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The Honorable Jonathan Lippmann 
Chief Administrative Judge 
NYS Office of Court Administration 
Empire State Plaza, Bldg. #4 
Albany, NY  12233 
 
Dear Judge Lippmann: 
 
The following is our report on our audit of the administration of State Contract 
C�300002 between the Unified Court System, Office of Court Administration and the 
City of New York for the period April 1, 1998 through August 31, 2001. 
 
Our audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in 
Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and Article II, Section 8 of the State 
Finance Law.  Major contributors to this audit report are listed in Appendix A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March 29, 2002 
 



 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM 
OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION 
ADMINISTRATION OF CONTRACT C-300002: 
MAINTENANCE OF COURT FACILITIES DEPARTMENT 
OF CITYWIDE ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 
 

he Laws of 1996 vested the State of New York (State) with fiscal 
responsibility for interior cleaning and the performance of minor repairs in 

State court facilities.  Accordingly, the State’s Unified Court System, Office of 
Court Administration (OCA) has contracted with local municipalities for such 
services.  In the City of New York (City), the 28 facilities used by the State courts 
and court-related agencies are maintained under Contract C-300002 (Contract), 
by the Division of Facilities Management and Construction of the City’s 
Department of Citywide Administrative Services (DCAS).   
 
Our audit addressed the following questions relating to DCAS operations and 
OCA oversight during the period April 1, 1998 through March 31, 2000, as well 
as certain other related operating practices through August 31, 2001:  
 
• Did the contractor maintain sufficient documentation to support the amount 

and propriety of Contract billings? 
 
• Was OCA’s monitoring of the fiscal and performance aspects of the Contract 

adequate to ensure Contract compliance? 
 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

or the first two years of the Contract (fiscal years 1998−99 and 1999−2000), 
the State reimbursed DCAS $13.7 million for cleaning services. We 

determined that $322,297 in claimed State reimbursement should be disallowed, 
and refunded to the State.  To arrive at this figure, we reviewed expenses from 
various expenditure categories to determine whether they had been supported 
properly and were appropriate to program operations, in accordance with the 
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terms of the Contract.  We found that improvements are needed in OCA’s 
monitoring of the fiscal aspects of this Contract.  For example, because OCA 
officials did not examine supporting documentation, they were not aware that 
DCAS had submitted ineligible, undocumented, and duplicate claims.  In 
addition, certain maintenance costs based on outdated occupancy data may 
have been allocated inaccurately to the court buildings.  OCA officials advised us 
that they are hiring staff to audit contracts, and are currently surveying facility 
square footage.  (See pp. 5-8) 
 
We identified several improvement opportunities regarding OCA’s monitoring of 
Contract performance.  For example, it did not require DCAS to establish 
workload standards requiring that each cleaner take care of a specific number of 
square feet of building space. Nor had staffing needs for the cleaning and 
maintenance functions been analyzed.  OCA performed just one out of the eight 
quarterly court inspections that had been required for the first two years of the 
Contract.  The initial inspections found that many of the facilities were not clean.  
However, the last OCA inspection in May 2001 found significant improvement as 
the number of funded custodial positions increased.  Our own observations of 10 
court facilities in July and August 2001 generally found conditions adequate.  
(See pp. 8-11) 
 

COMMENTS OF OCA OFFICIALS 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to OCA and DCAS officials for their 
review and comment.  Their comments were considered in preparing this 

report, and are included as Appendix B.   
 
OCA responded that it will recoup the recommended disallowance of $322,297 
from the City of New York.  DCAS agreed with our determination.  In addition, 
OCA generally agreed with our recommendations to improve certain aspects of 
its monitoring of the Contract, citing some steps that it had already taken to 
address this area.  DCAS indicated its commitment to work closely with OCA to 
achieve a successful cleaning and maintenance program. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
he Laws of 1996 vested the State of New York (State) with 
fiscal responsibility for interior cleaning and the performance 

of minor repairs in State court facilities.  Accordingly, the State’s 
Unified Court System, Office of Court Administration (OCA) has 
contracted with all local municipalities to provide such services.  
In the City of New York (City), the 28 facilities used by the State 
courts and court-related agencies are maintained by the 
Division of Facilities Management and Construction of the City’s 
Department of Citywide Administrative Services (DCAS), which 
is also responsible for maintaining all buildings owned or leased 
by the City throughout its five boroughs. 
 
