects examined may have been poorly spent, specifically: up to $125.3 million on cost overruns; $50 million on a system that did not meet its initial business and system requirements; and, up to $15.4 million on systems that due to issues of functionality are at risk of not accomplishing the intended tasks.  In general, based on the results of audits of IT system development projects, the report determined that the City has not created a successful unified City-wide strategy for developing IT systems.  As a consequence, the resources invested in these projects are at risk.
	However, the report did conclude that there appears to be an improvement in the process of developing IT system projects.  Earlier audit reports identified cost overruns or funds wasted, as well as reservations regarding whether the systems met their original business and systems requirements and overall goals.  More recent audit reports disclosed systems that are operational, although they identified instances of deficiencies or incomplete deliverables from which it may be concluded that some portion of the associated investment in the system may be at risk. 
	To address these issues, the report makes seven recommendations for improvement:
	 Management must be realistic about the results they want from the new system and when the system will be fully operational. The use of performance indicators can help identify potential problems early in the development.
	 Requirement planning should include all users that are able to specify the requirements precisely as to what the finished system should include in order for it to be well-designed and effective.  These users should be involved in planned tests, adequately trained as testers, and they must be allowed sufficient time to achieve the testing objectives.
	 Project time frames should be short, which means that large system development projects should be split into separate modules.
	 The consistent use of the System Development Life Cycle as defined by Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications’ (DoITT) Project Management Office by all City Agencies. 
	 An independent Quality Assurance (QA) consultant must be employed at the outset of project development with specific instructions to objectively evaluate the progress of the development and evaluate the performance of the vendor as defined in VENDEX (Vendor Information Exchange System) to augment the evaluation performed by the specific City Agency.
	 An Oversight Committee composed of City representatives with technical expertise should be established to review all project plans to see if they are realistic.  Participants of the Oversight Committee should be encouraged to challenge the development team as to the viability of the timely completion of the project.  Also, this Committee should be empowered to monitor the progress of each technology project undertaken throughout the City with a specific ‘go or no go’ process. This would thereby help to close the void that currently exists in the development of system projects. 
	 A team consisting of agency management, an independent oversight committee, and the QA consultant should evaluate the impact that requested changes (either legal or user-specified) will have on system requirements cost, and it should consider the magnitude of project risks caused by these changes.
	Report Follow-up

	Not Applicable
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Education (DOE) adequately monitored the provision of vision screening services to chartered elementary school students and whether the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH) effectively provided vision screening services to kindergarten and first grade students in the charter schools.  
	DOE provides primary and secondary education to more than one million pre-kindergarten to grade 12 students in over 1,500 schools.  In 1998, the New York State Charter Schools Act allowed the creation of independent public schools that operate based on the terms of five-year performance contracts, or “charters.”  The Chancellor, through DOE’s Office of Charter Schools, is one of the entities or authorizers empowered to award charters in New York City.  During school year 2008-2009, there were 78 charter schools in the City serving over 23,000 elementary, middle, and high school students.  Fifty-eight of the 78 charter schools started at the elementary grade level.
	Charter schools must ensure that their students receive required health assessments and immunizations, that health records are properly maintained, and that nursing or comparable health services are provided to students.  The State Education Law requires all schools in the State to provide vision screening services to all new entrants within six months of admission to the school. DOE works with DOHMH to provide vision screening services.  Health services in the schools are provided through the Office of School Health (OSH), a joint program of DOE and DOHMH, whose mission is to provide health care and preventative services to City schoolchildren.
	Results

	The audit concluded that DOE did not adequately oversee the provision of vision screening services to chartered elementary school students in the City to ensure that they were conducted in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  DOE initially argued that the charter schools did not need to provide vision screening services to its students and therefore DOE did not need to oversee the schools’ practices in this regard.  However, State law clearly requires all schools to provide vision screening services to all new entrants within six months of admission to the school.  Despite DOE’s lack of oversight, the audit found that the sampled charter schools ensured that 92 percent of the new entrants at the second grade or higher received vision screenings.
	The audit also concluded that DOHMH appears to be consistently providing vision screening services to kindergarten and first grade students in the chartered elementary schools.   However, there is a need for improvement in DOHMH’s follow-up contacts with the parents of students who failed their vision screening examinations.  Although follow-up contacts were made for sampled students who had the most serious eye conditions, little follow-up was done for those sampled students who failed their vision screenings but had less serious eye problems. 
	On a related matter, the audit also found that since charter schools are not obligated to follow the Chancellor’s Regulations, students attending charter schools are not required to receive the same level of vision screening services as those attending public schools.
	The audit recommended, among other things, that DOE:
	 Ensure that DOE-authorized charter schools provide the required vision screening examinations to all new entrants within six months of admission. This should include new entrants who transfer into charter schools from regular City public schools but for whom there is no record of them having received vision screening services.
	 Consider requiring that the charter schools authorized by DOE or using DOE facilities follow the Chancellor’s Regulations with regard to vision screening.
	The audit recommended, among other things, that DOHMH:
	 Directly or through the charter schools follow up with all parents who do not respond to notices indicating that their children failed their vision screening examinations.
	In their responses, DOE officials agreed to implement two of the three recommendations addressed to them, while DOHMH officials stated that they would consider implementing one of the two recommendations addressed to them.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOE reported that “early in this school year, charter schools were advised in writing that they are required by law to vision screen new entrants within six months of enrollment regardless of grade at entry and that their students’ vision screening history can be accessed through the NYCDOE’s pupil tracking system (ATS).  The NYCDOE Office of School Health and Office of Charter Schools have scheduled training in conducting vision screening and retrieving ATS data.
	DOHMH reported that it “will look into the feasibility of implementing an alternative strategy of providing principals of each school with a list of students who did not return an E12S.”  
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	The Bureau of Financial Audit audits lump-sum payments to employees covered by the Management Pay Plan upon their final separation from City employment.
	The employees covered by this plan receive a lump-sum payment for both vested and current accrued annual leave, sick leave, and compensatory leave.  The payment is calculated in accordance with Personnel Orders 16/74, 78/3, 24/77, 78/9, 88/5, 88/6 and 99/6.  Employees who were in the Managerial or Executive Pay Plan on December 31, 1977, were given vested rights for their previously accrued annual leave, sick leave, and compensatory leave.  After January 1, 1978, the plan became the Management Pay Plan.
	Upon final separation from service, each employee’s agency submits a lump-sum payment claim to the Comptroller for audit.
	For Fiscal Year 2010, those audits of the managerial lump-sum requests submitted by city agencies resulted in a savings to the City of New York of $571,090.01:
	AUDITS OF HIGH RISK WELFARE FUND PAYMENT VOUCHERS
	Monetary Effect: Actual Savings:       $484,875*
	     Potential Savings:   $109,617

	603BAUDITS OF HIGH RISK WELFARE FUND PAYMENT VOUCHERS
	864BMonetary Effect: Actual Savings:       $484,875*
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	Financial Audit ensures that agencies are in compliance with provisions contained in more than 600 agreements between the City and various unions covering welfare and annuity benefits for active and retired employees.
	Copies of all payment vouchers are submitted to the Comptroller by City agencies in accordance with Comptroller's Directive 8 (Special Audit Procedures on High Risk Vouchers).
	The payments are reviewed to ensure that they conform to the terms and conditions of all agreements, Office of Labor Relations (OLR) stipulations, Personnel Orders, Office of Collective Bargaining decisions, etc.  Audits have revealed the following types of errors:
	 Contributions made in error for unauthorized titles or rates
	 Contributions made for retirees prior to their actual retirement date
	 Duplicate payments for a title or a group of titles under two different agreements or the same agreement
	During Fiscal Year 2010, 4,930 vouchers totaling over $616.6 million were audited with these results:
	Number of 
	Vouchers  Amount
	Total Number of Vouchers Audited:  4,930   $616,621,173.88
	Vouchers Accepted:    4,555   $399,601,171.49
	Vouchers Not Accepted:   375   $217,020,002.39
	Overpayments:       $       265,544.35
	Questionable:           $                  0.00
	Underpayments:       $         19,751.03
	*Collections during Fiscal Year 2010 totaled $484,875.  Part of the collection amount, $328,947 is from overpayments identified in previous years.  Agencies recouped this amount either by check from the appropriate fund or by deducting the overpayment from subsequent payment vouchers.
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	The objective of this audit was to determine whether the Richmond County Public Administrator’s Office (RCPA) complied with Article 11 of the New York State Surrogate’s Court Procedures Act, the Report and Guidelines of the Administrative Board for the Offices of the Public Administrators, and other applicable City and State laws and regulations.
	RCPA administers the estates of decedents in the borough of Staten Island.  As the estate administrator, the RCPA makes funeral arrangements, collects debts, pays creditors, manages the decedents’ assets, searches for possible heirs, and files tax returns on behalf of the decedents. 
	Results

	The audit found that the RCPA adequately handled certain estate management responsibilities including the filing of the required monthly suspense account report with Surrogate’s Court, ensuring that expenses funded by the suspense account were appropriate and necessary for the administration of the estates, and submitting monthly reports to the Comptroller’s Office. 
	However, audit found some issues of concern. Specifically, the RCPA improperly maintained checking accounts in the RCPA’s name totaling $813,961, did not allocate the funds in checking accounts to the corresponding estates, and maintained average monthly balances that exceeded the FDIC insurance limit. In addition, there were significant inadequacies in RCPA’s internal control procedures as they relate to the recording and reporting of the estate funds, payment of legal fees to estates, tracking the progress of each estate, reconciling the books and bank account balances, and segregating key responsibilities.
	To address these issues, the audit makes six recommendations, that the RCPA:
	 Immediately close all checking accounts under the RCPA’s name and ensure the checking accounts are reopened under the names of the appropriate estates.
	 Reconcile all bank accounts with the estates and ensure the estate assets are accurately reported.
	 Monitor all bank balances to ensure they are within the FDIC insurance limit.
	 Ensure that affidavits of work are submitted and reviewed before payments are made to attorneys.
	 Develop a system to monitor cases adequately, including the use of a “tickler” function that would inform the RCPA of any unusual delays in estate administration and allow for the prompt and appropriate action to be taken.
	 Conduct an annual independent audit and properly address all recommendations in a timely fashion.
	In their response, RCPA officials noted that certain issues cited were the direct result of the office being understaffed and that to implement the audit’s recommendations, funding must be made available for an accounting clerical employee. 
	Audit Follow-up

	RCPA  reported that it is in the process of implementing some of the audit’s recommendations; however, the remaining recommendations cannot be implemented without funding for an additional staff person and updated software.
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	This audit determined whether any New York City Fire Department pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the New York City Fire Department Pension Fund (FIRE), and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	The audit found no individuals who received pension payments during 2008 that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws. Consequently, the audit made no  recommendations to FIRE officials.
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	This audit determined whether any New York City Department of Education (non-pedagogical) pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the New York City Board of Education Retirement System (BERS), and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	One BERS retiree obtained $4,708 in pension payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.
	The report made four recommendations, that BERS officials:
	 Investigate the individual identified as receiving a pension while being reemployed in public service. BERS officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against this individual if he is found to be illegally collecting a pension.
	 Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the name of this individual if he is found to be illegally collecting a pension.
	 Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits as “double-dippers” or “disability violators.”
	 Send special reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.
	In their response, BERS officials agreed with one audit recommendation and did not respond to the remaining three.
	Audit Follow-up

