
 
 

ALAN G. HEVESI 
COMPTROLLER 

 
 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLER

 
 

110 STATE STREET 
ALBANY, NEW YORK   12236 

 

 

October 31, 2005 
 
Hon. Jonathan Lippman 
Chief Administrative Judge 
New York State Unified Court System 
Office of Court Administration    
25 Beaver Street 
New York, NY  10004 
 
 

Re: Administration of Contract C500463 
Fund for the City of New York  
Center for Court Innovation 
Report 2004-R-8 

 
 
Dear Judge Lippman: 
 

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, we audited the New York State 
Office of Court Administration’s (OCA) administration of Contract C500463 with the Fund for the 
City of New York, Inc. (Fund) for services related to the Center for Court Innovation (Center), for 
the period October 1, 2000 through June 13, 2003, the date of the last payment on the contract.  We 
determined whether the Fund provided the deliverables required by the contract; whether the Fund 
was reimbursed for only authorized and documented expenses; and whether OCA effectively 
monitored contract compliance.   
 
A. Background 

The mission of the Unified Court System (UCS) is to promote the rule of law and to serve the 
public by providing just and timely resolution of all matters before the courts.  UCS’s Office of 
Court Administration supervises the administrative and fiscal operations of the trial courts.  On 
October 1, 1996, UCS entered into Contract C500463 with the Fund to establish the Center for Court 
[previously Justice] Innovation (Center).  The initial contract, which ended March 31, 2002, was 
renewed as Contract C500599 and runs through March 31, 2007.  UCS is currently looking to 
renegotiate this contract to address new directions and goals envisioned by both parties, and to give 
serious consideration to the findings of our audit.   
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 The Fund is a nonprofit agency established by the Ford Foundation in 1968.  For over three 
decades, the Fund has partnered with government agencies, nonprofit institutions and foundations to 
develop and help implement innovations in policy, programs, practices and technology to advance 
the functioning of government and other nonprofit organizations in New York City and beyond.  
OCA and Center publications state that the Center functions as the court system’s independent 
research and development arm, creating demonstration projects that test new approaches to 
problems, such as domestic violence, that have resisted conventional solutions.  According to these 
publications, the Center is a unique public-private partnership that promotes new thinking about how 
courts and criminal justice agencies can aid victims, change the behavior of offenders and strengthen 
communities.  The Center has contractual authority to seek funding from federal, State and private 
sources.   
 

In view of these goals, Contract C500463 requires the Center to develop and implement 
statewide demonstration projects, which could involve Family, Criminal, Civil, Housing, Supreme 
and Small Claims Courts cases.  The Center is also required to facilitate OCA project planning by 
identifying resources, advising on evaluation methods, and providing technical assistance.  Finally, 
the contract directs the Center to participate in national forums on court reform; produce 
publications for national distribution; and sponsor meetings and conferences that highlight State 
projects. 
 

The specialized courts established by Center demonstration projects seek to take an active 
role in addressing underlying individual and family problems, such as drug use or spousal abuse, that 
require unique court resolutions.  According to a recent newspaper article, one objective of these 
“problem-solving” courts is to reduce the number of defendants who re-appear in courtrooms over 
and over for similar offenses.  According to OCA officials, these defendants often can avoid jail time 
by agreeing to have their cases heard in the relevant problem-solving court, and complying with the 
ruling thereof.  Officials also noted that problem-solving courts have some special features, 
including the following: courtrooms with presiding judges dedicated to hearing specific types of 
cases; specially trained court staff; enhanced victims’ advocate services; computer technology that 
enables judges to monitor defendants’ compliance with court orders; and a monitoring system that 
brings defendants back to the courtroom to verify their progress.   
 

