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Executive Summary
Purpose
To determine if the Hudson River Park Trust has established adequate controls over the following 
financial management functions: revenue and collection; procurement and contracting; time 
and attendance; budgeting and expenditure control; cash investments; and equipment and asset 
management. The audit covered the period April 1, 2010  through March 26, 2014. 
 

Background
The Hudson River Park Trust (Trust) is a public benefit corporation authorized under the Hudson 
River Park Act (Act)  in 1998.  The Act also created Hudson River Park (Park), which includes the 
area along the Hudson River waterfront, generally from the northern boundary of Battery Place 
to the northern boundary of 59th Street in Manhattan. The Trust has authority over the planning, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Park. Under the Act, the State and New York City 
granted the Trust a possessory interest in the real property that composes the Park for a term not 
to exceed 99 years. The Trust has a 13-member Board with members appointed by the Mayor, 
Governor, and the Manhattan Borough President. The Trust also has approximately 59 full-time 
employees and 11 part-time and seasonal workers. The Trust is designed as a financially self-
sustaining entity, meaning that all revenues generated within the Park are used to fund the costs 
of maintenance and operations. The primary sources of revenues in fiscal year 2013 were leases, 
occupancy permit fees, revenue from the parking garage, and certain user fees.

Key Findings
• Opportunities exist for the Trust to improve its practices related to revenue collection, 

procurement, investments, time and attendance, budgeting, and equipment inventories. 
• The Trust needs to improve its monitoring of payments from tenants. For three contracts, the 

Trust did not collect $297,925 in revenues because tenants: reduced their payments to the 
Trust by the amounts of maintenance costs, which were not documented; did not pay rent for 
a year; or paid the wrong amount of rent. 

• Two vendor contracts were awarded and modified by $16.9 million, but the documentation in 
support of the vendor selection and contract modification was incomplete.    

Key Recommendations  
• Strengthen controls over the award of revenue contracts and the monitoring of revenues from 

such contracts.
• Ensure the Trust follows its prescribed guidelines for the competitive procurement of goods and 

services consistently.
• Improve budget procedures to ensure they comply with regulatory requirements for updates, 

quarterly reports, explanations of variances, and assessments of their propriety.
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State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

Division of State Accountability

December 26, 2014

Ms. Diana L. Taylor 
Chair
Hudson River Park Trust
353 West Street
New York, NY   10014 
      
Dear Ms. Taylor:

The Office of the State Comptroller is committed to helping State agencies, public authorities 
and local government agencies manage their resources efficiently and effectively.  By so doing, it 
provides accountability for tax dollars spent to support government operations. The Comptroller 
oversees the fiscal affairs of State agencies, public authorities and local government agencies, as 
well as their compliance with relevant statutes and their observance of good business practices. 
This fiscal oversight is accomplished, in part, through our audits, which identify opportunities for 
improving operations. Audits can also identify strategies for reducing costs and strengthening 
controls that are intended to safeguard assets. 

Following is a report of our audit of the Hudson River Park Trust entitled Selected Financial 
Management Practices.  This audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority 
under Article X, Section 5 of the State Constitution and Section 2803 of the Public Authorities Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for you to use in effectively managing 
your operations and in meeting the expectations of taxpayers. If you have any questions about 
this report, please feel free to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability
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Background  
The Hudson River Park Trust (Trust) is a public benefit corporation authorized under the Hudson 
River Park Act (Act). The Act also created the Hudson River Park (Park), which includes the area 
along the Hudson River waterfront, generally from the northern boundary of Battery Place to 
the northern boundary of 59th Street in Manhattan. The Trust has authority over the planning, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Park. Under the Act, the Trust was granted a 
possessory interest in State and New York City owned property within the boundaries of the Park 
for a term not to exceed 99 years. The Trust has a 13-member Board. The Governor and Mayor 
each appoint five members and the Manhattan Borough President appoints three members.  

As of November 26, 2013, the Trust had 59 full-time and 11 part-time and seasonal employees.   
The Act states that “the costs of the operation and maintenance of the park be paid by revenues 
generated within the Hudson river park and that those revenues be used only for park purposes.”  
Additional funding by the State and the City may be allocated as necessary to meet the costs of 
operating and maintaining the Park.  The Trust had operating revenues of about $34.2 million and 
operating expenses of about $26.2 million for the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013. The primary 
sources of operating revenue include property lease payments, occupancy permit fees, parking 
revenue, and certain user fees. The revenue includes contributions from Friends of Hudson River 
Park,   a not-for-profit organization related to the Trust. The operating amounts do not reflect the 
Trust’s capital expenses of $27.4 million. 