	BERS reported that all of the audit recommendations are being implemented.
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	This audit determined whether any New York City Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the TRS, and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	Twenty TRS retirees obtained $156,991 in pension payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.
	The report made four recommendations, that TRS officials: 
	 Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while being reemployed in public service. TRS officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the names of those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits as “double-dippers” or “disability violators.”
	 Send special reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.
	In their response, TRS officials stated that they were in full compliance with the report’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	TRS restated that it is in full compliance with the audit’s recommendations.   
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	This audit determined whether any New York City Employees’ Retirement System (NYCERS) pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from NYCERS, and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	The audit found five individuals who received $32,835 in pension payments during 2008 that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.
	The report made four recommendations, that NYCERS officials should:
	 Investigate those individuals identified as concurrently receiving pensions while being reemployed in public service. NYCERS officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the names of individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits as “double-dippers” or “disability violators.”
	 Send special reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.
	NYCERS officials agreed with the first recommendation but differed on the resolution of the cited cases; they agreed with the remaining three recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	NYCERS reported that all recommendations have been implemented, and all overpayments for pensioners in violation of the applicable laws have been recouped or are in the process of being recouped.
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	This audit determined whether any New York City Police Department pensioners were reemployed by a City agency and illegally collected a pension from the New York City Police Pension Fund (POLICE), and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	Four POLICE retirees obtained $22,202 in pension payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.
	The report made four recommendations, that POLICE officials: 
	 Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while being reemployed in public service.  POLICE officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the names of the individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits as “double-dippers” or “disability violators.”
	 Send special reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.
	In their response, POLICE officials generally agreed with the audit recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	POLICE reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
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	This audit determined whether any New York City pensioners returned to public service as employees of New York State and illegally collected a pension from New York City, and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	Sixteen New York City pensioners working for New York State obtained $296,202 in pension payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.
	The report made four recommendations, specifically that officials of the five New York City retirement systems: 
	 Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while being reemployed in New York State public service.  City retirement system officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the names of the individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits as “double-dippers” or “disability violators.”
	 Send special reminders to service retirees under the age of 65 and to all disability retirees that clearly state their responsibilities regarding public service reemployment.
	Officials of the New York City retirement systems generally agreed to implement or stated that they were already in the process of implementing the audit’s recommendations. 
	Audit Follow-up

	New York City Fire Department Pension Fund (FIRE) reported that all of the audit recommendations are being implemented.
	New York City Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) restated that it is in full compliance with the audit’s recommendations.
	New York City Board of Education Retirement System (BERS) reported that the only recommendation that applied to BERS - sending reminders to retirees, is being implemented.
	New York City Employees’ Retirement System (NYCERS) reported that all recommendations have been implemented and all overpayments for pensioners in violation of the applicable laws have been recouped or are in the process of being recouped.
	New York City Police Pension Fund (POLICE) reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
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	This audit determined whether any New York City pensioners returned to public service as consultants and illegally collected a pension from New York City, and quantified the amounts of improper pension payments to any individuals who appeared to be violators of New York State Retirement and Social Security Law (RSSL) §211 and §212 or New York City Charter §1117 during calendar year 2008.
	Results

	Thirteen New York City pensioners working as consultants for the City obtained $238,490 in pension payments that appeared to violate applicable sections of State and City laws.
	The report made four recommendations, specifically that officials of the five New York City retirement systems:
	 Investigate those individuals identified as receiving pensions while receiving payments from the City for providing professional services as consultants.  City retirement systems officials should also commence prompt recoupment action against those individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Forward to the Department of Investigation, if the circumstances warrant such action, the names of individuals found to be illegally collecting pensions.
	 Ascertain whether previous pension overpayments have been recouped and whether current pensions have been suspended for those individuals who have been cited in previous audits as “double-dippers” or “disability violators.”
	 Send special reminders to all retirees that clearly state their responsibilities when returning to public service after retirement. 
	Officials of the New York City retirement systems generally agreed to implement or stated that they were already in the process of implementing the audit’s recommendations. 
	Audit Follow-up

	New York City Fire Department Pension Fund (FIRE) reported that all of the audit recommendations are being implemented.
	New York City Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) restated that it is in full compliance with the audit’s recommendations.  
	New York City Board of Education Retirement System (BERS) reported that the only recommendation that applied to BERS - sending reminders to retirees, is being implemented.
	New York City Employees’ Retirement System (NYCERS) reported that all recommendations have been implemented and all overpayments for pensioners in violation of the applicable laws have been recouped or are in the process of being recouped.
	New York City Police Pension Fund (POLICE) reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
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	The audit determined whether the Department of Small Business Services (DSBS) has complied with the key provisions of Local Law 129 and §6-129 of the Administrative Code.
	The mission of DSBS is to make it easier for businesses in New York City to form, do business, and grow.  It provides direct assistance to business owners, fosters neighborhood development in commercial districts, links employers to a skilled and qualified workforce, and promotes economic opportunity for minority- and women-owned businesses. 
	DSBS also runs the Minority and Women-owned Business Enterprise (M/WBE) Program, newly created in December 2005 when Mayor Bloomberg signed Local Law 129 into effect.  Local Law 129 was enacted to address the disparities in the procurement of construction, professional and standard services and goods that were revealed by a study commissioned by the New York City Council.  Under the law, DSBS administers, coordinates, and enforces the program as implemented by City agencies. 
	Results

	DSBS did not comply with the key provisions of Local Law 129 and §6-129 of the Administrative Code related to its monitoring of City agencies’ M/WBE utilization and how well agencies met their goals.  As a result, DSBS could not fully assess the M/WBE program’s effectiveness in increasing the participation of M/WBEs in the City’s procurement process.  The agency generally complied with key provisions only with regard to outreach, training, counseling, and certification.  DSBS stated it was not able to fully comply with provisions related to auditing M/WBE contracts due to the low number of qualifying contracts in effect during the audit period.  
	DSBS received the M/WBE utilization plans from all City agencies required to prepare them.  However, there was little evidence that DSBS reviewed the plans in a timely manner or that it met with the City agencies that did not meet their goals to determine the causes of noncompliance and to discuss possible remedies.  Notwithstanding DSBS’s outreach, training, counseling, and certification efforts, the audit noted that the fundamental goal of the program is to increase M/WBE participation in the City’s procurement process, not merely to give these companies an opportunity to compete.  By failing to adequately monitor agencies’ compliance with M/WBE utilization goals, DSBS could not fully assess the program’s overall effectiveness and recommend improvements where necessary.  
	The audit also noted two significant internal control weaknesses to be immediately rectified—(1) DSBS did not adequately discuss, document, and follow up with the contractors and the contracting agencies regarding the results of its audits of contracts with M/WBE subcontracting goals and (2) DSBS did not conduct client assessments for 16 percent (115) of the newly certified M/WBEs in Fiscal Year 2008.  
	The audit made seven recommendations, including that DSBS should:
	 Immediately meet with all agencies not meeting their goals to discuss ways that they could improve, and document the results of those meetings.  
	 At least annually review and document its review of the utilization of M/WBEs by the agencies subject to the local law requirements to determine if they are meeting the goals stated in their M/WBE utilization plans.  
	 Meet and document its meetings with the agencies that are not achieving their M/WBE utilization goals to determine the reason(s) the goals are not being met and whether the agencies are making all reasonable efforts to do so. In addition, based on the results of these meetings, DSBS should determine whether any common factors exist among the agencies that may need to be addressed.
	 Establish a system whereby audit findings are followed up with contractors (both prime and subs as appropriate) and contracting agencies in a timely manner.  
	DSBS officials generally agreed with the audit’s seven recommendations but claimed that it already performed the tasks identified in three of them.    
	Audit Follow-up

	DSBS reported that it already performed the tasks for three of the seven audit recommendations and has taken steps to implement the remaining four recommendations.  DSBS claims that it had consistently met with agencies to discuss their progress and to solicit their input as to what DSBS might do in order to improve their ability to succeed.  In addition, DSBS stated that its audit process includes procedures for the notification of audit findings, a requirement for agencies to develop corrective action plans to address findings, and requires ongoing follow-up by DSBS to ensure that corrective action plans are being implemented and followed.
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	This audit determined whether New York City Transit (NYCT) adequately monitored Access-A-Ride vendors’ compliance with certain key contract provisions.  Access-A-Ride provides door-to-door transportation for people with disabilities who are unable to use public bus or subway service.  Service is available 24 hours a day, seven days a week (including holidays), throughout the five boroughs.  While NYCT’s Paratransit Division administers the Access-A-Ride program, private carriers under contract with NYCT provide the service.  During Calendar Year 2008, NYCT contracted with 14 private companies.  (Contracts with three of these vendors were not renewed by NYCT for Calendar Year 2009.)  In Calendar Year 2008, the total cost of the program for the 14 carriers was $242.8 million for approximately 5 million completed trips.
	Results

	The audit concluded that 6.3 percent of the 5.8 million assigned trips were no-shows. Otherwise, NYCT generally monitored the compliance of its Access-A-Ride vendors with certain key contract provisions.  A review of on-time performance reports generated by NYCT’s ADEPT system found that these reports were generally accurate.  The audit reviewed 448 trips for 50 routes and found that although vendor-recorded vehicle-arrival times, driver-recorded arrival times, and automatic vehicle locator system-recorded arrival times varied, the times were sufficiently similar so as not to affect the calculation of on-time performance.  The audit also found that Access-A-Ride drivers had valid licenses that authorized them to drive Access-A-Ride vehicles.  Furthermore, Access-A-Ride carriers had ensured that its drivers complied with Article 19-A regulations.  
	However, NYCT’s monitoring of no-shows reported by Access-A-Ride vendors had significant deficiencies.  The 14 NYCT Access-A-Ride vendors had 362,587 no-shows in Calendar Year 2008, or 6.3 percent of the 5.8 million assigned trips during this period.  While NYCT identified instances of vendors incorrectly classifying contractor no-shows as either customer no-shows or no-fault no-shows, the agency was not able to specify the number of no-shows reviewed and the percentages that were misclassified because it did not adequately document its reviews.  Consequently, neither NYCT nor the audit could determine the extent to which no-shows were misclassified and whether the instances identified were indicative of a much larger problem.  By not ensuring that vendors accurately reported the number of contractor no-shows, NYCT might have been allowing vendors to provide an inflated view of their performance, resulting in NYCT not being able to determine whether contractors were receiving incentive payments they were not entitled to, or avoiding penalties for which they were liable.
	Finally, although NYCT tracks customer complaints against Access-A-Ride vendors and has procedures in place to investigate and respond to those complaints, there was insufficient evidence that the agency regularly discussed complaint trends with each vendor or that vendors took corrective action to address identified problems.  Consequently, opportunities to reduce customer complaints—and improve customer service—appear not to have been consistently used by NYCT. 
	To address these issues, the audit recommended that NYCT:
	 Prepare written guidelines to ensure that no-shows are reviewed in a systematic and consistent manner.
	 Enhance its monitoring of no-shows to ensure that each vendor is reviewed continually.  
	 Include the total number of no-shows that are reviewed in its no-show reconciliation-review reports so that the error rates for vendor no-show classifications can be determined.
	 More closely monitor analysts’ no-show reviews to ensure that questionable no-show classifications by vendors are adequately identified and reclassified. 
	 Contract managers should more effectively utilize complaint-tracking data by discussing negative trends with vendors and requiring them to take necessary action to correct the identified problems. 
	 Contract managers should more clearly document their discussions with vendors on performance issues. 
	NYCT did not provide a formal response to this report.
	Audit Follow-up