According to OCA’s Contract C-300002 (Contract) with DCAS, 
DCAS is responsible for cleaning the interior of these court 
facilities in accordance with New York Codes, Rules and 
Regulation (NYCRR) 34.1.  The contractor is also responsible 
for making minor and emergency repairs at a level at least equal 
to that prevailing during the 36 months immediately preceding 
the effective date of this Contract. Maintenance and repairs 
include routine custodial duties, painting, carpeting and other 
surface replacements.  Contract terms specify that OCA perform 
quarterly inspections to evaluate contractor performance.  If it is 
deemed that inadequate services are being provided, OCA may 
seek an alternative plan for cleaning its facilities.  This five-year 
Contract covers the period April 1, 1998 through March 31, 
2003.  
 
State reimbursement under the Contract is based on mandated 
funding formulas.  For fiscal year 1998−99, the reimbursement 
rate was 25 percent of eligible expenses. In fiscal year 
1999−2000, the rate increased to 50 percent of eligible 
expenses.  (In both years, using this methodology, 75 percent of 
maintenance costs were excluded prior to the application of the 
reimbursement rates.) Chapter 213 of the Laws of 1998 was 
enacted to ensure that any political subdivision shall not be 
reimbursed less in 1998−99 than it would have been paid prior 
to the enactment of Chapter 686 of the Laws of 1996. This “hold 
harmless” provision guaranteed payment of 16 percent of all 
cleaning and maintenance costs.  During the two fiscal years 

T



 

 2

that ended on March 31, 2000, DCAS was paid $13.7 million for 
the services it provided.  
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

e audited DCAS operations and OCA’s oversight thereof 
for the period April 1, 1998 through August 31, 2001. The 

objectives of our financial-related audit were to assess the 
propriety of, and support for, contractor expenses, and to 
evaluate the effectiveness of OCA’s oversight of DCAS 
activities, for the first two years of the Contract period.  We 
sought to determine whether amounts claimed by DCAS were 
allowable, documented adequately, and incurred for services 
funded under the Contract.  To accomplish these objectives, we 
reviewed the Contract, OCA’s monitoring of the contractor’s 
performance, and the reimbursement claims for services 
rendered. We also reviewed DCAS’ books and records of 
expenditures, internal controls over charges to the Contract, and 
the level of DCAS’ compliance with contractual terms.  
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess those 
operations of OCA and DCAS that are included in our audit 
scope. Further, these standards require that we review and 
report on OCA’s and DCAS’ internal control structure and its 
compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are 
relevant to OCA’s and DCAS’ operations included in our audit 
scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence 
supporting transactions recorded in the accounting records and 
applying other auditing procedures as we consider necessary in 
the circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing the 
estimates, judgments, and decisions made by management.  
We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
 
As is our practice, we notify agency officials at the outset of 
each audit that we will be requesting a representation letter in 
which agency management provides assurances to the best of 
their knowledge, concerning the relevance, accuracy, and 
competence of the evidence provided to the auditors during the 
course of the audit.  The representation letter is intended to 
confirm oral representations made to the auditors and to reduce 
the likelihood of misunderstandings. In the representation letter, 
agency officials assert that, to the best of their knowledge, all 
relevant financial and programmatic records and related data 
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have been provided to the auditors.  Agency officials further 
affirm that either the agency has complied with all laws, rules, 
and regulations applicable to its operations that would have a 
significant effect on the operating practices being audited, or 
that any exceptions have been disclosed to the auditors. 
 