The New York City Economic Development Corporation (EDC) collects rents on behalf of the City 
for Piers 79 and 94 under leases with third parties, and EDC remits the monies to the Trust semi-
annually.  EDC also collects rents on the New York City Passenger Ship Terminal (Piers 88, 90, and 
92) and is required to forward a percentage of any revenues to the Trust.   
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Audit Findings and Recommendations 
The Trust needs to improve its practices related to revenue collection, procurement, investments, 
payroll, budgeting, and equipment inventories. Among the weaknesses identified, the Trust 
did not: maximize the amount of revenues from certain tenants; adequately ensure that EDC 
reported revenues correctly; and document the contractor selection process. Our report makes 
19 recommendations to improve the Trust’s financial management practices.

Revenue Contracts  

The Trust has revenue contracts that were assigned to it when it was created and others that 
were negotiated after its inception. Among these is a contract for the operation of  a parking 
garage. In addition, effective September 8, 1998, the Act states that New York City (through its 
agent, EDC) shall pay the Trust 15 percent of any revenues it receives from any lease, concession 
agreement, license, or other agreement related to Piers 79 and 94 for a period of five years.  For 
the period thereafter, the City shall pay the Trust 20 percent of any such revenues. 

Contracts with EDC

Regarding the EDC agreement for Piers 79 and 94, the Trust received only partial rent payments 
and late fees for 2013, and  the amounts paid for base rent for Pier 79 were incorrect.  The Trust 
was remiss in not monitoring its receivables to ensure timely payment.    As of April 18, 2014, 
the Trust received a payment totaling $119,175 for rent and late fees EDC collected from the 
vendors for Pier 79 for all of 2013 and seven months’ rent for Pier 94. The rent payments are made 
semiannually. A half year of Pier 79’s rent was paid late, and the Trust is still owed five months’ 
rent totaling $40,000 for Pier 94. Also, EDC did not include an increase due to changes in the 
Consumer Price Index.   This resulted in the Trust not receiving $1,255 for the period November 
2010 to December 2012.   

Trust officials stated that they receive checks on a semi-annual basis and do not have any 
procedures to verify that rental revenues are correct. By not verifying amounts received from 
EDC as rental revenue, the Trust does not know if it is receiving the correct amount.   We reviewed 
revenues based on the percentage of gross ticket sales and miscellaneous revenues for Pier 79 for 
selected months in 2011, 2012, and 2013, and we concluded that the amounts paid to the Trust 
were correct.

The Trust should also receive a percentage of revenue from the Passenger Ship Terminal at Piers 
88, 90, and 92.  However, there is a supplementary agreement for renovations at those piers, 
which requires the Trust to pay a portion of the construction cost from 2006 to 2025, totaling 
$437.5 million. These amounts are offset against any revenue earned before the Trust receives 
any payments.  The Trust was not provided an accounting of these monies, nor has it attempted 
to obtain one.  We requested an accounting from EDC for 2006 to 2014 for $174.9 million, but as 
of May 6, 2014, it was not provided to us.   
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Contracts with Tenants

The Trust had 43  revenue contracts (including 36 permits and 7 leases), which  generated revenues 
of about $24.3 million   from April 1, 2010 to March 31, 2013. We reviewed nine revenue contracts 
totaling about $4.7 million  to determine whether the contracts were properly managed. We 
found that: 

• A tenant decreased its rent payments for loss of space and bathroom credits by $256,670 
for the four years 2010 through 2013.  The tenant is required to provide proof of payment 
for actual expenses incurred for the bathroom facilities. However, the Trust did not have 
documentation to justify these rent reductions taken by the tenant.   In addition, we visited 
the public women’s restroom at the tenant’s facility on March 12, 2014, and found that 
one of the two sinks in the women’s restroom was out of service.  When we returned on 
March 24, 2014, the sink was still covered in a black garbage bag and not available for use. 
Because $221,049 of the tenant’s rental payments were reduced for costs to maintain the 
bathrooms, the Trust should have ensured the tenant repaired the sink timely.    