	NYCT reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
	NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY
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	This audit assessed the adequacy of New York City Transit’s (NYCT) efforts to identify and repair defective conditions in commuter areas of its subway stations. 
	NYCT is the largest agency in the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) regional transportation network.  It operates 27 subway lines consisting of nearly 6,500 subway cars that travel over 660 miles of track connecting 468 active stations throughout four of the five City boroughs.  The subways serve an average of 4.5 million riders daily.  In addition, NYCT operates bus service throughout the four boroughs and rail service on Staten Island.  In Fiscal Year 2008, NYCT had more than 48,000 employees and an operating budget totaling $7.9 billion.  For the same year, exclusive of capital projects, NYCT spent approximately $144 million on station maintenance, of which the City reimbursed $81 million for the operation, maintenance, and use of the stations. 
	NYCT’s Division of Station Operations (Division of Stations) is responsible for ensuring that all subway stations and station facilities are properly maintained in a clean, safe, and sanitary condition at all times.  The Division’s Maintenance and Support Unit (MSU) operates eight maintenance shops that are directly responsible for maintaining the stations and related facilities within each of their geographic regions.  The shops employ a workforce of approximately 1,000 employees, including skilled-trade workers (i.e., electricians, ironworkers, masons, and carpenters) and are responsible for providing scheduled and unscheduled maintenance at stations throughout the subway system.  
	Results

	NYCT does not adequately inspect and repair defective conditions in commuter areas of the subway stations and does not adequately ensure that all existing defects are identified and reported to maintenance shops, and subsequently repaired.  Consequently, defective conditions that constitute a danger to the public, including trip hazards and potential exposure to lead paint and asbestos, remain unrepaired for extended periods of time. 
	About two-thirds (99) of the (144) defects initially observed by the auditors at the 50 sampled stations between November 6 and December 12, 2008, were not reported by NYCT station supervisors to the maintenance shops for follow-up.  NYCT asserted that station supervisors do not report certain conditions (i.e., peeling paint) because they either cannot be remedied by the maintenance shops or are the responsibility of another division. They noted that paint and iron defects are alternatively identified “through Capital Programs, Capital Program Management, and Budget, consultant structural surveys; Subways Infrastructure Engineering structural inspections and station condition assessments.” However, many of these surveys may not be conducted frequently enough to ensure that all defective conditions that could pose potentially hazardous to the riding public are identified, reported, and addressed promptly.  
	In addition, the audit found that NYCT lacks a clear standard for the frequency of station inspections, and it does not routinely use inspections reports or keep them on file. 
	Audit tests involving 425 sampled trouble calls at the 50 stations found that when station supervisors report defective conditions to the maintenance shops, they are not always repaired.  About 15 percent (15%) of the defects associated with trouble calls that were observed at the sampled stations had not been repaired, despite being reported to the maintenance shops well over 60 days prior to our station inspections.  Of greater concern was that the NYCT trouble-call database showed that some of the unrepaired conditions had been closed out as completed, when the auditors observed that the conditions had not been repaired. 
	Regarding the maintenance shops, the audit also found weaknesses in NYCT existing procedures governing how trouble calls are recorded, assigned, closed out, tracked, and reported.  Further, the audit found that NYCT lacks a reliable computerized system to manage and assess maintenance activities and facilitate accurate record keeping, data collection, and analysis.  Last, there is a general lack of accountability and supervisory review of maintenance work performed.
	To address these issues the audit made 16 recommendations, among them that NYCT should:
	 Ensure that station inspections are appropriately performed by station supervisors and that all observed defects are reported to the maintenance shops.
	 Establish a minimum requirement for frequency of station inspections and include this requirement in the Station Supervisor Training Program Manual and other applicable operating procedures.
	 Ensure that required inspection and frequency reports are used to evidence inspections and establish record maintenance requirements for such reports. 
	 Establish minimum requirements for supervisors to randomly review the work performed by maintenance personnel and to report on these observations.  These reviews should be used as part of employee evaluations. 
	 Consult the Information Technology-Information Systems (IT-IS) department within the agency to discuss the weaknesses and needs of the MSU in tracking trouble calls. 
	Audit Follow-up

	NYCT reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.
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	The audit determined whether the Department of Transportation (DOT) has adequate controls over the issuance of City disability parking permits.  
	DOT’s mission is to provide for the safe, efficient, and environmentally responsible movement of people and goods in New York City.  One of DOT’s functions is the issuance of parking permits.  DOT’s Parking Permits for People with Disabilities (PPPD) unit is responsible for the issuance of both the City and State disability parking permits.  The focus of this audit was the issuance of City disability parking permits. The PPPD unit reported that it issued a total of 24,369 City disability parking permits during Fiscal Year 2008, the period covered by the audit.
	A City disability parking permit allows individuals to park at most curbsides on City-owned streets, to park at meters without using an authorized payment method, and to park in areas where regular parking is prohibited.  An applicant for the permit must be a New York City resident or a non-resident who is either employed full time or attending school in New York City.  The applicant must also be certified by a New York City physician as having a disability that severely and permanently or temporarily impairs the applicant’s mobility, requiring the use of a private vehicle for transportation.  
	Results

	DOT’s controls over the issuance of disability parking permits are inadequate.  Although the audit did not find any instances of permits being issued to non-eligible individuals, the PPPD unit’s poor procedures and controls create an environment that allows for the issuance of fraudulent permits without detection.  DOT’s recordkeeping practices for its inventory of permit seals are grossly deficient.  The audit found at least 22,000 seals that were unaccounted for, which is a problem since anyone can create fraudulent permits using these seals.  Fraudulent permits would undermine DOT’s efforts to ensure that only those who need and qualify for permits receive them and would also result in lost revenue to the City.  DOT does not monitor the permits it generates, nor does it reconcile the generated permits with applicants’ files to ensure that all printed permits are valid and warranted.  DOT is not capable of generating key reports on demand, contributing to its inability to monitor permit issuance.  Moreover, PPPD personnel share user identifications and passwords in e-Permits (DOT’s computerized processing system) to record applicants’ medical certification assessment information.  As a result, DOT is unable to track the identities of those who recorded the certification information and is therefore unable to determine whether the information was recorded only by authorized personnel. 
	In addition, the audit found that permits of living individuals were deactivated by the PPPD unit because DOT’s match procedure to identify deceased permit holders is inadequate.  Also, DOT does not comply with its own procedures by accepting out-of-state driver’s licenses as proof of identification for applicants who state that they reside within New York City and who are not non-residents employed or attending school in the City.  
	The audit made 16 recommendations, some of which are highlighted:
	 Conduct an immediate investigation to determine the disposition of the 11 boxes of seals (totaling 22,000 disability parking permit seals) that were unaccounted for, as indentified in the report;
	 Ensure that inventory records of the disability parking permit seals are accurately maintained and that all seals and their storage location are included in its inventory records;
	 Conduct periodic physical inventory counts of the disability parking permit seals to ensure that its inventory records are accurate.  If discrepancies are identified between the physical inventory counts and the inventory records, they should be investigated and the results of the investigation documented;
	 Ensure that user identifications and passwords are not shared by its employees.  User-specific identifications should be created for each employee authorized to record the certification assessment information in the e-Permits system;
	 Periodically monitor e-Permits data (e.g., compare permits issued to applications) to ensure the accuracy and legitimacy of the permits being issued;
	 Develop reports to assist in their monitoring of e-Permit data and printed permits to identify duplicate permits that may have been processed and to ensure accuracy of the recorded data; and
	 Ensure that all applicants possess a New York State Department of Motor Vehicle Driver’s License or New York State Non-Driver’s Identification card before processing a City disability parking permit, as required by DOT procedures.  If DOT changes the requirements for obtaining a disability parking permit, the procedures should be revised accordingly.     
	DOT officials generally agreed with the audit’s recommendations.  However, they disagreed in part with the finding related to the missing disability parking permit seals. 
	Audit Follow-up

	DOT reported that 13 recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented, one recommendation was implemented in an alternative way, and the remaining two recommendations will not be implemented.  DOT stated that it revised the permit application to require the applicants’ nine-digit social security numbers instead of the last four digits because DOHMH’s system only uses complete social security numbers.  In addition, DOT stated that it has investigated the discrepancy of the 11 boxes and concluded that “there is no evidence of any missing, misplaced or misappropriated disability Permit Holographic seals”.  Moreover, DOT stated that it is required to issue disability parking permits to drivers who live outside of New York City.
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	This audit determined whether the Department of Transportation (DOT) ensured that private ferry operators complied with the requirements of their permits and license agreements and that the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) provided a safe, clean, and well-maintained environment at DOT piers.  The audit also determined whether DOT ensured that private ferry operators correctly paid their permit fees, and that EDC collected the landing fees and security deposits.
	DOT is responsible for regulating public and private ferry operations originating or terminating within New York City.   DOT issues all permits and license agreements.  Based upon an agreement, it is responsible for collecting private ferry permit fees and the EDC is responsible for maintaining DOT piers and collecting private ferry landing fees and security deposits.  
	During Fiscal Year 2009, five private ferry operators provided private ferry service in New York City, and DOT reported an average weekday ridership of 30,694 passengers on 20 private ferry routes.  During this time, EDC reported collecting $852,059 in ferry-related revenue, using $741,863 in pier-related expenses, and receiving $59,644 for its administrative fee.  As of June 30, 2009, EDC had a balance of $272,550 in the reserve fund.
	Results

	The audit found that DOT ensured that private ferry operators complied with the operational aspects of their permits and license agreements.  In addition, the overall structural conditions and routine maintenance for all DOT piers appeared to generally be in good condition. 
	However, DOT’s controls over the billing and collection of fees from private ferry operators are inadequate.  As a result, DOT was not able to ensure that operators correctly paid their permit fees, landing fees, and security deposits.  In addition, staff failed to forward checks for deposit in a timely manner.  Consequently, since Fiscal Year 2009, DOT failed to properly administer all 30 permits and five (29 percent) of 17 license agreements, resulting in $76,239 in fees and security deposits not being collected.  At the time the report was issued, DOT had collected $47,409 of the funds and $28,830 remained uncollected.  The current collection practices increase the risk that non-collection, or misappropriation, of funds may occur and go undetected.
	The audit made nine recommendations, including that DOT should: 
	 Develop written policies and procedures to ensure that all fees are billed, collected, and deposited in a timely manner. 
	 Track all permits issued and reconcile fees collected with corresponding permits.
	 Reconcile landing fees collected and reported by EDC with the corresponding license agreements. 
	 Reconcile security deposits collected and reported by EDC with the corresponding license agreements.
	DOT agreed with the audit’s findings and all nine recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	DOT reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.
	DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
	Audit Report on the Department of Youth and Community Development Out-of-School Youth Program
	Audit #ME10-076A
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #8019
	Issued: June 23, 2010
	Monetary Effect: None
	Introduction



	617BDEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
	688BAudit Report on the Department of Youth and Community Development Out-of-School Youth Program
	919BAudit #ME10-076A
	920BComptroller’s Audit Library #8019
	921BIssued: June 23, 2010
	922BMonetary Effect: None
	1139BIntroduction
	1140BResults
	1141BAudit Follow-up



	This audit determined whether the Department of Youth and Community Development (DYCD) effectively monitored Out-of-School Youth (OSY) program contractors to ensure that they complied with key provisions of their contracts.  DYCD is charged with administering the City’s youth employment and training programs. One of DYCD’s programs, the OSY program, provides educational and employment services to 16 to 21 year olds who are not connected to school or work, or who need assistance upgrading their occupational skills.  In Fiscal Year 2009, DYCD had a budget of about $8.1 million for the OSY program.  During this period, the contractors registered 890 OSY program participants.  Payments to OSY vendors are based 80 percent on reimbursement of line-item expenditures and 20 percent on performance. 
	Results