Each of the demonstration projects were performed pursuant to one or more amendments to 
the contract.  The contract and its 25 amendments included a total of $3.7 million in appropriations 
to support core Center operations, and $4.7 million for Center demonstration projects in seven 
program areas.  Amendments 9 through 25, which were executed during our scope period, had a 
total value of $4.5 million, of which $2.5 million was from federal sources, and $2 million was from 
State sources.  These seven program areas, the funding each area received, and the projects 
completed are listed below.  Additional project details are shown in Exhibit 1.   
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Project Area Funding Number of 

Projects 
 

Family Treatment Courts $194,002 2 
Harlem JuvenileTreatment Drug Court 799,051 1 
Drug Courts 181,012 1 
Domestic Violence Courts 1,728,902 5 
Brooklyn Mental Health Court Planning 59,999 1 
Technology Applications 825,754 4 
Training and Roundtable      913,896 5 

Total $4,702,616  
 
 
The types and functions of the various problem-solving courts established by the above 
demonstration projects are as follows: 
 

• Family Treatment Courts address the problems of children neglected by substance-abusing 
parents or guardians.   

• Harlem Community Justice Center seeks to address youth crime in Harlem by working 
intensively with delinquent youth and providing them with the tools they need to get on the 
right track and avoid future offending. 

• Brooklyn Treatment Court links nonviolent substance-abusing defendants to drug treatment 
programs as an alternative to incarceration. 

• Domestic Violence Courts work to ensure defendants are carefully monitored, victims have 
access to services, and judges have the information they need to make quick and effective 
decisions.   

• Mental Health Court strives to address the treatment needs of defendants and the public 
safety concerns of the community, and to link seriously mentally ill defendants to long-term 
treatment rather than incarceration.   

• Domestic Violence Court Technology is designed to improve communication between 
domestic violence courts and their criminal justice and social services partners.   

 
B. Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

We audited selected aspects of OCA’s administration of Contract C500463 with the Fund for 
the period October 1, 2000 through June 13, 2003.  The objectives of our performance audit were to 
determine whether: the Fund provided the required contract deliverables; the Fund was reimbursed 
for only authorized and documented contract-related expenses; and OCA provided effective 
oversight of contract performance.   
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To achieve our objectives, we reviewed the contract and associated documents, interviewed 
OCA and Fund officials and staff, and examined selected records maintained by the Fund and OCA. 
In addition, during February and March 2005, we visited three of the five Domestic Violence Courts 
to verify that they were established and operating as required pursuant to the relevant contract 
amendments.  Domestic Violence Courts, one of the seven project areas described earlier in this 
report, received $1.73 million (37 percent) of the $4.7 million in project funding.  We judgmentally 
selected domestic violence courts to visit based on the relatively high funding for this project area; 
the innovations proposed for these courts’ operation; and the importance of domestic violence as a 
social issue.  We also observed the degree to which the use of specialized computer software (funded 
at about $800,000 via the technology applications project) was implemented.  In addition, we 
verified the authorization and support for expenses submitted for reimbursement during our audit 
scope period.  For this test, we randomly selected 50 transactions, totaling $33,225, from among the 
1,023 expense transactions included on 25 randomly selected vouchers.  The sample included both 
personal services and non-personal services expenses.   

 
We conducted our audit in accordance with government auditing standards generally 

accepted in the United States of America.  Such standards require that we plan and perform our audit 
to adequately assess the OCA and Fund operations included in our audit scope.  Further, these 
standards require that we understand OCA’s and the Fund’s internal control structures and their 
compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are relevant to the operations which are 
included in our audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence-supporting 
transactions recorded in the accounting and operating records and applying such 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.   
 

In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs certain other constitutionally 
and statutorily mandated duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York State, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  These include operating the State’s accounting system; 
preparing the State’s financial statements; and approving State contracts, refunds, and other 
payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints members to certain boards, commissions and public 
authorities, some of whom have minority voting rights.  These duties may be considered 
management functions for purposes of evaluating organizational independence under generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  In our opinion, these management functions do not affect 
our ability to conduct independent audits of program performance.   
 