Broken sink covered by garbage bag in public women’s restroom at the tenant’s facility on March 12, 2014
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• A tenant has been charged a fee of $1,200 a month for its marina permit since 1996. This 
permit does not contain an escalation clause, and the fee has not been increased since 
1996. We noted that the cumulative rate of inflation for the period 2000 to 2014 is 45 
percent, and the fee would have been $1,740 if it kept pace with inflation. In response to 
our preliminary findings, Trust officials agreed with our observations about the permit fee. 

• A contract with a restaurant requires it to submit a monthly statement of gross receipts 
with supporting documentation to the Trust.  Specifically, it “shall include a printout from 
its electronic accounting software program of all cash receipts throughout such month.“ 
We requested the electronic statement of cash receipts from April 1, 2010 through 
March 31, 2011. According to the CFO, the tenant has never submitted such printouts.  
In addition, the Trust does not verify the cash receipts reported until year end, when the 
tenant submits its “Annual Summary Statement of Gross Receipts,” Income and Expense 
Statement, and tax returns. We noted that the tenant’s internal audit discovered $3,816 
of unreported income from 2011. However, Trust officials were not aware of this error 
until the tenant notified them and sent a check on July 31, 2012.  In response to our 
preliminary findings, Trust officials indicated they are preparing a new lease that will 
require submission of copies of electronic statements of all monthly gross receipts, both 
cash and credit.   

Contract Award Process  

We sampled five revenue contracts that started between April 1, 2013 and January 14, 2014 to 
determine how the Trust established fair rental values and awarded the contracts. We found 
that the Trust does not have written procedures for awarding revenue contracts. In addition, 
we reviewed the contract documents and noted that the selection committee members were 
not identified. Also, the proposal package (including the postmark and time of receipt) was not 
available for four of the five sampled contracts.  

Also, for one competitive procurement (the Greenwich Village Café project),    the Trust received 
three proposals. The proposals were opened by five Trust staff, including a representative from 
the legal department. The Request for Proposal (RFP) stated, “Proposals received after the 
time and date listed above will be returned unopened and will not be considered for award.”   
However, two of the proposals were received shortly after the deadline of 3:00 p.m. on January 
29, 2010.  No acknowledgement of the late receipt of the proposals was made in the Trust’s 
proposal selection documentation. 

The RFP also stipulated that “Failure to comply will result in the automatic disqualification of a 
submission from further consideration.” The Trust requires responses to RFPs to have certain 
information on the submission envelope. Specifically, the name of the firm submitting the 
response, its address, the solicitation ID number, and return date must be indicated.  However, 
we noted that one of the late proposals did not include the name of the firm on the envelope, as 
required. Also, the other late proposal did not include the bidder’s name and address, solicitation 
number, or return date on the envelope.   

Despite the late submissions and lack of compliance with other submission requirements, the 
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Trust awarded a contract to one of the late proposers for a period of five years.  However, the 
Trust cancelled the contract after about 18 months because the firm did not meet its payment 
obligations to the Trust. 

Recommendations

1. Strengthen controls over the award of revenue contracts and the monitoring of revenues from 
such contracts. Controls should include (but not be limited to): ensuring all revenue due the 
Trust is collected in a timely manner and obtaining detailed documentation from tenants for 
all adjustments to the amounts paid.

2. Ensure that tenants maintain facilities in good condition, including making necessary repairs 
promptly.      

3. Formally evaluate monthly permit rates, relative to fair market value, for agreements that do 
not include escalation clauses. Revise permit terms accordingly.

4. Require EDC to provide complete and accurate documentation to support the construction 
and renovation costs for Piers 88, 90, and 92 which are offset against revenues otherwise due 
the Trust. 

5. Increase the frequency of revenue review for contracts that involve percentage payments.  
Monthly remittances should include sufficient detail to support the monthly gross amounts.   

6. Enforce compliance with RFP requirements for all vendors. This includes rejecting proposals 
that are not prepared in accordance with the instructions in the RFP. 

Expense Contracts

From fiscal years 2011, 2012, and 2013, we reviewed a sample of ten contracts totaling about 
$36.1 million (from a population of 65 expense contracts totaling about $70.8 million). The ten 
contracts included both operations and capital contracts. We determined that the Trust did not 
sufficiently justify the awards of two contracts totaling $9.4 million (based on original contract 
values).  One of these contracts was subsequently increased by more than $15 million for 
additional work without vendor competition. 