	The audit concluded that DYCD adequately monitored the OSY program providers to ensure that they generally complied with key provisions of their DYCD contracts.  DYCD program managers made periodic site visits to the OSY providers and prepared informal site visit reports and comprehensive annual monitoring reports. The providers’ participant files generally contained adequate supporting documentation relative to participant eligibility, assessments, and service plans.  In addition, the program facilities the auditors visited were in good condition and provided adequate space for classroom instruction.  Furthermore, OSY provider claims for milestone payments were adequately supported.  
	However, the audit determined that DYCD did not adequately follow up to ensure that providers implemented the corrective action plans OSY program providers developed in response to weaknesses identified in DYCD monitoring reports.  In addition, the audit found that the four sample providers (1) did not sufficiently complete the required biweekly updates of pre-exit participant progress and monthly updates of post-exit participant progress and (2) did not ensure that each staff member who had direct contact with participants had the required fingerprinting, criminal background checks, and training.  Finally, DYCD monitoring reports did not note most of these deficiencies.  
	To address these issues, the audit recommended, among other things, that DYCD:
	 Conduct follow-up visits to ensure that identified deficiencies are promptly corrected.
	 Ensure that participant progress is regularly updated.
	 Ensure that fingerprints and criminal background checks are documented for all OSY staff members who have direct contact with participants.
	 Ensure that all staff members are adequately trained, especially on how they should interact with the participants.
	 Ensure that program managers effectively assess contractor compliance with all key contractual requirements, including but not limited to those related to biweekly and monthly updates, fingerprinting, criminal background checks, and training; such assessments should be included in the monitoring reports.
	In its response, DYCD disputed one of the audit’s findings but generally agreed to implement the audit’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	DYCD reported that all of the audit’s recommendations are being implemented.  DYCD, however, noted that while training on interacting with participants is important, it is not a key standard.
	SECTION II
	NON-GOVERNMENT AUDITS
	CLAIMS
	618BCLAIMS
	During Fiscal year 2010, reports were issued on claims filed against the City.  The analyses accepted amount for those claims totaled $3,761,485.  This resulted in a potential cost avoidance of $26,446,171 as shown below:
	Total Claim Amount    $30,207,656
	Less: Analyses Accepted Amount    $  3,761,485
	Potential Cost Avoidance   $ 26,446,171 *
	*Note: As stated, these cost-avoidance figures are only “potential.”  They are based on results of analyses, and these are only the first step in the claim process.  As claims are further processed, and as they are concluded via settlement or lawsuits, the actual figures will be different because of other factors that need to be considered at other steps of the claim process.
	A listing of the 11 claims follows.
	DISPOSITION
	ANALYSES
	CLAIM
	DATE
	REPORT
	SETTLEMENT
	ACCEPTED
	AMOUNT
	ISSUED
	CLAIMANT
	NUMBER
	AMOUNT
	AMOUNT
	*
	*
	*
	07/06/09
	Franklin Parrasch
	FP09-127S
	*
	*
	*
	07/29/09
	Joslin Diabetes Center
	FP09-115S
	*
	*
	*
	07/29/09
	United Pipe Nipple Co., Inc.
	FP09-128S
	*
	*
	*
	09/24/09
	Brooklyn Union Gas Co. –Ave. X
	FP09-133S
	*
	*
	*
	09/24/09
	Keyspan Energy Delivery Inc.
	FP09-132S
	*
	*
	*
	09/24/09
	Brooklyn Union Gas Co. – Metropolitan Ave.
	FP09-134S
	*
	*
	*
	03/01/10
	Frontier Kemper
	FP09-125S
	*
	*
	*
	01/28/10
	Project Reach Youth, Inc.
	FP10-103S
	*
	*
	*
	12/11/09
	KForce, Inc.
	FP10-104S
	*
	*
	*
	01/28/10
	King Liquors
	FP10-113S
	*
	*
	*
	03/15/10
	The LiRo Group
	FP10-128S
	$26,446,171
	$3,761,485
	$30,207,656
	FISCAL YEAR 2010 TOTALS
	FRANCHISE, CONCESSION, AND LEASE AUDITS
	619BFRANCHISE, CONCESSION, AND LEASE AUDITS
	Franchise, concession, and lease agreements between various City agencies and private organizations result in revenues to the City, based on formulas defined in the agreements.  City agencies that enter into such agreements include the Economic Development Corporation (EDC), Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications (DoITT), and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks).  Our audits evaluate the payments made by such entities as sports franchises and hotels.  As shown below, Fiscal Year 2010 audits resulted in collecting actual revenues totaling $125,906,097, potential revenues totaling $110,666, and actual savings totaling: $774,513. Additional revenue can be collected if all audit recommendations are followed.
	Actual Savings
	Remaining Potential Revenue
	Actual Revenue To Date
	Audit Library No.
	Audit
	Date Issued
	Agency/Title
	Number
	0
	0
	$125,500,000
	4/27/10
	EDC–Master and Maritime Contracts
	8011
	FN09-104A
	$774,513
	0
	  $   6,968
	6/30/10
	EDC–Piers 92 and 94
	8026
	FN10-086A
	0
	0
	0
	6/2/10
	DoITT–Empire City Subway
	8014
	FP08-103A
	0
	$ 110,666
	  $  65,900
	12/21/09
	Parks−Concert Foods
	7994
	FK09-129A
	0
	0
	  $   22,957
	9/3/10
	Parks–World Fair Marina
	7978
	FL09-067A
	0
	0
	  $   86,686
	9/4/09
	Parks–Fitmar Management
	7979
	FM08-104A
	0
	0
	  $     6,888
	3/18/10
	Parks-South Beach Restaurant Corp.
	8005
	FM09-091A
	0
	0
	  $   30,915
	1/29/10
	Parks-Lakeside Restaurant Corp.
	8001
	FM09-130A
	0
	0
	  $ 181,720
	7/15/09
	Parks-New York Mets
	7966
	FN09-063A
	0
	0
	  $     4,063
	6/23/10
	Parks-Sunny Days in the Park, Inc.
	8018
	FR10-081A
	$774,513
	$110,666
	$125,906,097
	TOTAL
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	The audit determined whether the New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) accurately recorded and reported its revenue and expenses to the City, properly retained revenue payments in accordance with the Master and Maritime contracts, and remitted amounts due the City; and complied with other significant provisions of the agreements.
	EDC is a local development corporation created to carry out economic development services related to the attraction, promotion, and expansion of private investment and employment opportunities in the City.  EDC performs its services under two contractual agreements with the City, the Master Contract and the EDC Maritime Contract. The audit covered the period July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2008.
	Results

	EDC generally accounted for its revenue and expenses and complied with other provisions of the agreements such as the submission of the budget and financial plan reports to the City.  However, there was a noticeable lack of transparency in the classification and disclosure to the public of certain revenue transactions that resulted in EDC’s inappropriate retention of $125.5 million in payments it collected as a conduit on behalf of the City. The amount included payments from the 42nd Street Project, proceeds from the sale of City-owned assets, and the balance of an inactive public purpose fund that should have been transferred to the City and disclosed accordingly in EDC’s financial reports to the City.  
	There were also some internal control deficiencies that led to EDC’s lack of review of the payments in lieu of taxes, inadequate controls over its property disposition process, and incomplete collection of rental income. Other weaknesses included problems with the calculation of the energy discount, the recording of the Revolving Loan Fund Program (RLF), and the monitoring of contract administration, job retention and construction requirements, and timekeeping functions. 
	The report made 12 recommendations, including that EDC:
	 Remit the retained funds, totaling $125,513,793, to the City:
	 Provide for proper classification and enhance the transparency of its revenue amounts due the City.    
	 Properly monitor the 42nd Street Development Project. 
	 Use the total funding balance of $10,079,415 as of June 30, 2008, from inactive Public Purpose Funds #12, #13, #18, #28, #30, and #31 in accordance with the terms and provisions of the respective funding and trust agreements.
	 Properly administer the sales of real properties. 
	 Recoup the $97,079 in rents and license fees due.  Properly calculate, bill, and collect the rent amounts and other tenant reimbursements in accordance with the terms of each lease agreement.  
	 Recoup the excessive Energy Cost Savings Program (ECSP) discounts of $461,038 credited to six customer accounts and credit the other six accounts with the total shortfall of $122,110.  In addition, EDC should credit the difference of $262,962 to Con Edison. Use the correct rate to calculate ECSP discounts and ensure that the amount is consistent with Con Edison’s discount.  
	 Implement policy and guidelines to ensure that all contractor submissions are properly reviewed and approved.  
	In their response, EDC officials generally disagreed with the audit report findings and recommendations. 
	Audit Follow-up

	EDC reported it has implemented one recommendation, is in the process of implementing two recommendations, partially agreed with four recommendations, disagreed with and will not implement four recommendations, and did not respond to the remaining recommendation. EDC stated that “pursuant to a written directive from the Deputy Mayor, dated September 20, 2010, as had been agreed-upon by EDC, OMB and the Deputy Mayor, upon reversion of the 42nd Street Project properties to the City control … NYCEDC will remit future rental revenues therefrom to the City on an annual basis, retaining an administrative fee for its services.”  In addition, EDC stated that it will make adjustments to the ECSP accounts and expects to recoup all workers’ compensation overpayments by the end of 2010 is in the process of implementing new procedures for contractor submissions, and has implemented a new timesheet system.
	ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
	Audit Report on the Operation and Management of Piers 92 and 94, January 1, 2007–December 31, 2009
	Audit # FN10-086A
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #8026
	Issued:  June 30, 2010
	Monetary Effect:  Actual Revenue     $6,968          
	     Actual Savings:      $774,513
	Introduction:



	621BECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
	690BAudit Report on the Operation and Management of Piers 92 and 94, January 1, 2007–December 31, 2009
	927BAudit # FN10-086A
	928BComptroller’s Audit Library #8026
	929BIssued:  June 30, 2010
	930BMonetary Effect:  Actual Revenue     $6,968
	Actual Savings:      $774,513
	1145BIntroduction:
	1146BResults:
	1147BAudit Follow-up



	The audit determined whether the operators for Piers 92 and 94 accurately reported gross revenue, properly calculated and paid the appropriate fees due the City and paid them on time; and complied with certain non-revenue related requirements of their agreement (i.e., completed the required capital improvements, maintained the required security deposit and insurance coverage, and paid utilities, etc.) 
	The City of New York is the owner of Piers 92 and 94 on the Hudson River between 52nd and 56th Streets. The properties include the surface area of the decks, the head house, the outdoor parking lot, and related improvements.  Piers 92 and 94 operate as a facility for trade and consumer shows, customary convention center uses, supporting ancillary services, and public parking. Currently, the facility offers 208,000 square feet of exhibit or event space and approximately 280 parking spaces above Pier 92. The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) is responsible for administering the agreements with the operators of the piers under its Maritime contract with the City. From calendar years 2007 through 2009, our audit scope period, the operations of Piers 92 and 94 have been under two separate companies; The Un-Convention Center, Inc. (Un-Convention) and MMPI Piers LLC (MMPI).   
	Results:

