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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
Our objective was to determine whether the 
New York State Insurance Fund (NYSIF) is 
in compliance with Executive Order 134 
(Order) requirements, including purchasing 
and using environmentally-preferred cleaning 
products. 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
The Order was issued on January 5, 2005 to 
reduce the environmental impact of cleaning 
State facilities.  The Order requires all State 
agencies and certain other entities, including 
NYSIF, to procure and use cleaning products 
that minimize the potential impacts on human 
health and the environment.  It also requires 
NYSIF to conduct an assessment of its 
cleaning practices and it provided six months 
from the date of the Order to transition to 
conforming products. 
 
We determined that NYSIF is not in full 
compliance with the Order.  Although 
NYSIF’s contracted cleaning service 
providers use some environmentally-preferred 
cleaning products, NYSIF does not monitor 
cleaning done in the facilities it owns to 
ensure that only environmentally-preferred 
cleaning products are used, as required by the 
Order.  NYSIF also does not monitor cleaning 
done in its leased facilities.  We found that 
NYSIF did send letters to the landlords of its 
leased office space, encouraging them to 
select and purchase environmentally-preferred 
cleaning products.  However, these letters 
were not sent until after NYSIF officials were 
notified of our audit in January 2008 - three 
years after the Order was issued. 
 
NYSIF officials informed us that their 
Director of Administration was assigned 
responsibility for assessing the practices and 
uses of cleaning products and evaluating the 
level of compliance with the Order.  

However, the current Director has only been 
in this position since November 2006, 
following the retirement of his predecessor.  
There is no evidence that the former Director, 
or anyone else, was ever assigned this 
responsibility.  Consequently, we found 
NYSIF officials did not prepare an initial 
assessment of cleaning practices and have not 
prepared a biennial assessment update, as 
required by the Order. 
 
Our report includes three recommendations to 
improve NYSIF’s compliance with the Order. 
In responding to our draft report, NYSIF 
officials generally agreed with our 
recommendations, and indicate that they have 
already taken, or will be taking, action to 
implement them.  

 
This report, dated September 30, 2008, is 
available on our website at: 
http://www.ocs.state.ny.us.  Add or update 
your mailing list address by contacting us at: 
(518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Executive Order 134 (Order) was issued on 
January 5, 2005, to reduce the environmental 
impact of cleaning State facilities.  The Order 
requires all State agencies and certain other 
entities, including NYSIF, to procure and use 
cleaning products having properties that 
minimize the potential impacts on human 
health and the environment.  The Order 
required NYSIF to conduct a formal 
assessment and issue a report of their 
programs to promote environmentally-safe 
cleaning by January 4, 2006, and to retain and 
make this assessment report available to 
employees and the general public.  NYSIF is 
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required to update their assessments 
biennially. 
The Order also directed the Office of General 
Services (OGS) to guide State agencies in 
selecting and procuring environmentally-safe 
cleaning products.  OGS has compiled a list 
of environmentally-preferred cleaning 
products, most of which are certified by either 
Green Seal (through its GS-37 certification) 
or Environmental Choice.  Green Seal and 
Environmental Choice are recognized 
authorities in the field of environmentally-
safe cleaning products.  The list of 
environmentally-preferred cleaning products 
includes five categories: General Cleaning 
Products, Floor Finish Products, Floor 
Stripper Products, Hand Soaps, and Vacuums.  
OGS uses these five categories to classify 
those products that are used most frequently 
and in the largest areas. 
 
NYSIF, a self-supporting non-profit agency, 
was established by the New York State 
Legislature in 1914 as a guaranteed source of 
workers’ compensation insurance to New 
York State employers.  NYSIF has 2,850 
employees located throughout the State in 12 
sites, 6 of which it owns and 6 of which it 
leases: Albany (three owned sites and one 
leased); Binghamton (leased); Buffalo 
(leased); Hempstead (owned); Melville 
(leased); New York City (owned); Rochester 
(leased); Syracuse (owned); and White Plains 
(leased).  About 1,900 employees (67 percent) 
work in buildings owned by NYSIF, while the 
other 950 (33 percent) are located in the 
leased office sites. 
 
NYSIF staff does not perform any cleaning 
activities directly.  Instead, leased locations 
are cleaned by the landlord, and NYSIF 
contracts with maintenance services to clean 
the locations it owns.  In Albany, the 
maintenance service contractor further sub-
contracts the cleaning to third-party cleaning 
service companies.  Contracted cleaning staff 

perform routine cleaning of the office space 
and restrooms. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Compliance with the Order 

 
The Order requires State agencies to: 
 

• procure products and use practices that 
reduce or minimize the risks of 
harmful effects to employees, 
custodial workers, visitors, and other 
building occupants, as well as to the 
environment; 

• encourage contractors supplying 
goods and services to select and 
procure such products; and 

 

• encourage lessors and building 
managers to select and procure such 
products. 