Single Source Contracts

According to the Trust’s 2011 Procurement Guidelines (Guidelines), in a Single Source 
procurement, the Trust must document in the procurement record: (i) the circumstances leading 
to the selection of the contractor, including alternatives considered; (ii) its rationale for selecting 
the specific vendor; and (iii) the basis upon which it determined costs were reasonable and how 
the conclusion was reached.
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The Trust awarded a contract for $5.1 million to a vendor for “Construction Management 
Services” without competition.  Under this contract, the vendor does the engineering for various 
park restoration projects and then procures, selects, and manages the related construction work 
performed by selected sub-contractors.  Among several reasons, the Trust awarded the contract 
to the vendor over other construction management service companies because the contractor’s 
work on other Trust projects was satisfactory, and the vendor was on-site and could quickly 
mobilize to meet the Trust’s requirements.

Although the Trust had a list of alternative contractors for construction management, it did not 
contact any of them to determine whether they could meet the Trust’s requirements. According 
to Trust officials, the contract was a single source procurement. Therefore, it did not need to 
query the other contractors. The Trust documented some of its rationale for selecting the vendor 
and the basis upon which it determined costs were reasonable. However, documentation of other 
important steps was lacking. Specifically, we determined that:

• The Trust did not have a system to formally evaluate contractors’ performance. Instead, 
Trust officials relied solely on a statement from its Vice President for Design and 
Construction indicating that the contractor performed satisfactorily under the previously 
awarded contract;

• The Trust only compared the vendor’s fees for the three of the 11 individuals who worked 
under a previously awarded contract. There was no evaluation for the eight others who 
worked on the contract; and

• There was no documentation to support the evaluation and determination of the 
reasonableness of the vendor’s fees and approach. Further, we were advised that the 
Trust employee who made this determination was briefed by the vendor only one day 
before the contract went to the Board for approval.

Moreover, the contract was amended twice, increasing the contract nearly 300 percent. 
According to Trust officials, they did not bid out the additional contract work because it was 
primarily awarded to sub-contractors. Trust officials stated that the sub-contractors’ work was 
competitively bid and was billed to the Trust without a mark-up. The contractor billed only for the 
additional construction management work involved. In addition, this contract was not submitted 
to the Office of the State Comptroller for approval before it was awarded, as required by the 
Public Authorities Reform Act of 2009.  Trust officials advised us that they submitted the contract 
for approval after award.

 Request for Proposal Documentation 

According to the Trust’s 2000 Procurement Guidelines, “an analysis of the proposals and/or bids 
submitted shall be documented in reasonable detail.” In May 2003, the Trust awarded Contract 
A4020 for construction management services related to Segments 6 and 7 of the Park. According to 
the Contract Summary, the Trust issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) and received responses from 
24 contractors. On March 4, 2003, the Trust received eight proposals ranging from $3,427,089 to 
$9,141,700. These amounts include the base bid, reimbursable amounts, fixed general conditions 
amounts, and alternatives. The Trust reviewed the eight proposals and selected five firms for 
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interview. The Trust then determined the vendor that had the necessary experience, offered the 
most favorable financial terms, and best met the needs of the project as set forth by the RFP.  Our 
review of the contract files showed that the RFPs ranged in value from $3,099,522 to $7,941,700. 

We found the Trust awarded the contract to a vendor for $4,376,459, which was $551,834 more 
than the vendor’s proposed amount of $3,824,625. The procurement records did not contain 
documentation to support the increase in the award. Although price is not the only factor in a 
RFP procurement, the vendor’s proposal was $136,873 more than the lowest proposal. Based 
on the other proposals submitted, the increased award amount, and the lack of documentation 
supporting the increase, it is unclear that the vendor offered the Trust the most favorable financial 
terms.  

According to the Contract Summary, all construction management services shall continue until 
the completion of construction in Segments 6 and 7, which was originally projected for the end of 
2006. However, the Trust authorized two amendments (one in 2011 and the other in 2012), five 
years after the contract completion date,  that changed the scope of work to include construction 
management services for Piers 81 and 97. The amended work also increased the total contract 
amount from $4,376,459  to $6,011,544 (a 37 percent increase).  Based on the significant contract 
changes (including the estimated contract completion date and the increased scope of work and 
contract amount), the Trust should have used a competitive process to award the additional work.