	The audit found that the operators were generally in compliance with the agreements, except for the following observations: 
	For the operating period January 1, 2007 through November 21, 2008, a review noted that Un-Convention understated its revenue by a total of $197,920 and its base charge by $300. Therefore, it owes the City $20,092 in additional fees and base charge. In addition, Un-Convention did not perform the required pier improvements, resulting in the City having to reimburse $81,387 to the new operator for the costs.   
	For the operating period December 11, 2008, through December 31, 2009, the audit found that MMPI understated its events revenue by $45,257, underpaid its base charge by $968 and did not maintain an adequate security deposit. In addition, MMPI submitted $774,513 in excess of the reimbursable capital improvement allowed. EDC has not approved these for reimbursement.
	To address these issues, the audit recommends that:
	 Un-Convention revise its revenue participation charge calculations and remit $20,092 in base charge and revenue participation charges to EDC.
	 Un-Convention reimburse EDC $81,387 for unfinished required improvements at the pier.
	 MMPI exclude parking operating expenses from its event revenue participation charge calculation.
	 MMPI submit the additional $6,968 in base charge and security deposit to EDC.
	 MMPI capital improvement costs submitted to EDC are within the scope of Exhibit C of the occupancy permit.
	The audit recommends that EDC:
	 Approve only capital improvements outlined in the occupancy permit with MMPI.
	 Ensure that the operators pay the correct base charge and security deposit, and verify the accuracy of participation charge calculations.
	 Ensure that the necessary improvements and maintenance work at the piers are performed in a timely manner.
	 Recoup $81,387 from Un-Convention for unfinished capital improvements.
	In their response, Un-Convention officials generally disagreed with the audit report conclusions.  However, they did not provide relevant information to justify the basis for their disagreement.  
	MMPI partially agreed with the report conclusions. However, it did not agree that parking operating expenses should not be included in the calculation of event revenue participation charge.
	EDC generally agreed with the recommendations addressed to it that involved MMPI, but did not agree with those regarding Un-Convention. It agreed with our recommendation regarding the pier conditions.
	Audit Follow-up

	MMPI reported that it continues to disagree with the audit recommendation to exclude parking expenses from Event Revenue and still partially agrees with the audit conclusions.  However, MMPI did pay an additional $6,968 consisting of $968 for underpayment of rent and an additional $6,000 toward its Security Deposit prior to the final audit.
	EDC reported that it is implementing most of the audit’s recommendations.  EDC stated that its Legal Department is still in consultation with the City Law Department to determine EDC’s rights regarding the Un-convention Center.
	The Un-Convention Center has not provided follow-up information.
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	This audit determined whether Empire City Subway (ECS) accurately reported its annual profit and paid its franchise tax payments on a timely basis, and whether the Department of Information Technology and Telecommunications (DoITT) has ensured that ECS complied with the provisions of the agreement.  
	ECS, a subsidiary of Verizon, is the largest telecommunications conduit provider in New York City.  ECS has a franchise from the City to design, construct, and maintain subsurface electrical conduit and manhole infrastructure in Manhattan and the Bronx, which ECS rents to telecommunications and cable television service providers. The franchise agreement is administered by DoITT.  The audit covered the period from January 1, 2007, to June 30, 2009.
	Results

	ECS generally adhered to the requirements of the license agreement and paid all franchise tax payments that were due during the audit period in a timely manner.  However, ECS financial statements were not certified by an independent public accounting firm.  Moreover, ECS did not apply depreciation consistently and overstated gross conduit valuation for the purposes of calculating excess profits that may be due the City by including the costs of unassigned and unidentified conduits.  In addition, because the deficits are cumulative, ECS overstated its accumulated deficit, which is used to offset any future excess profit payments due the City. 
	DoITT has not ensured that ECS effectively manages, constructs, or retires conduits. In a related matter, we believe that DoITT should consider seeking legislative change enabling the conduit rental rate to be set at a competitive level that permits the contract to generate revenue for the City.
	The report made eight recommendations to ECS, among them that ECS:
	 Apply depreciation consistently when calculating annual net profit and accumulated deficits.
	 Readjust calculations of net income and associated deficit amounts.
	 Maintain accurate and complete financial records as required by the agreement.
	 Adjust gross plant assets by reducing the valuation of gross plant assets by $85 million accounting for the value of the conduits in unassigned and unidentified categories.
	 Identify the tenants occupying all the unidentified conduits and bill those tenants. Once the tenants are being billed, the construction associated with those conduits can be added back to gross plant assets.
	The audit made two recommendations to DoITT, that it:
	 Undertake a more assertive role in overseeing the construction and management of the overall conduit infrastructure system so that the plant valuation is not inflated with unnecessary construction costs for the purposes of calculating excess profits and payments that may be due the City.
	 Consider seeking legislative change stating that it is just and reasonable to set the conduit rental rate at a competitive level that permits the contract to generate revenue for the City. A new rate should take into account the rate of inflation and be comparable to conduit rental rates charged in other cities.
	ECS disagreed with the audit’s findings and recommendations, and DoITT generally agreed with the recommendations. 
	Audit Follow-up

	ECS reported that is in the process of obtaining certified financial statements for calendar years 2008, 2009, and 2010, and is currently working with DoITT to implement the audit’s recommendations.
	DoITT reported that it is in the process of implementing the audit’s recommendations.
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	                             Potential Revenue: $110,666
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	This audit determined whether Concert Foods accurately and completely reported gross receipts of the Sheep Meadow Café, properly calculated permit fees due the City, and paid permit fees on time; Concert Foods complied with certain other non-revenue-related requirements of its permit agreement; and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) adequately monitored Concert Foods’ performance and enforced the terms and conditions of its agreement with Concert Foods, as required by the New York City Charter, Chapter 14, §365. 
	Concert Foods managed, operated, and maintained a snack bar and two pushcarts at the Sheep Meadow Café (north of the Sheep Meadow Café in Central Park) under a contract with Parks.  The agreement covered the six-year period from February 5, 2003 to March 31, 2009.   Under the terms of the agreement, Concert Foods agreed to pay Parks the higher of $105,233 or 20 percent of gross receipts for the period May 1, 2008–March 31, 2009, and to submit specified documentation to Parks to substantiate its gross receipts.  During operation year 2009, Concert Foods paid the permit fees of $127,477 based upon reported gross receipts of $637,386.
	The permit agreement also required Concert Foods to spend certain amounts on capital improvements each operating year and make specified capital improvements and repairs, sell only authorized items at Parks-approved prices, maintain the snack bar, restrooms, and surrounding area, obey all relevant laws and regulations, and obtain all necessary permits and licenses.  Concert Foods was also required to conform to certain non-revenue related requirements of the agreement and to return equipment to Parks or replace it upon the expiration of the agreement.
	The audit covered the period February 5, 2003 to March 31, 2009, with regard to capital improvements. For all other tests, the audit covered only the period May 1, 2008 to March 31, 2009, because Concert Foods could not provide sales records prior to that period.
	Results

	The audit revealed that Concert Foods failed to report gross receipts of at least $93,002 and, therefore, owes the City $20,519 - $18,600 in fees and $1,919 in penalties and interest. Further, Concert Foods failed to report additional gross receipts of $46,673 that it maintained were generated at another Concert Foods concession, the Delacorte Theatre. Although we know that Concert Foods did not report all revenue earned at the Sheep Meadow Café, we could not determine the total gross receipts or the corresponding payments due the City because Concert Foods alleged it lacked sales records and Concert Foods lacked internal controls of any kind over the collecting, recording, and reporting of revenues. Given Concert Foods’ failure to report gross receipts of at least $93,002 and the utter lack of sales records and internal controls, it appears that Concert Foods may have perpetrated fraud. 
	The audit also revealed that Concert Foods failed to expend $156,047 on capital improvements, as required by the agreement, or to make specified capital improvements and necessary repairs to the Sheep Meadow Café.  During the course of the audit, Concert Foods paid Parks $31,487 toward its capital improvements reducing the amount owed for capital improvements to $124,560.  Additionally, Concert Foods expanded the scope of its operations and vending space, sold unauthorized items, charged customers more than amounts approved by Parks, and did not obtain necessary permits and licenses, designate insured parties as specified in its permit, or pay all New York State and City sales tax.  Concert Foods did not comply with or fulfill these contractual obligations, and Parks failed to adequately monitor Concert Foods’ performance and enforce the terms and conditions of its agreement, as required by the New York City Charter, Chapter 14, §365.
	Since Concert Foods’ permit expired, and it was not awarded this concession again, the audit addressed recommendations solely to Parks.  The audit made four recommendations with regard to Concert Foods and 10 recommendations with regard to future snack bar concessions, including that Parks should:
	 Seize Concert Foods’ security deposit of $26,308 and apply it toward the $145,079 it owed Parks for capital improvements, fees, penalties, and interest.
	 Refer the collection of the remaining $118,771 owed it for capital improvements, fees, penalties, and interest to the New York City Law Department.
	 Ensure that future snack bar concession agreements with fees based on gross receipts clearly stipulate that concessionaires maintain adequate systems of internal control and keep complete and accurate records as well as books of account and data, including daily sales and receipt records, which show in detail the total business transacted by the concessionaire and the gross receipts derived therefrom.
	 Monitor concessionaires’ performance and enforce the terms and conditions of their agreements, as required by the New York City Charter, Chapter 14, §365.
	 Issue Notices to Cure, assess liquidated damages when permissible, and follow up on concessionaires that do not comply with and fulfill agreement provisions.
	 Issue Advices of Caution in the City’s VENDEX regarding concessionaires that do not comply with or fulfill agreement provisions.
	Parks generally agreed that Concert Foods lacked sufficient internal financial controls.  However, Parks disagreed with several of the audits findings, particularly with the report’s findings regarding capital improvements, scope of operations, and vending space.  Parks partially agreed with three and agreed with 11 of the 14 audit’s recommendations.  Concert Foods disagreed with the audit report’s major conclusions.  
	Audit Follow-up

	Parks stated that it collected $34,413 from Concert Foods, which represents the full amount Parks deemed owed for capital improvements and license fees. Additionally, Parks stated that the agreement with the new concessionaire clearly stipulates requirements for adequate internal controls and record keeping. 
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	This audit determined whether the Food Craft, Inc. (Food Craft)  accurately reported its total gross receipts to the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks), properly calculated the annual license fees due the City and paid them when due, and complied with certain non-revenue-related requirements of the license agreement.
	Parks has a license agreement with Food Craft to renovate and operate a restaurant and catering facility, the World Fair Marina Restaurant and Banquet Hall, in Flushing Meadows, Queens.
	During the audit period of March 1, 2007, through September 30, 2008, Food Craft reported a total of $1,548,304 in gross receipts.  
	Results