 
The Order provided NYSIF six months from 
the date of the Order to transition to 
conforming products.  This enabled it to 
conform in a manner that avoided waste of 
existing inventories, accommodated the 
establishment of supply chains for new 
products, enabled the training of personnel in 
appropriate work practices, and allowed the 
phase-out of products and practices that do 
not conform to the Order. 
 
In addition, the Order requires each State 
agency to assign an individual who will be 
responsible for: 
 

• assessing current facility management 
practices and use of cleaning products; 

 

• evaluating whether these products 
conform to the Order; 
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• identifying and procuring conforming 
cleaning products; and 

 

• documenting the reasons for selecting 
products that do not conform to the 
Order and including these reasons in 
the report required by the Order. 

 
We found that NYSIF is not in full 
compliance with the Order.  Although NYSIF 
officials were aware of the Order, they did not 
take timely action to fully address its 
requirements.  For example, NYSIF only 
recently sent letters to the landlords of the 
locations that it leases to encourage them to 
procure and use environmentally-preferred 
cleaning products.  These letters were dated 
January 25, 2008, shortly after NYSIF 
officials were notified of our audit.  NYSIF 
officials initially told us that the letters had 
been sent earlier, but were unable to provide 
documentation to support this claim.  No 
other communications were evident from the 
three preceding years since the Order was 
issued in January 2005. 
 
In addition, NYSIF officials informed us that 
their Director of Administration was assigned 
responsibility for assessing the practices and 
uses of cleaning products and evaluating the 
level of compliance with the Order.  
However, the current Director has only been 
in this position since November 2006, 
following the retirement of his predecessor.  
We found no evidence that the former 
Director, or anyone else, was ever assigned 
this responsibility.  As a result, NYSIF 
officials did not conduct an initial assessment 
and have not prepared a biennial assessment 
update, as required by the Order.  Without the 
required assessments, employees and the 
general public do not have the necessary 
information on what steps NYSIF took to 
comply with the Order and why no 
environmentally-preferred products are being 
used.   

In responding to our observations, NYSIF 
officials told us that they deem the cleaning to 
be adequate.  In their view, most cleaning 
tasks are done using environmentally-
preferred cleaning products.  They provided 
documentation for one of the Albany 
locations showing that 69 percent of the 
cleaning tasks are to be done using 
environmentally-preferred products.  No such 
documentation was available for the other 11 
locations.  NYSIF officials added that they 
are currently starting to assess the cleaning 
products procured by their cleaning service 
contractors and to monitor cleaning at the 
facilities that the agency owns.  Officials have 
notified the Director of Administration and 
the building head in New York City of our 
findings and intend to implement 
improvements. 
 

Procurement of Environmentally-
Preferred Products 

 
The Order requires State agencies to procure 
and use specific cleaning products having 
properties that minimize the potential impacts 
on human health and the environment 
consistent with the maintenance of the 
effectiveness of these products for the 
protection of public health and safety.  NYSIF 
does not purchase cleaning products.  Rather, 
they are purchased by cleaning service 
contractors.  Therefore, we requested that 
NYSIF officials obtain the invoices for 
cleaning products purchased by the cleaning 
companies for the New York City and Albany 
sites during the period January 2005 to 
February 2008 so we could confirm the types 
of cleaning products purchased since the 
inception of the Order.  Although NYSIF 
officials made an effort to obtain invoices 
from the cleaning companies, they were 
unable to obtain these records for us.  
Consequently we are unable to confirm
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whether environmentally-preferred cleaning 
products were procured throughout this 
period. 

 
Use of Environmentally-Preferred 

Cleaning Products 
 
We examined the cleaning supplies in the 
storage areas at NYSIF’s New York City 
building and its three owned Albany sites, 
where a total of about 1,700 (60 percent) of 
NYSIF’s employees are assigned.  We also 
observed cleaning activities at these locations 
to confirm the type of cleaning products in 
use.  Our observations of various types of 
cleaning throughout the buildings included 
the office areas, carpeted space, restrooms, 
and cafeteria.  In both New York City and 
Albany, we observed both environmentally-
preferred and conventional, non-
environmentally-preferred cleaning products 
being used. 
 