Minority and Women-Owned Business Enterprise Procurements

The Trust awarded a contract for Stair and Elevator Architectural/Engineering Services. The 
vendor is an M/WBE and submitted a proposal for $198,510, which is under the $200,000 limit 
for awarding M/WBE contracts without competition.  Nonetheless, for contracts of this amount, 
the Trust could seek competition among various M/WBEs to ensure it receives services at the 
most reasonable cost. Additionally, the Trust  did not advertise the contract in the NYS Contract 
Reporter, as required. Trust management stated that they were not aware of the requirement to 
advertise in the Contract Reporter.  

Recommendations

7. Ensure the Trust consistently follows its prescribed guidelines for the competitive procurement 
of goods and services. 

8. Submit contracts to the Office of the State Comptroller for approval before the contract is 
awarded, as required by the Public Authorities Reform Act of 2009.

9. Expand procurement guidelines to include specific thresholds for when to bid out additional 
work and establish a formal contract evaluation process. Include formal analysis of the factors 
considered by Trust staff to evaluate proposals and support selections of vendors.

10. Formally consider competition from other M/WBE firms when awarding contracts approaching 
the $200,000 threshold for competitive procurement.    
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11. As required, ensure that contracts are advertised in the NYS Contract Reporter.

Cash and Investments

The Trust’s Investment Guidelines (Guidelines) were approved by the Board of Directors on 
October 7, 1999. The Board is required by Section 2925 of the Public Authorities Law to annually 
approve the Guidelines, but there is no record this was done for the four years ended March 31, 
2014. Trust officials advised they will obtain Board approval for fiscal year 2015.  

The Guidelines require an Annual Investment Report to be filed with various officials in the Trust 
and State Government within 90 days after the close of each fiscal year.  This report should include 
the Investment Guidelines, the results of the Annual Investment Audit, the investment income 
record of the Trust, and a list of total fees, commissions,  or other charges paid to each investment 
banker, broker, etc.  From April 1, 2010 to March 31, 2013, the Trust had the following amounts 
invested and/or in bank deposits: 

Pursuant to an agreement between the Trust and its investment manager, dated February 29, 
2000, the manager was required to manage the Trust’s investments subject to and in accordance 
with the agreement and Trust Investment Guidelines. During November 2011, the Trust ended its 
agreement with the investment manager due to a decline in the market and because management 
fees exceeded earnings. The investments were moved to bank accounts in 2011. This resulted in 
the Trust having 14 bank accounts at two banks.  Bank A had 12 accounts, and Bank B had two 
accounts. 

Our audit determined that the Trust is relying on the Independent Auditor’s Report on Investment 
Compliance, which is part of the annual certified financial report. However, this report did not 
include the investment income record of the Trust or contain a list of total fees, commissions, or 
other charges paid to each investment banker, as required.  

We reviewed five months (October 2012, January 2013, June 2013, November 2013, and March 
2014) to determine whether the Trust’s bank deposits were collateralized in compliance with the 
Guidelines.  We found the funds on deposit in 12 accounts with Bank A were collateralized, but 
there was no confirmation that the rating of the investment security met the Trust’s Guidelines. 
The balances at Bank B were tenants’ security deposits (about $330,000) and monthly rent wire 
transfers (about $289,000  from a major tenant). These amounts exceeded the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation limit of $250,000. The Trust had a bank statement for one of the accounts 
indicating that the collateral for October 2012 was $375,021, but did not provide a statement 
for the other account.  Since the aggregate balance in the two accounts for that period totaled 

Cash and Investments 
Asset 2011 2012 2013 

Cash and Cash Equivalents $12,651,526 $65,566,883 $60,920,767 
Investments 61,265,455 5,501,466 0 
Total $73,916,981 $71,068,349 $60,920,767 
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$1,997,308, the Trust did not document that there was sufficient collateral for all funds on deposit.  

In March 2013, Bank B unilaterally ended the tri-party agreement and moved the Trust’s collateral 
from an individual account to an omnibus account for all New York State funds. The Trust was not 
aware of this change until May 2014, when officials followed up on our request for evidence that 
the investments were collateralized. Trust management stated they have revised the procedure 
requiring the tenant to wire its monthly rent to a different account at Bank A.  Also, as with the 
other bank, the Trust did not periodically ensure the investment ratings were in compliance with 
its Guidelines.   