However, officials at DCAS have informed us that, as a matter 
of policy, Mayoral agency officials will not provide representation 
letters in connection with our audits.  As a result, we lack 
assurance from DCAS officials that all relevant information was 
provided to us during this audit. We consider this refusal to 
provide a representation letter to be a scope limitation on our 
audit.  Therefore, readers of this report should consider the 
potential of this scope limitation on the findings and conclusions 
presented in this report.  OCA officials have provided us with a 
representation letter. 
 
We use the risk-based approach when selecting activities to be 
audited.  This approach focuses our audit efforts on those 
operations identified through a preliminary survey as having the 
greatest probability for needing improvement. Consequently, by 
design, finite audit resources are used to identify where and 
how improvements can be made.  Thus, we devote little audit 
effort to reviewing operations that may be relatively efficient or 
effective. This report, therefore, highlights those areas needing 
improvement. 
 

Internal Control and Compliance Summary 
 

nternal controls are the integrated activities, plans, attitudes, 
policies, and efforts of the people of the organization working 

together to provide reasonable assurance that the organization 
will fulfill its mission.  They encompass a comprehensive system 
that helps an organization manage risk and enables its 
programs and administrative activities to operate efficiently and 
effectively.  An effective internal control system typically sets 
standards in five critical areas: control environment, information 
and communication, control activities, risk assessment, and 
monitoring.  Our evaluation of OCA’s internal controls identified 
weaknesses in all five areas.  We provide details of these 
matters throughout this report. 
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Response of OCA Officials 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to OCA and DCAS 
officials for their review and comment.  Their comments 

were considered in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix B.   
 
OCA responded that it will recoup the recommended 
disallowance of $322,297 from the City of New York.  DCAS 
agreed with our determination.  In addition, OCA generally 
agreed with our recommendations to improve certain aspects of 
its monitoring of the Contract, citing some steps that it had 
already taken to address this area.  DCAS indicated its 
commitment to work closely with OCA to achieve a successful 
cleaning and maintenance program. 
 
Within 90 days after final release of this report, we recommend 
that the Chief Administrative Judge of the Office of Court 
Administration report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, 
and the leaders of the Legislature and fiscal committees, 
advising what steps were taken to implement the 
recommendations contained herein, and where recommendations 
were not implemented, the reasons therefor. 
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DISALLOWED CONTRACT COSTS 

 
ver the two-year audit period (fiscal years 1998–99 and 
1999–2000), we disallowed a total of $322,297, which is a 

refund due to the State.  Since only a portion of the total 
expenses was reimbursable -- 16 percent in fiscal year 1998–
99, and 50 percent in fiscal year 1999–2000 -- our 
disallowances were calculated accordingly.  In fiscal year 1998–
99, the City claimed expenses totaling $5,915,016.  We 
disallowed $314,333 of these expenses, (including an OCA 
disallowance of $187,980) resulting in $5,600,683 of 
reimbursable expenses. State payments to the City totaled 
$5,727,036 resulting in a refund of $126,353 due the State (see 
Exhibit A).  In fiscal year 1999–2000, the City claimed expenses 
totaling $7,971,824.  We disallowed $195,944 of these 
expenses, resulting in $7,775,880 of reimbursable expenses. 
State payments to the City totaled $7,971 824, resulting in a 
refund of $195,944 due the State (see Exhibit B). 
 
The costs of supplies and equipment used in the cleaning and 
maintenance of court facilities are claimed by DCAS in two 
ways.  For the cleaning portion, 100 percent of both salaries and 
other-than-personal-service costs that were recognized as 
building-specific were included in the claim.  For the 
maintenance (minor repair) portion, both trade salaries and 
other-than-personal-service costs were recorded for all DCAS-
maintained facilities and allocated proportionately to court-
occupied spaces, based on square footage. DCAS calculated 
this ratio as 52.17 percent for 1998–99, and 52.39 percent for 
1999–2000 calculations that may not accurately reflect actual 
occupancy.  
 