In New York City, we found 26 different 
types of cleaning chemicals on hand.  We 
confirmed that four of these products were 
certified as environmentally-preferred 
products: two multi-purpose cleaners, a floor 
cleaner, and a glass cleaner.  Further, an 
official with the contracted cleaning service 
provided us with a list of six cleaning 
products, which he claimed they use and 
which are all certified as being 
environmentally-preferred by Green Seal.  
However, we only observed two of these 
products, a multi-surface cleaner and a floor 
cleaner, in the storage closets. 
 
In addition, we observed one contract cleaner 
in New York City using a product which is 
not an environmentally-preferred product.  
When we questioned him as to the reason for 
this, he stated that the regular cleaning 
product was out of stock.  The cleaning 
supervisor in New York City told us that 

telephones, computers, and glass tabletops are 
cleaned using a conventional cleaning product 
containing ammonia.  Although we did not 
observe this product in the inventory storage 
areas, we did observe it on a cleaning cart, 
and observed desks being wiped down with it.  
The cleaning supervisor added that the 
vacuum cleaners are not equipped with a 
high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter 
(the preferred filter).  Purchasing 
environmentally sensitive vacuum cleaners 
equipped with proper filtering devices is one 
way to significantly reduce the level of 
airborne contaminants produced through the 
cleaning process.  
 
At 2 of the 3 Albany locations, we observed 
15 cleaning products in use, including 2 
conventional products that the building 
superintendent told us were brought in by 
NYSIF employees.  (NYSIF has no policy 
discouraging employees from bringing in 
cleaning products from home.)  We confirmed 
that only 5 of the 13 other products were 
certified as environmentally-preferred:  2 
multi-purpose cleaners, a disinfectant, a floor 
cleaner, and a glass cleaner.  We also 
observed a vacuum cleaner with a HEPA 
filter.  At one site, we observed the cleaning 
of the tables, chairs, sink, and counters in the 
kitchen area, using an environmentally-
preferred glass and multi-purpose cleaner.  At 
another site, which is cleaned by a different 
company, we observed the cleaning of the 
toilets, sinks, counters, mirrors, and floors in 
the restrooms using two cleaning products, 
only one of which we were able to confirm is 
an environmentally-preferred product.  The 
third site was under construction; therefore, 
we did not observe which cleaning products 
were in use there. 
 
We note that NYSIF has amended its 
contracts with the private companies that 
clean the sites it owns, requiring them to use 
environmentally-preferred cleaning products.  
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However, NYSIF does not periodically 
monitor the cleaning of these sites to ensure 
that such products are used.  As a result, 
NYSIF officials do not have assurance that 
environmentally-preferred cleaning products 
are being used, as required by the Order.  
Further, while the cleaning staff in the Albany 
locations that we visited told us that they had 
received training related to environmentally-
preferred cleaning, none of the cleaning 
personnel in New York City, to whom we 
spoke, were familiar with the concept of 
environmentally-preferred cleaning or 
recalled receiving any related training. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Conduct an assessment for all buildings 

used by NYSIF, whether owned or leased, 
and review and update the assessment 
biennially, as required by the Order. 

 
2. Make the assessment available to 

employees and the general public. 
 
3. Only use products that are on the OGS 

preferred list (or certified by either Green 
Seal or Environmental Choice) or 
document the reasons for purchasing 
and/or using non-environmentally 
preferred products. 

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our performance audit in 
accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  We audited 
NYSIF’s procurement and use of 
environmentally-preferred cleaning products, 
as required by the Order.  Our audit covered 
the period January 5, 2005, through February 
29, 2008. 
 
To accomplish our objective, we interviewed 
NYSIF officials in its administration and 
maintenance departments.  We reviewed the 

provisions of the Order and related guidance 
available on the OGS Internet site.  We 
selected a judgmental sample of four out of 
six buildings owned by NYSIF, one located in 
New York City and three located in Albany.  
We checked the inventory of cleaning 
products at each location to determine the 
types of cleaning products on hand and used.  
We observed cleaning activities in New York 
City and two of the Albany locations.  The 
third Albany location was undergoing 
renovations at the time of our visit in 
February 2008. 
 
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.  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 functions do not affect our 
ability to conduct independent audits of 
program performance. 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
The 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. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
A draft copy of this report was provided to 
NYSIF officials for their review and 
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comment.  Their comments were considered 
in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix A. 
 
Within 90 days after final release of this 
report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive Law, the Executive Director of the 
New York State Insurance Fund shall 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. 

 
CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 

 
Major contributors to this report include 
Frank Houston, John Buyce, Myron 
Goldmeer, Jeremy Mack, Katrina Lau, 
Jonathan Bernstein, Slamon Sarwari, and Sue 
Gold. 
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APPENDIX A - AUDITEE RESPONSE 
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