	The audit found that Food Craft generally paid its minimum license fees on time, maintained the required liability insurance that named the City as additional insured party, maintained the required security deposit, and paid utility charges. 
	However, Food Craft had significant internal control weaknesses over the collecting, recording, and reporting of revenue.  As a result of these weaknesses, the audit could not ascertain whether all of the revenue earned at the World Fair Marina Restaurant and Banquet was in fact recorded in Food Craft’s books and records, and accurately and completely reported to Parks.  Nor could the audit determine whether Food Craft paid all license fees due Parks.  Furthermore, the internal control weaknesses and lack of records were so extensive as to raise red flags concerning the potential of fraud.  
	Food Craft also violated provisions of New York State Labor Law and its license agreement by not distributing all service charges/gratuities collected to its wait staff.  Moreover, Food Craft did not complete all the capital improvements to the licensed premises as stipulated in its license agreement.
	The audit made six recommendations to Food Craft, which included the following:
	 Pay the City the additional $1,980 in license fees and late charges assessed in this audit report.
	 Take immediate action to strengthen its internal controls over the financial operations of the restaurant, the bar, and banquet hall.  These actions should include:
	o Creating and maintaining a complete and accurate cash receipts journal that records all individual transactions of receipts of cash that includes at least basic information such as the date cash was received, the dollar amount received, and the patron from whom the cash was received,  
	o Installing and maintaining a cash register, point of sale system, or other device to record its banquet and restaurant sales, and
	o Issuing sequentially prenumbered banquet contracts, invoices, and restaurant guest checks.
	 Distribute all service charges to its wait staff who worked at each function, in accordance with Labor Law Section 196-d, Division of Labor Standards, New York State Department of Labor.
	 Operate a restaurant at the facility as required by its license agreement. 
	 Immediately pay all outstanding water and sewer charges related to the licensed premises (in response to the draft report, Food Craft stated that it paid the outstanding water and sewer charges, totaling $20,976.69.)
	 Complete all required capital improvement work.
	The audit made six recommendations to Parks, which included the following:
	 Issue a Notice to Cure requiring the payment of the additional $1,980 license fees and late charges due from Food Craft management assessed in this audit report.
	 Consider terminating the agreement.
	 If for reasons presently unknown to us, Parks decides to continue this agreement, it should assign a Parks employee to closely monitor Food Craft’s operations through the remainder of the contract period to ensure that the appropriate license fees are paid. 
	 Issue a Notice to Cure mandating that Food Craft management:
	o Establish and implement an adequate system of internal controls over the financial operations of the restaurant, the bar, and banquet hall,
	o Distribute all service charges in accordance with the New York State Labor Law, and
	o Complete all required capital improvement work.
	 Ensure that all modifications to capital improvement requirements are approved and documented with formal agreements with the concessionaire.
	 Ensure that all repair and maintenance work be excluded from license agreement provisions that require concessionaires to expend funds for capital improvements.
	In its response, despite taking exception to the audit’s findings, Food Craft’s Attorney stated that Food Craft agreed to implement or was already in the process of implementing five of the six recommendations directed to Food Craft.  He stated that Food Craft disagreed with the remaining recommendation, related to service charges, and would like to review the position with counsel for the City.  In its response, Parks generally agreed with the report’s six recommendations directed to Parks and described the actions it has taken or will take to address the report’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	Parks reported that 10 recommendations have been or are in the process of being implemented, one recommendation is pending, and disagrees with the remaining recommendation.  Parks reported that Food Craft has paid the additional $1,980 in license fees and late charges and all outstanding water and charges have been paid.   In addition, Parks decided not to terminate its agreement with Food Craft and has hired a technical advisory consultant to work with Food Craft to maintain better internal controls.  Moreover, Parks has referred the matter of distribution of services charges to Food Craft’s wait staff to the Law Department.
	According to Parks, Food Craft reported that it has either implemented or is in the process of implementing the five recommendations that it agreed with.  In addition, Food Craft stated that New York State Labor Law Section 196-d addresses gratuities and not service charges, and Food Craft does not collect gratuities for its staff.
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	This audit determined whether Fitmar Management LLC (Fitmar) accurately reported its gross receipts, properly calculated the license fees due, paid its license fees on time, and complied with certain other major non-revenue terms of the license agreement (i.e., maintained the required security deposit, maintained the required insurance, and submitted the required reports).  
	A license agreement between Fitmar and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) permits Fitmar to operate, maintain, and manage a state-of-the-art athletic facility known as the Paerdegat Athletic Club and two snack bars in Canarsie, Brooklyn, from December 11, 2004, to December 10, 2024.
	The audit covered operating year 2007 (December 1, 2006, to November 30, 2007).  For operating year 2007, Fitmar reported $3,035,940 in gross receipts and paid $212,617 in fees and late charges to the City.
	Results

	Fitmar’s management of the Paerdegat Athletic Club was rife with internal control weaknesses and deficiencies, and its flagrant disregard for accountability and transparency resulted in a litany of abuses which contributed to employee theft and prevented the auditors from determining the full extent to which gross receipts were underreported and City fees underpaid.  Fitmar failed to ensure that basic accounting records were in place for tracking daily business transactions and substantiating reported receipts.  In addition, Fitmar did not accurately record all gross receipts in its general ledger and did not use a segregated bank account for depositing gross receipts. 
	Based on the limited documentation available, the audit found that, at a minimum, Fitmar underreported at least $585,879 in gross receipts for operating years 2005 through 2007.  As a result, Fitmar owed the City $68,689, of which $45,886 was subsequently paid, leaving $22,803 in additional fees and late charges still due.  
	Additionally, Fitmar did not expend required minimum amounts for capital improvements, did not maintain the premises in a safe and sanitary condition, had unpaid water and sewer charges totaling $17,997 (which were subsequently paid), failed to submit timely monthly gross receipts statements to Parks, and allowed unauthorized businesses to operate from the premises.  Finally, there was insufficient documentation to determine whether Fitmar conducted required background checks for all its Kidsports employees as required under the New York State Social Services Law. Fitmar paid minimum annual fees on time, maintained required property and liability insurance that named the City as an additional insured party, and maintained the required security deposit.  
	Parks did not fully exercise its responsibility to ensure that Fitmar complied with the terms and conditions of the agreement. The audit’s review of Fitmar’s operations revealed a total failure on the part of Fitmar to implement even basic internal controls over the collecting, recording, and reporting of revenues generated from the licensed premises. These widespread deficiencies and utter lack of record keeping lead the audit to conclude that Fitmar breached its license agreement in material respects, and also raised the prospect of possible fraud against the City if Fitmar’s failure to implement adequate controls was intentional.  
	The audit report recommended that Parks consider terminating its agreement with Fitmar, but if Parks decided not to do so, it also made 22 recommendations—12 to Fitmar and 10 to Parks—including the following.  Fitmar should:
	 Immediately remit the remaining $22,803 in additional license fees and late charges.
	 Hire a reputable outside consultant to implement the necessary internal controls that would conform to the requirements of the license agreement.
	 Coordinate with Parks and develop a needs assessment of capital improvements to help determine how the $380,450 in unexpended capital improvements for operating years 2005 through 2007 should be used, and develop a specific timetable to complete each improvement.
	 Maintain the facility in a clean, neat, and litter-free condition at all times, as required by the license agreement.
	Parks should:
	 Issue a Notice-to-Cure to Fitmar requiring that it pay the remaining $22,803 in additional license fees and late charges.
	 Determine whether Fitmar underreported any income for operating years 2005, 2006, and 2008.
	 Revise the capital improvements schedule with specific capital improvements that would make the licensed premises a state-of-the-art athletic facility.  In addition, develop a specific timetable and cost estimate to complete each improvement.
	 Assign a Parks employee to closely monitor Fitmar’s operation to ensure that it adheres to the terms of the license agreement. Specifically, Parks should evaluate Fitmar’s internal control procedures to ensure that Fitmar maintains an adequate system of internal controls, maintains detailed and accurate books and records, reports all revenue, and pays the appropriate license fees.
	Fitmar officials generally agreed with the report’s findings and stated that they have implemented most of the recommendations and will continue to do so in the future.  Parks agreed with the findings and recommendations contained in the audit report and stated that it issued a Notice-to-Cure requiring Fitmar to implement the report’s recommendations, and will increase its own oversight to ensure that the new procedures fully address the report’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	Fitmar reported that it has implemented many systems to comply with the Comptroller’s recommendations.
	Parks reported that most of the audit recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.  Parks stated that Fitmar paid the outstanding $22,803 in additional license fees and late charges.  However, Parks stated that two recommendations are not being implemented:  Parks is not focusing on the recommendation for Fitmar to pay additional fees to compensate for employee theft, since the amount was minimal, and Parks is allowing Fitmar’s affiliated real estate business to stay on the premises since the two employees provide valuable assistance to the Paerdegat Athletic Center operation.  Parks also stated that one recommendation is partially implemented: Parks conducted a review to determine whether Fitmar underreported any income for operating years 2005, 2006, and 2008.  However, due to missing records, Parks was not able to identify additional unreported income.  Furthermore, Parks reported that although Fitmar plans to make a number of capital improvements, such as replacing the artificial turf for the soccer field, “Fitmar has not made up for capital improvement shortfalls that resulted from our disallowing expenditures as a result of the audit findings.”  Parks plans to continue to monitor Fitmar to identify areas for capital improvements to make up for the shortfall. 
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	This audit determined whether South Beach Restaurant Corporation (SBR&C) maintained adequate internal controls over the recording and reporting of its gross receipts derived from its restaurant operation.  
	A license agreement between SBR&C and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) requires SBR&C to renovate, operate, and maintain the South Fin Grill (restaurant), the Vanderbilt at South Beach (catering facility), and the Boardwalk Café (snack bar) in Staten Island.
	After the audit was initiated, it was revealed that Parks was concluding its own audit of SBR&C.  As a result of the Parks audit, which covered the period June 1, 2005, through May 31, 2007, the scope of this audit was limited to the month of August 2008 (July 28, 2008, to August 24, 2008) and to certain controls over the recording and reporting of gross receipts.
	Results

	The audit found that SBR&C does not maintain adequate controls over the recording and reporting of its restaurant gross receipts processed through its point-of-sale (POS) system.  In addition, SBR&C did not report to Parks at least $172,209 in revenue from preferred vendors and did not maintain adequate records or contracts for this revenue.  A review of SBR&C’s internal controls over its restaurant operations revealed certain weaknesses in the design and operation of the POS system.  Specifically, the system does not guarantee the generation of sequentially numbered checks, and the system’s compensating control feature, designed to ensure the integrity of the restaurant’s financial transactions, contained small but noteworthy discrepancies.  Consequently, SBR&C owes Parks $6,888 in additional fees (which were subsequently paid prior to the issuance of the draft report).
	The audit made four recommendations—two to SBR&C concerning its operation and two to Parks concerning the oversight of this concession, including the following.
	SBR&C should:
	 Ensure that all prenumbered restaurant guest checks are accounted for.
	 Maintain all preferred vendor contracts, institute thorough recording and reporting procedures to track preferred vendor receivables, and accurately account for all preferred vendor income and report it at the time of receipt.
	Parks should:
	 Ensure that SBR&C institutes an effective system of controls to account for all pre-numbered restaurant guest checks.
	 Conduct a follow-up audit to ensure that SBR&C has taken corrective action to implement those recommendations cited in this report.
	In their response, SBR&C officials disagreed with the recommendation regarding pre-numbered guest checks and agreed with the recommendation regarding preferred vendors.  Parks agreed with the report’s recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	SBR&C reported that steps have been taken to implement both audit recommendations.   
	Parks reported that it has planned a follow-up audit to ensure that SBR&C complies with the recommendation that all prenumbered restaurant guest checks be accounted for.   Parks also reported that SBR&C has implemented the recommendation to maintain all preferred vendor contracts.
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	This audit determined whether Lakeside Restaurant Corporation (Lakeside) accurately reported its gross receipts, properly calculated the license fees due the City, paid its license fees on time, and complied with certain major non-revenue terms of the license.  
	A license agreement between Lakeside and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) requires Lakeside to operate, renovate, and maintain the existing structure of the restaurant (known as the Lake Club), snack bar, and row boat rental in Staten Island.
	The audit covered operating year 2009 (May 1, 2008 to April 30, 2009).  For operating year 2009, Lakeside reported $1,304,314 in gross receipts and paid $130,209 in license fees and late charges to the City.
	Results