C. Results of Audit 
 

We conclude the Fund has established the demonstration projects as described in contract 
amendments.  These problem-solving courts appeared to be functioning as planned.  Our audit tests 
of submitted expenses did not identify any inappropriate payments.  In addition, we conclude that 
OCA officials adequately monitored the performance aspects of the demonstration projects, and 
adequately tracked and reported on the progress of each project.  We did identify some improvement 
opportunities regarding contractor compliance with service deliverables and OCA’s administration 
of its contract with the Fund.  For example, the software application the Center developed to 
enhance monitoring of defendants’ compliance with court orders was not being used at two of the 
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three courts we visited.  We were told this was the result of defendant information not being inputted 
timely by the various service providers (e.g., counselors; victims’ advocates) into the database used 
by the courts.  Timely input of documentation in the database by providers would improve the 
efficiency of courtroom operations.  Further, as indicated in OCA’s response, UCS is “mandated to 
collect extensive financial and programmatic information on each project and report to the funder on 
a quarterly basis”.  We believe OCA should collaborate with Fund officials to develop and 
implement performance indicators relevant to Center projects to help measure the success these 
projects achieve in changing offender behavior, aiding victims and strengthening communities.  To 
provide continuing assurance that the expenses the Fund submits for reimbursement are both correct 
and contract related, OCA should enforce the contract requirement that the Fund submit expense 
details and supporting documentation along with the voucher, and then use this information on a 
periodic basis to verify the accuracy and appropriateness of these expenses.   
 
1. Contract Deliverables 
 

The main purpose of Contract C500463 and its 25 amendments was to establish and maintain 
the Center, whose mission was to support and sustain innovation within the court system statewide. 
To achieve this purpose, the contract required the Center to develop and implement statewide 
demonstration projects intended to improve the ways the courts address the problems of addiction, 
mental illness, domestic violence and juvenile delinquency.  Additional contract deliverables 
included planning services and technical assistance, among others.  OCA, as the contracting agency, 
was responsible for ensuring the Fund provided the approved demonstration projects, as well as 
other related contract deliverables.  Since the demonstration projects were the primary deliverable, 
we focused our audit tests on verifying that these projects, as described and funded by their 
respective amendments, were provided in accordance with the contract terms.  
 

To determine whether the Center had established the funded demonstration projects, we 
visited three of the Domestic Violence Courts to verify these courts were actually in operation and 
handling cases in the specialized manner described in the associated contract amendments.  During 
our visits to these courts, we also observed the extent to which judges used technology applications 
developed to enhance tracking of relevant parties’ compliance with court orders.  Through March 
2002, funding for Domestic Violence courts totaled $1.73 million, and funding for technology 
applications totaled almost $826,000.  The courts we visited were the Queens Domestic Violence 
Court; the Queens Integrated Domestic Violence Court; and the Bronx Felony Domestic Violence 
Court.   
 

Our visit to the Queens Domestic Violence Court confirmed that this court was functioning 
as a problem-solving court, and was used exclusively for hearing cases involving domestic violence 
offenders with extensive misdemeanor records.  We also observed that this court appears to strictly 
monitor defendants’ compliance with court sentences (e.g., community service).  Further, we noted 
the judge made extensive use of computer software, implemented through the Center project for 
Technology Applications, to track defendants’ compliance with orders.   
 

We also visited the Queens Integrated Domestic Violence Court, which combines criminal, 
family and matrimonial cases.  According to the contract amendment, this problem-solving court is 
intended to promote immediate judicial response to crimes related to family matters, and to enhance 
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victim safety by providing access to a variety of services; by monitoring defendants’ compliance 
with court orders; and by expediting cases through the judicial system.  While visiting this site, we 
observed the application of the problem-solving approach in the cases of several defendants.  The 
assistant district attorney and the judge’s clerk reviewed each defendant’s case, and the court staff 
reviewed the defendant’s compliance with the sentence imposed.  The judge was briefed on the 
above information before receiving the case and talking to the defendant.  One defendant reported to 
court staff and the judge on his attendance at a batterers’ program and showed proof of attendance; a 
second and third defendant discussed their compliance with court-ordered visitation times with their 
children.  Again, it appears this court was operating as described in the amendment.   
 

The third court we visited was the Bronx Felony Domestic Violence Court.  This court 
handles the serious felony domestic violence cases where the defendant has the option to plead 
guilty and not go to trial.  Once the defendant pleads guilty, they are mandated to attend a program, 
such as an anger management program.  As with the other two courts we visited, we observed that 
this court was set up and generally operating as described in the contract amendment, except as 
described below. 
 