Certain cleaning and maintenance services were subcontracted 
-- for example, trash collection provided by the City’s 
Department of Sanitation, and cleaning services provided by 
cleaning crews from various job-training programs.  We found 
an addition error in the trash-removal cost schedule and 
disallowed $5,692 in 1998–99, as well as a claim of $332,108 in 
1999–2000 that was a duplicate of a 1998–99 claim for cleaning 
services provided by the Neighborhood Work Program (NWP), a 
vocational training program. 
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In 1998–99, we disallowed $142,080 for cleaning supplies and 
$404,897 for maintenance supplies, tools, and equipment, 
because neither expense was documented.  A lack of 
documentation was also a problem for 1999–2000, when the 
disallowances were $57,010 for cleaning supplies, and 
$319,419 for maintenance supplies, tools, and equipment.  
 
Overhead expenses are the indirect costs associated with 
providing the goods and services called for by the Contract. 
DCAS applies both a 10-percent agency overhead and a 
citywide overhead based on the percentage of DCAS services 
attributable to court-maintenance activities. 
 
For 1998–99, we also disallowed $80,320 from the cleaning 
overhead, partly because of outside contractor costs that are 
not eligible to be included in the calculations.  Our 
disallowances of the claimed cost of cleaning supplies further 
reduced the amount of eligible overhead.  We also disallowed 
$1,331,593 (including the previous OCA disallowance of 
$1,174,871) from the maintenance overhead because DCAS 
had included the ineligible costs of the maintenance contractor, 
as well as utility and water and sewer charges, in the 
calculations.  There was also a disallowance to the cost of 
maintenance supplies and equipment. 
 
For 1999–2000, we disallowed $18,803 from the cleaning 
overhead, because DCAS had included ineligible outside 
contractor costs and tenant work in the calculations; and an 
additional disallowance to the claimed cost of maintenance 
supplies.  We also disallowed $31,942 from the maintenance 
overhead because our disallowance of the claimed cost of 
maintenance supplies and equipment reduced the amount of 
eligible costs. 
 

Fiscal Monitoring 
 

ur audit found that OCA needs to improve its monitoring of 
the contractor’s compliance with the fiscal requirements of 

the Contract.  We also found that OCA’s share of certain 
maintenance-related costs are allocated to all City-maintained 
facilities based on “historical” occupancy data. 
 

O



 

 
7

a. Written Procedures 
 
Article VII – D of the Contract specifies that DCAS shall submit 
quarterly claims of actual expenses for reimbursement no later 
than 15 days after the end of the quarter.  For the first two years 
of the Contract, vouchers were submitted annually.   
 
OCA provided no written guidelines for the type of expenses the 
contractor is allowed to claim for the first two years’ claims.  
While it provided general guidance on this issue, in most cases, 
it did not clearly list which expenses were eligible.  To help 
contractors understand which expenses are acceptable for 
reimbursement, OCA initiated workshops for their 
representatives during the summer of 2001 on the topic 
“Implementing the Fiscal Provisions of Chapter 686, Laws of 
1996 and Chapter 213, Laws of 1998.” 
 
OCA does not examine DCAS’ supporting documentation for 
claimed expenses, which have generally equaled the budgeted 
amounts.  Our review of the documentation submitted showed 
that the claimed amounts were not always supported, and that 
one duplicate item had been claimed. As noted previously, 
these exceptions resulted in an over-claim of State 
reimbursement.  At the exit conference, OCA advised us that it 
is planning to hire audit staff to audit Chapter 686 contracts. 
 
b. Court Space Allocations 
 
DCAS is responsible for the maintenance and repair of 5.5 
million square feet of court facilities, which is over 52 percent of 
its total workload. This allocation percentage is used for billing 
purposes, to calculate OCA’s appropriate share of DCAS’ 
operating costs. The allocations are based on the “historical” 
use of each building’s court-related use, and were formulated 
many years ago. Both OCA and DCAS personnel told us that 
the square-foot allocations for court occupancy are unreliable.   
 