	Lakeside maintained the required property and liability insurance that named the City as an additional insured party and maintained the required security deposit.  However, because of significant internal control weaknesses and deficiencies over the collecting, recording, and reporting of revenue, the auditors could not be assured that Lakeside accurately reported all of its gross receipts from its banquet, restaurant, snack bar, and boat rental operations or that it paid the appropriate fees to the City.
	Although the internal control weaknesses were so extensive as to raise red flags concerning the potential for fraud, the audit conservatively calculated that Lakeside underreported revenues by at least $87,494 resulting in $8,041 in additional fees and related late charges due the City.    
	Lakeside also did not maintain the premises in a sanitary condition, had unpaid water and sewer charges totaling $3,973 (which were subsequently paid), did not pay its fees on time, and failed to submit timely annual income and expense statements to Parks.  Furthermore, Lakeside employed “off-the-books” employees, violated the New York State Labor Law, and did not accurately report wait staff gratuities to the Internal Revenue Service.  
	The audit made 17 recommendations—14 to Lakeside concerning the operation of the Lake Club and three to Parks concerning the oversight of this concession, including the following.
	Lakeside should:
	 Immediately remit the $8,041 in additional license fees and late charges.
	 Take immediate action to strengthen its internal controls.
	 Ensure that the proceeds generated from the banquet, snack bar, and boat rental operations, the sales of gift certificates, and all special events are accurately reported to Parks.
	 Cease employing “off-the-books” employees, report all employees on its payroll records, and comply with all laws governing unemployment insurance, workers’ compensation, Social Security, tax withholding, temporary disability insurance, minimum wage, and overtime.
	 Distribute all gratuities to its wait staff in accordance with Labor Law Section 196-d, Division of Labor Standards, New York State Department of Labor.
	Parks should:
	 Issue a Notice-to-Cure to Lakeside requiring that it pay the $8,041 in additional license fees and late charges assessed in this audit report and mandating that Lakeside’s management:
	o Establish and implement an adequate system of internal controls over the banquet, restaurant, snack bar, and boat rental operations,
	o Cease employing “off-the-books” employees and report all employees on its payroll records,
	o Distribute all gratuities in accordance with Labor Law Section 196-d, Division of Labor Standards, New York State Department of Labor, and
	o Accurately report the wait staff gratuities to the Internal Revenue Service.
	 Calculate the total amount of banquet gratuities that were distributed to Lakeside’s owners prior to operating year 2009 and assess Lakeside for the additional license fees and late charges owed.
	Lakeside and Parks officials agreed with the report’s findings and recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	Lakeside reported that it agreed to pay $8,041 in additional license fees assessed in the audit report and has assessed an additional $18,900.69 owed to Parks.  Lakeside also reported steps taken to strengthen its internal controls and implement the audit recommendations.  
	Parks reported that Lakeside is currently making monthly payments to Parks to pay the entire balance of $26,941.69.  Lakeside also has implemented 12 recommendations and the two remaining recommendations are pending.  Parks also stated that it has implemented two recommendations and is currently performing a follow-up review to ensure that Lakeside complied with the audit recommendations.
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	This audit determined whether the Sterling Mets, L.P. (doing business as the New York Mets) accurately reported all gross receipts in accordance with its lease, calculated and paid the appropriate fees due the City on time, deducted only allowable and documented credits, and complied with certain non-revenue-related requirements of their lease (i.e., maintained required insurance and reimbursed the City for its utility use).
	In 1985, Doubleday Sports, Inc., and the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) entered into a 20-year lease for the use of Shea Stadium. In August 2002, a change in ownership assigned the lease to the Mets.  The lease has been amended 13 times since its inception through August 22, 2006, granting the Mets additional privileges.  
	Under the lease, the Mets are required to pay the City the greater of either an annual minimum rent of $300,000 or a percentage of revenues from gross admissions, concessions, wait service, parking, stadium advertising (less $8,000 for scoreboard maintenance), and a portion of cable television receipts.  The Mets are permitted to deduct portions of the actual payments they make to Major League Baseball related to their tickets sales and local cable revenues, planning costs up to $5 million per year for a new stadium, and all sales taxes before calculating their rent payments to the City.  
	Results

	The audit found that the Mets owed the City a total of $2,676,764 in additional rent, consisting of $2,495,044 in new-stadium-planning costs inappropriately deducted from the rent submitted to the City, $139,821 resulting from a $2,839,456 overstatement of revenue-sharing deductions, and $41,899 from $2,627,077 in unreported concession revenue.  
	The Mets submitted their rent statements and related payments to the City on time, and generally adhered to the other non-revenue requirements of their lease agreement with the City, such as maintaining the required property and liability insurance that named the City as an additional insured party and reimbursing the City for their annual electricity, water, and sewer use, and paid the prior audit assessment of $11,873. 
	The audit made two recommendations to the Mets, that they:
	 Pay the City $2,676,764 in additional fees due.
	 Ensure that planning cost expenses are appropriate and well documented as required by the agreement.
	The audit made one recommendation to Parks, that it:
	 Ensure that the Mets pay $2,676,764 in additional fees as recommended in this report and comply with the other recommendations.
	Mets officials agreed with the findings related to revenue-sharing deductions and concession revenue, but they disagreed with the audit conclusion that insurance on the new stadium is an inappropriate planning cost deduction.  Parks officials stated that Parks would not seek payment from the Mets for the $2,495,044 New Stadium Planning Costs (NSPC) deduction. 
	Audit Follow-up

	Parks reported that the Mets submitted payment to Parks in the amount of $181,720 ($139,821 for revenue sharing and $41,899 for concession revenue). Parks stated that it does not believe any additional amount is due.  Parks also stated it has worked with the Mets to ensure that the 2008 planning cost expenses are well documented.
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	This audit determined whether Sunny Days in the Park, Inc. (Sunny Days) complied with its license agreement, including whether it properly calculated its total gross receipts and license fees due the City and paid these fees on time; and complied with the other major requirements of its license agreement (e.g., maintained the required insurance coverage and security deposits and paid its utility charges).
	Under the terms of a license agreement with the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks), Sunny Days operates and maintains an outdoor café in the Rotunda at the West 79th Street Boat Basin in Riverside Park, Manhattan. According to the agreement, Sunny Days is required to pay the City the greater of a minimum annual fee or an annual percentage of gross receipts consisting of 12 percent of the sale of beverages, food, and all other sources of revenue from the operation of the premises (e.g., parties and events, gratuities).  For operating year 2009, the minimum annual fee was $290,000.  
	For operating year 2009, the period covered by the audit, Sunny Days reported receiving $3,704,275 in gross receipts and surcharges and paid a percentage of gross receipts totaling $444,513.
	Results

	The audit found that Sunny Days did not properly calculate its total gross receipts and license fees due the City and did not pay these fees on time.  As a result, Sunny Days owes the City $3,394 in fees and $653 in late fees.
	The audit could not conclude with assurance that Sunny Days accurately recorded and reported all gross receipts and paid all required fees to the Parks because of internal control deficiencies pertaining to the manner in which Sunny Days uses the Squirrel point-of-sale system to record and report gross receipts.  Specifically, cash sales from the bar are not automatically recorded in the gross revenue file; cash sales from a mobile bar are not recorded in the point-of-sale system; revenue derived from an auditor observation was not properly recorded; the records of actual and voided transactions, pre-paid bar gratuities, party deposits, and check transfers are reported separately, precluding the ability to properly trace and reconcile guest checks; and parties and events could not always be reconciled with Sunny Days’ general ledger.  
	Sunny Days complied with license agreement requirements pertaining to paying utility bills on time, submitting the required security deposit, and maintaining proper insurance coverage.  Additionally, Sunny Days complied with the required insurance endorsements indicating the City and the Parks as additional insured entities.  
	The audit made a total of 12 recommendations, nine to Sunny Days’ and three to the Parks. Recommendations to Sunny Days included that it should:
	 Ensure that the point-of-sale system automatically records all cash sales from all bars on the premises at the time of sale.  
	 Adapt the point-of-sale system to properly record and report all transactions.
	 Ensure that all revenue from mobile bars is accurately recorded in the point-of-sale system.
	 Immediately remit to the Parks $3,394 in additional license fees consisting of $2,190 in fees related to revenue from promotions and discounts, and $1,204 in fees related to understated revenue from party deposits and unreported party gratuities. 
	 Ensure that all future promotions and discounts are reported in gross receipts reports submitted to the Parks.
	 Ensure that all gross receipts and late charges are calculated in accordance with the terms of the license agreement and that such payments are made on a timely basis.
	Recommendations to the Parks included that it should:
	 Issue a Notice-to-Cure to Sunny Days requiring it to pay $4,047 in additional license fees and late charges.
	 Reconcile the amount of license fees and late charges previously collected with the information contained in this report.  
	In its response, Parks agreed with seven recommendations and partially agreed with five recommendations of the audit report. Of nine recommendations pertaining to Sunny Days, it agreed with one recommendation, disagreed with two recommendations, partially disagreed with two recommendations, and did not respond to four recommendations.
	Audit Follow-up

	Sunny Days reported that six recommendations were implemented, one recommendation was partially implemented, and one recommendation was not implemented. It did not respond to the recommendation about calculating all gross receipts and late charges in accordance with the license agreement. Sunny Days stated that all transactions are properly recorded in the temporary file but are stored on the host computer and never deleted.  Sunny Days has not implemented the recommendation for the Point of Sales (POS) system to produce a comprehensive report for both actual and voided sales.
	Parks reported that of the total recommendations, 11 recommendations were implemented and one recommendation was not implemented by Sunny Days.  Parks stated that Sunny Days paid $4,062 in license fees and late charges to the City.  With regard to the recommendation relating to maintaining sales receipts in a temporary file, Parks stated that it has “not determined its use represents a material risk to the accuracy and completeness of Sunny Days’ bar sales, nor does it prevent Sunny Days, from recording cash sales at the time of sale.”   Parks also stated that it will work with Sunny Days and its POS provider to develop a comprehensive report of sales.
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	630BAUDIT OF RENTAL CREDITS SUBMITTED BY THE NEW YORK YANKEES
	According to the terms of their lease with the City, the Yankees are responsible for the care and upkeep of Yankee Stadium and the costs incurred by the Yankees for maintaining the stadium are offset against any rental income due the City from the Yankees. The Comptroller’s Office performs audits of labor and material expenses based on the terms of the lease and on the time sheets, invoices, canceled checks, payroll reports, and union contracts submitted by the Yankees and their maintenance contractors.  Thus, every approved dollar spent and accounted for as a rental credit for the maintenance of the stadium results in a dollar-for-dollar decrease in the rent due the City.
	In Fiscal Year 2010, we disallowed $165,907.12 in rental credits for insufficient documentation, ineligibility of expenses, and errors in calculations.  The Yankees accepted $165,907.12 of these disallowances.
	Total
	Potential Revenue
	Actual Revenue
	Date  Issued
	Period Covered
	Audit No.
	$165,907
	$0
	$165,907
	11/24/09
	4th Qtr. 2008
	FR10-053A
	$165,907
	$0
	  $165,907 
	TOTAL
	WELFARE FUNDS
	Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Municipal Employees Welfare Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30
	Audit #FK07-104A
	Comptroller's Audit Library #7995    
	Issued: December 22, 2009
	Monetary Effect: None
	Introduction 



	631BWELFARE FUNDS
	699BAudit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Municipal Employees Welfare Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30
	965BAudit #FK07-104A
	966BComptroller's Audit Library #7995
	967BIssued: December 22, 2009
	968BMonetary Effect: None
	1172BIntroduction
	1173BResults
	1174BAudit Follow-up



	The audit determined whether the Municipal Employees Welfare Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30, 30-A, 30-B, and 30-C (Active Fund) complied with Comptroller’s Directive #12; had and complied with adequate and proper benefit-processing and accounting procedures; and paid appropriate and reasonable administrative expenses.  
	Active Fund was established on December 30, 1964, under the provisions of a Fund Agreement between the City of New York and the International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 30, 30-A, 30-B, and 30-C, AFL-CIO, and a Declaration of Trust. The agreement and trust stipulate that the City make contributions to the Active Fund and the Active Fund use these contributions to provide supplemental benefits to its members. 
	The audit covered the period January 1, 2005, through December 31, 2005. For the year ending December 31, 2005, the Active Fund reported an operating deficit of $117,298 and a fund balance of $115,843. 
	Results