When judges can quickly obtain information about the defendant’s status, including the 
existence of cases in other courts, they can process cases more efficiently and effectively.  Center 
software, which was developed through Technology Applications demonstration projects, was 
intended to provide easy access to multiple information sources so judges could readily verify 
defendants’ compliance status.  However, some court officials said they continue to rely on manual 
processes (e.g., phone calls, mailed reports, etc.) because relevant information was not being updated 
in the system by service providers in a timely manner, making it unusable for judicial decisions. 
OCA officials told us that these providers have a high staff turnover rate and, therefore, there is a 
need for improved communication and training.   
 
2. Program Expenses 
 

The Fund administers the financial responsibilities for the Center, including maintaining the 
accounting and recordkeeping functions.  To be reimbursed for Center expenses, the Fund submits 
quarterly vouchers and related summary expense reports to OCA.  OCA reviews these reports and 
submits the reported expenses to the Office of the State Comptroller for payment to the Fund.  
 

We assessed Fund accounting controls and found they were generally adequate for ensuring 
that expenses claimed were accurate and program appropriate.  Our tests of the effectiveness of 
accounting controls and the propriety of payments involved a review of relevant supporting 
documentation.  This documentation included the Center’s time and attendance records, payroll 
journal, invoices, and cancelled checks for personal service costs, and invoices and purchase 
requisitions for non-personal service costs.  Our audit tests involved tracing payroll transactions to 
timesheets; verifying purchases to approved purchase requisitions and payments; verifying fringe 
benefit calculations; and recalculating overhead allocations.  
 

To verify that payments to the Fund were limited to contract-related expenses, we tested a 
random sample of 50 transactions, totaling $33,225, from 1,023 general ledger transactions included 
on 25 vouchers totaling $604,097.  The 25 vouchers were selected randomly from the 161 vouchers 
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the Fund submitted for reimbursement during our audit scope period.  The sample included expenses 
for both personal and non-personal services.  Our tests determined that the transactions were 
appropriate under the contract and adequately supported.  
 
3. Contract Monitoring 
 

OCA is responsible for monitoring the Fund to ensure the State of New York receives the 
contract deliverables outlined in its contract.  The contract also grants OCA specific rights of 
oversight.  For example, it states that the agreement is for the purpose of establishing the Center and 
broadening OCA’s ongoing capacity to develop innovative projects.  The contract further states the 
close working relationship between the parties (OCA, the Fund, and the Center) should allow for 
frequent review and evaluation of Center activities. 
 

We found that OCA and Fund officials communicate on a daily basis, providing ample 
opportunity for discussion of Center projects and performance.  OCA officials also provided 
documentation to show they review and approve each project amendment before its implementation. 
During this review process, OCA officials perform internal assessments to ensure the project will 
function effectively within the constraints of the court system.  Once an amendment is approved, 
officials monitor the project’s implementation by reviewing progress notes written by Center staff. 
We reviewed the progress notes for the Domestic Violence Courts we visited.  
 

OCA officials also review and report on the establishment and maintenance of problem-
solving courts in the OCA Annual Reports.  We reviewed their Annual Reports for 1998-2002, and 
found each report noted the Center’s accomplishments for that fiscal year, including progress made 
in improving judicial response to problems of addiction, mental illness and domestic violence. 
However, the accomplishments noted on the annual reports could not be evaluated as noted below. 
 

Another improvement opportunity we discussed with OCA officials was the development of 
performance indicators to determine whether projects actually succeed in changing offender 
behavior, aiding victims and strengthening communities.  The existence of performance indicators 
would enable the Fund to measure, in quantitative and qualitative terms, the extent to which Center 
projects are accomplishing these goals.  While OCA collects and maintains various statistics on 
court activities such as caseload, volume, and case dispositions, they do not formalize their review 
and analysis of this data to evidence their assessment of program accomplishments.  
 

We also found that OCA needs to establish its own process to verify that it reimburses only 
those Center expenses that are contract-related.  The contract required the Fund to periodically 
submit to OCA a detailed statement of Center expenses, and to maintain documentation to support 
these expenses.  By reviewing detail expenses and related documentation, OCA officials could help 
ensure that funds were spent in accordance with contract terms.  However, we found that OCA did 
not receive any detailed statements.  Further, OCA had not asked the Fund to submit detailed 
documentation to support specific expenses, as required by the contract.  Instead, OCA relied on the 
Fund’s accounting controls, and limited its own review to ensuring the Fund did not exceed the 
Center’s overall budgeted totals for individual projects.  To fulfill its monitoring responsibilities 
under the contract and to reduce the risk of inappropriate payments, OCA should request that the 
Fund provide the detailed expenses and supporting documentation required by the contract.  OCA 
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should then review this information, on a periodic basis, to independently verify that submitted 
expenses are both accurate and appropriate.  
 