To test the validity of the reported space allocations, we visited 
ten court buildings (two in each borough) and reviewed court 
space occupancy. Both OCA and DCAS personnel 
accompanied us. 
 
We based our occupancy estimates on currently reported total 
facility square footage.  We divided the available facility square 
footage by the number of floors in the building. We did not, in 
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fact, measure any of the facilities we visited.  We believe our 
methodology provided a reasonable basis for our estimates. 
 
Of the ten buildings we observed, the court square footage 
differed from the claim at five locations, ranging from a 24,616 
square feet over-claim to 19,600 square feet under-claim.  The 
net effect of the differences between the claimed and actual 
usage would be an over-claim in billings for direct cleaning 
costs, which are reimbursed at 100 percent.  Our review 
covered a little more than 35 percent of the court-occupied 
buildings.  Since we did not review all such buildings, we did not 
recommend any disallowance.  OCA advised us that a survey is 
currently underway to obtain the actual current facility square 
footages.  Until such survey is completed, OCA stated that there 
is no way to determine accurate court space occupancy. 
 

Performance Monitoring  
 

ur audit found that OCA needs to improve its monitoring of 
the performance aspects of this Contract. Required 

inspections were not always performed, and OCA did not follow 
up to verify that unacceptable conditions found on inspection 
had been corrected.  Also, OCA has not collaborated with 
DCAS to establish workload standards. 
 
a. Standards for Cleaning Staff 
 
The provisions of Codes, Rules and Regulations of the State of 
New York, 22 Judiciary Subtitle A, Judicial Administration, 
Section 34.1, very specifically describe maintenance and 
operation standards for court facilities, such as the environment 
to be maintained, the tasks to be performed, and the frequency 
with which they are to be performed. (For example, the 
standards require that the staff  “Empty Waste Containers and 
Resupply Paper, Soap and Hygiene Products” for Public Toilets 
twice daily.).  Although the Contract requires compliance with 
these provisions, none of the staff at the facilities we visited 
possessed a written directive to perform such tasks or follow 
such schedules. As a result, there is no documentation that the 
required tasks were performed.     
 
At the exit conference, DCAS officials advised us that 
subsequent to our field visits, they established custodial tasks 
and frequency checklists for the court facilities. These 
schedules are meeting the requirements of 22 NYCRR Part 
34.1.  We reviewed actual checklists from the borough of the 
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Bronx.  The forms listed all tasks for cleaning various spaces, 
and required sign-offs by the custodial staff and the supervisors. 
 
OCA did not work with DCAS to establish workload standards 
for indicating the number of square feet that are to be cleaned 
within a specific period by each cleaner. These standards 
should take into consideration the many variables of court 
facilities such as: construction, type of usage, hours of 
operation, etc.  Furthermore, there is a need to formally analyze 
staffing needs for the maintenance of court facilities covered by 
the Contract. Our review of the facilities we visited showed that 
the floor area assigned to individual cleaning employees varied 
from a low of 5,500 square feet per person, to as high as 61,733 
square feet.  Therefore, there is a risk that facilities are either 
over- or understaffed.  OCA personnel stated that establishing 
cleaning standards will be addressed once the facility square 
footage survey is completed. 
 
b. Inspections 
 
Articles III and IV of the Contract specify the scope of cleaning 
and maintenance services to be provided by DCAS, and OCA’s 
responsibility for inspecting the facilities on a quarterly basis, at 
minimum, to verify that DCAS is complying with Contract 
provisions. OCA’s statewide court inspection form mandates 
ratings as follows: adequate, marginal or inadequate. These 
ratings are not defined in the Contract, or on the form. 
Consequently, without quantifiable standards these ratings are 
subjective.  At the conclusion of each inspection, OCA is to 
notify DCAS in writing of any instances of non-compliance, and 
DCAS is to notify OCA, in writing, when each deficiency is 
corrected.   
 