	The Active Fund failed to significantly reduce operating costs to ensure that the fund remained solvent, did not evaluate the effect of benefit reductions it did institute, and ultimately merged with the Retiree Fund to sustain itself. Further, the Active Fund did not accurately represent its financial condition and did not disclose either the possibility of a merger or the actual merger to fund membership in its annual reports for 2004 and 2005. 
	Additionally, the Active Fund did not comply with Comptroller’s Directive #12 procedures. It did not accurately report administrative and benefit expenses; failed to maintain documentation to support payments for legal benefits; did not maintain eligibility documentation for all claims paid for members’ dependents; could not provide support documentation for all administrative expenses; did not pay all benefits in accordance with Active Fund guidelines; and did not have a written allocation plan for shared administrative expenses and valid agreements with professional service providers.
	The audit made 15 recommendations to the merged Active and Retiree Fund (the Fund), including that the Fund should:
	 Ensure that its expenses do not exceed revenue.
	 Assess benefit costs and utilization annually.
	 Accurately advise membership of the fund’s financial condition and other significant matters in its annual report.
	 Ensure that administrative and benefit expenses are correctly classified. 
	 Ensure that it maintains complete and accurate records of benefits provided, including but not limited to invoices and utilization reports. 
	 Maintain eligibility documentation for members’ dependents.
	 Maintain documentation, such as original bills and invoices, for all administrative payments.
	 Ensure that it pays benefit expenses in accordance with its guidelines.
	 Establish and employ an allocation plan that methodically distributes the costs of shared expenses among the various Local 30 entities as required by Comptroller’s Directive #12.
	 Maintain valid agreements with consultants that stipulate the services to be provided, the rate and method of compensation, and the period covered.
	In the Fund’s response, it maintained that the Active Fund acted prudently and in the best interest of its members and complied with the Comptroller’s Directive #12 as required.
	Audit Follow-up 

	The Fund reported that it has implemented or is in the process of implementing 13 audit recommendations and did not address the remaining two.
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	The audit determined whether the Retired Municipal Employees Welfare Trust Fund of the International Union of Operating Engineers Local 30, 30-A, 30-B, 30-C, and 30-D (Retiree Fund) complied with Comptroller’s Directive #12; had and complied with adequate and proper benefit-processing and accounting procedures; and paid appropriate and reasonable administrative expenses.  
	Retiree Fund was established on March 15, 1978, under the provisions of a Fund Agreement between the City of New York and the International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 30, 30-A, 30-B, and   30-C, AFL-CIO, and a Declaration of Trust. The agreement and trust stipulate that the City make contributions to the Retiree Fund and that the Retiree Fund use these contributions to provide supplemental benefits to its members. 
	The audit covered the period January 1, 2005, through December 31, 2005. For the year ending December 31, 2005, the Retiree Fund reported an operating surplus of $32,091 and a fund balance of $1,609,554.
	Results

	The Retiree Fund did not accurately represent its financial position and did not disclose material facts to fund membership. Additionally, the Trustees of the Retiree Fund and the Active Fund—who are the same individuals—approved a merger of the funds that, if not carefully managed, could prove detrimental to the benefits of the retirees in the future. 
	Additionally, the Retiree Fund did not comply with Comptroller’s Directive #12 procedures. The Retiree Fund did not accurately report administrative and benefit expenses, did not maintain eligibility documentation for all claims paid for members’ dependents, did not pay all benefits in accordance with Retiree Fund guidelines, and did not have a written allocation plan for shared administrative expenses and valid agreements with professional service providers.
	The audit made nine recommendations to the merged Active and Retiree Fund (the Fund), including that the Retiree Fund should:
	 Accurately advise membership of its financial condition and operations of the fund in its annual report. 
	 Ensure that administrative and benefit expenses are correctly classified. 
	 Maintain eligibility documentation for members’ dependents.
	 Ensure that it pays benefit expenses in accordance with its guidelines. 
	 Establish and employ an allocation plan that methodically distributes the costs of shared expenses among the various Local 30 entities as required by Comptroller’s Directive #12.
	 Maintain valid agreements with consultants that stipulate the services to be provided, the rate and method of compensation, and the period covered.
	The Retiree Fund disagreed with most of the audit report’s findings and recommendations, maintaining that it acted prudently and in the best interest of its members.
	Audit Follow-up 

	The Fund indicated that it has implemented or is in the process of implementing seven audit recommendations and did not address the remaining two.
	WELFARE FUNDS
	Audit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Superior Officers Council Health and Welfare Fund of the New York City Police Department
	Audit # FL09-099A
	Comptroller’s Audit Library #7984
	Issued: September 30, 2009
	Monetary Effect:  None
	Introduction 



	633BWELFARE FUNDS
	701BAudit Report on the Financial and Operating Practices of the Superior Officers Council Health and Welfare Fund of the New York City Police Department
	973BAudit # FL09-099A
	974BComptroller’s Audit Library #7984
	975BIssued: September 30, 2009
	976BMonetary Effect:  None
	1178BIntroduction
	1179BResults
	1180BAudit Follow-up



	This audit determined whether the Superior Officers Council Health & Welfare Fund (Active Fund) complied with applicable procedures and reporting requirements, as set forth in Comptroller’s Directive #12, “Employee Benefit Funds—Uniform Reporting and Auditing Requirements.”  
	Under the provisions of a Fund Agreement between the City of New York and the Captains Endowment Association (Captains Union) and Lieutenants Benevolent Association (Lieutenants Union) and a Declaration of Trust, the Active Fund receives City contributions and provides health and welfare benefits to New York City Police Officers with the rank of Captain and Lieutenant and their eligible dependents.  During the audit period—July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007—the Active Fund reported $3,739,844 in contributions from the City of New York and net assets of $4,022,166.
	Results 

	The audit disclosed that the Active Fund generally complied with the procedures and reporting requirements of Directive #12.  In addition, except for the Prescription Drug Benefit and the Catastrophic Benefit, the Active Fund generally complied with its benefit-processing and accounting procedures, and those procedures were adequate and proper.  Furthermore, the Active Fund’s administrative expenses were generally appropriate and reasonable.  However, there were some weaknesses in the Active Fund’s financial and operating procedures as follows: 
	 Operating deficits are depleting the Active Fund’s reserves.
	 Misclassified benefit and administrative expenses.
	 Did not maintain documentation to support its Prescription Drug benefit and its Catastrophic benefit payments, totaling $3,123,171—71 percent of its benefit payments.
	 Made questionable benefit payments totaling $3,330
	 Paid claims for dependents whose eligibility was not documented.
	 Is owed $1,473 by the unions.
	 Does not maintain employee attendance records.
	The audit made seven recommendations, that the Active Fund should:
	 Take immediate action to eliminate the Fund’s operating deficit and thereby ensure its financial viability.  
	 Ensure that administrative and benefit expenses are recorded accurately on its Directive #12 filing and accurately calculate and submit its key ratios, in accordance with Comptroller’s Directive #12.
	 Recoup $1,473 from the unions for their share of the telephone expense.
	 Ensure that it pays for benefits only for eligible individuals in accordance with its guidelines.
	 Maintain copies of all documentation in members’ permanent files to substantiate eligibility of dependents.
	 Create and implement written timekeeping procedures and maintain daily attendance records for its employees.
	 Maintain all supporting documentation to substantiate City contributions, member eligibility, and benefit use.  These documents should include, but not be limited to, the City contribution reports, Pharmacy Billing Detail for Drug Mail Orders, and a complete list of participants recorded on the catastrophic premium billings that were missing during our audit period.
	While the Active Fund’s response did not address the audit’s recommendations, Active Fund officials describe the actions they have taken to address the audit’s findings.
	Audit Follow-up

	The Active Fund reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.
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	This audit determined whether the Superior Officers Council Retiree Health and Welfare Fund (Retiree Fund) complied with applicable procedures and reporting requirements, as set forth in Comptroller’s Directive #12, “Employee Benefit Funds—Uniform Reporting and Auditing Requirements.”  
	Under the provisions of a Fund Agreement between the City of New York and the Captains Endowment Association (Captains Union) and the Lieutenants Benevolent Association (Lieutenants Union) and a Declaration of Trust, Retiree Fund receives City contributions and provides health and welfare benefits to eligible New York City Police Officers who retired with the rank of Captain and Lieutenant and their eligible dependents.  During the audit period—July 1, 2006, to June 30, 2007—the Retiree Fund reported $6,785,884 in contributions from the City of New York and negative net assets of $707,150.
	Results 

	The audit disclosed that the Retiree Fund generally complied with the procedures and reporting requirements of Directive #12.  In addition, except for the Hospitalization Benefit and Catastrophic Benefit, the Retiree Fund generally complied with its benefit-processing and accounting procedures, and those procedures were adequate and proper.  Furthermore, the Retiree Fund’s administrative expenses were generally appropriate and reasonable.  However, there were some weaknesses in the Retiree Fund’s financial and operating procedures as follows:
	 Substantial operating deficits which have exhausted the Retiree Fund’s reserves.
	 Misclassified benefit and administrative expenses.
	 Did not maintain documentation to support its Hospitalization and Catastrophic Benefit payments, totaling $123,904—two percent of its benefit payments.
	 Made questionable benefit payments totaling $80,613.
	 Paid claims for dependents whose eligibility was not documented.
	 Owed $1,473 by the unions.
	 Does not maintain employee attendance records.
	The audit recommended that the Retiree Fund should:
	 Take immediate action to reduce expenses to eliminate the Fund’s operating deficit, thereby increasing fund reserves to ensure its financial viability.
	 Ensure that the administrative and benefit expenses are recorded accurately on its Directive #12 filing and accurately calculate and submit its key ratios, in accordance with Comptroller’s Directive #12.
	 Recoup $1,473 from the unions for their share of the telephone expenses.
	 Ensure that it pays for benefits only for eligible individuals, in accordance with its guidelines.
	 Maintain copies of all documentation in members’ permanent files to substantiate eligibility of dependents. 
	 Create and implement written timekeeping procedures and maintain daily attendance records for its employees.
	 Maintain all supporting documentation to substantiate member eligibility and benefit coverage.  These documents should include, but not be limited to, complete lists of all participants recorded on hospitalization and catastrophic premium billings that were missing during our audit period.
	While the Retiree Fund’s response did not address the audit’s recommendations, Retiree Fund officials described the actions they have taken to address the audit’s findings.
	Audit Follow-up

	The Retiree Fund reported that all of the audit’s recommendations have either been implemented or are in the process of being implemented.
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	This audit objective was to provide comparative data on the overall financial activities of the 94 union-administered active and retiree welfare, education, and annuity funds that received City contributions during the Funds’ Fiscal Year 2007.
	Union-administered benefit funds were established under collective bargaining agreements between the unions and the City of New York. They provide City employees, retirees, and dependents with a variety of supplemental health benefits not provided under City-administered health insurance plans.  Certain other benefits are also provided at the discretion of the individual funds (e.g., annuity accounts, life insurance, disability, and legal benefits).  This report contains a comparative analysis of 94 welfare, retiree, and annuity funds whose fiscal years ended in calendar year 2007.  These funds received approximately $1.05 billion in total City contributions for the fiscal year.  
	Results

	This is the 28th report by the Comptroller’s Office that reviewed the financial data submitted by the funds.  As in previous reports, there were differences in the amounts spent by the funds for administrative purposes. In addition, several funds maintained high reserves while expending lower-than-average amounts for benefits—a possible indication that excessive reserves were accumulated at the expense of members’ benefits.  Further, some Funds did not comply with various parts of Comptroller’s Directive #12 requirements and of fund agreements with the City. 
	The report contained nine recommendations to address the above weaknesses, including that:
	 Trustees of funds with high administrative expenses and low benefits should reduce administrative expenses to improve their levels of benefits to members.
	 Trustees of funds with low reserve levels should ensure that their funds maintain sufficient reserves to guard against insolvency.
	Report Follow-Up

	Not Applicable 
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