Recommendations 
 
1. To help achieve the goals set forth in the contract amendments, work with the Fund to 

encourage service providers to input defendant information in a timely manner while 
improving communication and training services available through the Center.  

 
2. To enhance contract monitoring, codify and formalize the data currently used to measure 

program performance (e.g., cases handled, respondent compliance, etc.) and document OCA 
observations.  Revisit collected data periodically and enhance/revise as necessary.  

 
3. As required by the contract, ensure the Fund submits detailed expenses and supporting 

documentation with each voucher.  Periodically review a sample of these expenses and related 
documentation to verify that claimed expenses are accurate and appropriate under the 
contract. 

 
We provided a draft copy of this report to Unified Court System and Fund officials for their 

review and comment.  We considered their comments in preparing this report, and they are included 
as Appendix A.  Unified Court System officials generally concurred with our recommendations.   
 

Within 90 days after the final release of this report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive Law, the Chief Administrative Judge of the Unified Court System shall report to the 
Governor, the State Comptroller and the leaders of the Legislature and its fiscal committees advising 
what steps were taken to implement the recommendations contained herein, and where 
recommendations were not implemented, the reasons therefor. 
 

Major contributors to this report were Frank Patone, Anthony Carbonelli, Barry Mordowitz, 
Peter Schmidt, Legendre Ambrose, Carole LeMieux, Aurora Caamano and Nancy Varley.  We wish 
to thank the management and staff of the Unified Court System and the Fund for the City of New 
York for the courtesies and cooperation extended to our auditors during the audit. 
 
 

Very truly yours, 
                                                                                 
 
 

William P. Challice 
Audit Director 

 
 
 

cc:   Robert Barnes, Division of the Budget  
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Exhibit 1 
 

Projects Grouped by Program Type 
Contract C500463 

 
Description Funding 

Received 
  

     
Center Operations  

    
 Center for Justice Innovation $736,604  
 Budget Center for Court Innovation (CCI) 750,000  
 Revised Annual CCI Budget 750,000  
 Revised Annual CCI Budget 750,000  
 Revised Annual CCI Budget 750,000  
  Total  $3,736,604
   

Projects  
   

Family Treatment Courts  
 Manhattan Family Court $94,002  
 Queens Community Court 100,000  
  Sub Total $194,002 
   

Harlem Juvenile Treatment  Drug Court $799,051  
  Sub Total $799,051 
   

Drug Courts  
 Drug Treatment Courts $24,660  
 Staff for Drug Treatment Centers   30,687  
 Project Director for Drug Treatment 125,665  
  Sub Total $181,012 
   

Domestic Violence Courts  
 DV Prototype in Bronx $320,125  
 DV Westchester and Buffalo   103,289  
 Continuation DV Bronx NYC   255,295  
 Brooklyn Domestic Violence     25,000  
 Citywide DV & Queens DV   291,093  
 DV Projects & Full Faith & Credit   281,460  
 3 DV Projects NYC Roundtables Part II   345,640  
 Bronx Domestic Violence Court   107,000  
  Sub Total $1,728,902 

   
Brooklyn Mental Health Court Planning $59,999  

  Sub Total $59,999 
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Technology Applications    

 Technology DV Court Brooklyn $486,051   
 Data Base Drug Courts NY   219,759   
 Domestic Violence Technology     60,000   
 IT Project Harlem Juvenile Court     59,944   
  Sub Total $825,754  
     

Training and Roundtable    
 DV Roundtable Forums for Judges $499,602   
 GTEAP Roundtables   175,337   
 Town & Village Justice Training     81,750   
 Statewide Drug Court Training     88,361   
 Statewide Drug Court Training     68,846   
  Sub Total $913,896  
      
  Projects Total Funding   $4,702,616 
      
  Grand Total   $8,439,220 
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