OCA’s five inspection reports listed numerous deficiencies to be 
corrected by DCAS.  For example, the March 2000 inspection 
report for a court in Staten Island required DCAS to 
immediately:  “Clean up construction debris in the basement.”  
Although OCA is required to monitor DCAS’ corrective actions, it 
has not provided us with any documentation indicating that the 
deficiencies noted in the inspection reports have been 
corrected. 
 
OCA inspections are scheduled in advance and performed by a 
team consisting of personnel from both OCA and DCAS building 
management. The scheduling of such visits allows the 
maintenance staff to prepare for inspections; a more accurate 
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assessment of building conditions could be obtained if 
unannounced visits were made to the facilities, in addition to the 
regular quarterly inspections. 
 
The results of the five inspections OCA performed between 
March 1, 2000 and March 31, 2001, are listed in the following 
table: 
 

Scheduled Month of Inspection  
 Mar 2000 Jun 2000 Sept 2000 Dec 2000 Mar 2001 
Rating: Adequate      
Number of Buildings 9 12 13 7 25 
    Percentage of  
     Buildings 

 
33% 

 
44% 

 
48% 

 
26% 

 
89% 

Rating: 
Inadequate/Marginal 

     

Number of Buildings 18 15 14 20 3 
     Percentage of 
     Buildings 

 
67% 

 
56% 

 
52% 

 
74% 

 
11% 

Total Number of  
 Buildings Inspected 

 
27 

 
27 

 
27 

 
27 

 
28 

 
OCA performed just one of the eight quarterly inspections 
required for the two-year Contract period that ended on March 
31, 2000. Because that inspection was performed in the last 
quarter of the two-year period, OCA had no assurance that 
court facilities had been maintained properly for the preceding 
two years.  Further, that initial inspection, which covered 27 
buildings, was not conducted until May 2000.  It found that the 
maintenance of 18 of the 27 buildings was less than adequate. 
For example, at the buildings where maintenance was rated 
inadequate, inspectors found public areas, office areas, and 
juror areas that were unclean, unswept, and undusted. 
 
For the third year of the contract, as of July 2001, OCA 
completed a total of four additional quarterly inspections -- in 
June, September, and December of 2000, as well as March 
2001.  During the first three of these inspections, the 
maintenance of a majority of the buildings visited had been 
rated marginal or inadequate. However, the fourth inspection, 
which was actually conducted in May 2001, found a significant 
improvement, rating conditions in just 3 of the 281 buildings as 
marginal.  Conditions in the other 25 buildings were rated 
adequate. DCAS personnel stated that conditions improved 
because OCA had funded an additional 120 custodial positions 
in the 2001–2002 approved modified budget. 
                                            
1 As of the date the March 2001 inspections were conducted, there were 28 court  
   locations. 
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c. Results of Field Visits 
 
During July and August 2001, we inspected one Civil Court 
facility and one Family Court facility in each borough of the City 
(a total of 10 facilities), to determine whether they were clean 
and whether minor repairs had been performed. We generally 
found conditions to be adequate. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Reduce the payment of claimed State reimbursement 

due the City by $322,297. 
 
2. Examine, on a test basis, documentation supporting 

claimed contract expenses.  
 
3. Enhance contract monitoring by verifying that: 

 
• all quarterly inspections are being performed, and 
 
• a system is being  developed  and  implemented for 
 tracking  corrective  actions   specified  in  quarterly  
 inspection reports. 

 
4. Expedite the completion of the survey of court space 

occupancy. 
 
5. Determine, in conjunction with DCAS, the optimum 

staffing levels required to meet the provisions of 22 
NYCRR Part 34.1 in Contract C-300002. 

 
6. Monitor DCAS’ utilization of its newly implemented 

written schedule of required cleaning tasks and the 
frequency with which they should be performed. 

 
7. Conduct periodic unannounced facility inspections. 
 
8. Work with DCAS to develop objective and quantifiable 

standards for use in determining contract compliance 
during site inspections.  

 
 



 

Exhibit A 

STATE OF NEW YORK – UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM 
CONTRACT C–300002  

SUMMARY OF EXPENSES BUDGETED, CLAIMED, DISALLOWED, & ALLOWED 
APRIL 1, 1998 THROUGH MARCH 31, 1999 

 
Category Budgeted Claimed Disallowed Allowed 

     
Cleaning Expenses:     
     
Outside Contractors $2,951,602 $2,951,602 $5,692 $2,945,910
Wages of City Employees   4,083,385 4,083,385 0 4,083,385
Fringe Benefits 980,012 980,012 0 980,012
Supplies & Materials  708,903 708,903 142,080 566,823
Tenant Work 0 0 0 0
Overhead 1,228,323 1,228,323 80,320 1,148,003
  
Maintenance Expenses:  
  
Outside Contractors 2,865,823 2,865,823 0 2,865,823
Wages of City Employees  7,223,274 7,223,274 24,270 7,199,004
Fringe Benefits 1,703,493 1,703,493 (24,270) 1,727,763
Supplies & Materials 1,019,276 1,019,276 404,897 614,379
Overhead  2,456,057 2,456,057 ***1,331,593 1,124,464
  
Utilities 11,748,704 11,748,704 0 11,748,704
  

Total Expenses 36,968,852 36,968,852 1,964,582 35,004,270
State Reimbursable * 
 (16 percent) 

5,915,016 314,433 5,600,683

OCA disallowance (16%)  (187,980) 
Net disallowance $126,353 
  

State Payments**  5,727,036
Refund Due the State   $126,353
 
*    State reimbursement was calculated according to Chapter 213 “Hold Harmless” provisions. 
**  State payments for contract year 1998–1999 were made as follows:  $3,364,796,  $530,990, and 
      $1,831,250. 
***This amount includes $1,174,871, previously disallowed by OCA, and which has reduced final  
     State payments for 1998–1999 by $187,980, to reflect this disallowance.     

 
 



 

Exhibit B 

 
STATE OF NEW YORK – UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM 

CONTRACT C–300002  
SUMMARY OF EXPENSES BUDGETED, CLAIMED, DISALLOWED, & ALLOWED 

APRIL 1, 1999 THROUGH MARCH 31, 2000 
 

Category Budgeted Claimed Disallowed Allowed 
     
Cleaning Expenses:     
     
Outside Contractors $4,331,070 $4,331,070 $332,108 $3,998,962
Wages of City Employees  4,124,127 4,124,127   (103,873) 4,228,000
Fringe Benefits 1,051,714 1,051,714 0 1,051,714
Supplies & Materials  757,051 757,051 57,010 700,041
Tenant Work 234,899 234,899 0 234,899
Overhead 1,205,416 1,205,416 18,803 1,186,613
  
Subtotal A 11,704,277     11,704,277 304,048 11,400,229
  
Maintenance Expenses:  
  
Outside Contractors 2,990,906 2,990,906 0 2,990,906
Wages of City Employees  9,470,575 9,470,575 0 9,470,575
Fringe Benefits 2,413,357 2,413,357 0 2,413,357
Supplies & Materials 812,954 812,954 319,419 493,535
Overhead  1,269,689 1,269,689 31,942 1,237,747
  
Subtotal B 16,957,481 16,957,481 351,361 16,606,120
Subtotal C (25% of B) 4,239,370 4,239,370 87,840 4,151,530
  
Total Expenses (A plus C) 15,943,647 15,943,647 391,888 15,551,759
State Reimbursable (50 percent)  7,971,824 195,944 7,775,880
  

State Payments  7,971,824
Refund Due the State  $195,944
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