Recommendations  

12. Approve Investment Guidelines annually as required by Section 2925 of the Public  Authorities                                  
Law.  

13. Prepare an Annual Investment Report in compliance with all the specified requirements. 

14. Monitor and periodically verify collateral amounts and investment ratings for all accounts.

Budget and Expenditure Control 

State Comptroller’s Regulation 2 NYCRR Part 203 (Regulation) prescribes the procedures that 
public authorities (including the Trust) should follow for budget management and approval. The 
Regulation requires the Trust to have supporting documentation for its budget assumptions; 
however, officials provided no documentation for the three years (2011- 13) in our audit scope. 
 
The Regulation also requires a written mid-year update to the Board on the budget and associated 
financial plan and at least quarterly updates to the Board on the status of the actual revenues 
and expenses compared to annual budget targets. However, there was no evidence that mid-
year updates were provided to the Board. The Trust does issue quarterly budget reports, which 
compare budget to actual expenditures and revenues. However, they do not contain explanations 
of differences. For example, the Office Equipment/Furniture item was budgeted at $104,250, but 
as of December 2013, $146,647 was spent (or 41 percent above the budget). The quarterly report 
shows this, but it does not explain what happened or how the expenditure was justified. When 
we asked Trust officials about this, officials told us that a variance of 10 percent was considered 
significant. Hence, an explanation and approval for expenditures above the budgeted amount 
should have been provided.

The Trust’s budgets for fiscal years 2012 to 2014 show revenue from charitable contributions 
totaling $2.77 million. We noted that in 2012, the amount was $20,000, and in 2013 it was 
increased to $1 million. This is a substantial increase; however, there was no documentation to 
support it. In addition, for the 2014 fiscal year, quarterly reports from the Trust’s independent 
accounting firm indicate $1.9 million in charitable contributions - not the $1.75 million the Trust 
budgeted. However, without formal pledges with each source clearly identified along with a 
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record of payment, it is difficult to determine if the budgeted charitable revenues were actually 
received.  Moreover, based on our review of the Trust’s financial statements, we concluded that 
the Trust received $245,380 less in charitable revenues than it budgeted from 2012 to 2014. 
The Trust should maintain documentation of the amounts pledged along with the corresponding 
payments to help ensure that charitable contributions needed for Park operations are received. 

Recommendations

15. Improve budget procedures to ensure compliance with the Regulation, including budget 
updates, quarterly reports, explanations of variances, and determinations of their propriety. 
Maintain support for budget assumptions and calculations, as required by the Regulation. 

16. Ensure budget estimates of revenues from charitable contributions are adequately supported    
by documentation, including pledges, corresponding payments, and other pertinent records 
and analysis.   

Time and Attendance

The Trust is responsible for ensuring that its employees are paid the proper amounts, depending 
on their individual pay rates, and that their leave accruals are properly accounted for. We reviewed 
the payroll records for seven employees for six payroll periods. We found that five of the seven 
employees had time sheets for at least one pay period without supervisory approvals. One of 
the five employees did not have supervisor approval for three consecutive pay periods. As such, 
the Trust had limited assurance that personnel worked the hours they claimed on their time 
sheets. The supervisors who failed to approve employee time sheets did not ensure that the Trust 
received the services it paid for. 

The payroll administrator, who started in November 2013, stated that when she receives a time 
sheet without supervisory approval, she requires the supervisor to manually sign the time sheet. 
In response to preliminary findings, officials stated that the instances we identified were for a 
limited duration, when they did not have a full-time payroll administrator. However, the absence 
of a payroll administrator should not have prevented supervisors from approving time sheets. 

Further, from June 2013 to November 2013, the duties of the payroll administrator were 
assigned to the Trust’s internal auditor, an employee living out of state and working from home. 
This employee was full-time and was paid an annual salary of $89,945 in 2013. The employee 
performed her work functions through the Trust’s computer network.

We found that this employee has had an off-site work arrangement with the Trust since 2006. 
Over that time, this employee has held the positions of Payroll Administrator, Account Manager, 
Controller, and Internal Auditor. With the exception of Internal Auditor, the Trust has subsequently 
filled these positions with full-time, on-site staff. The Trust could not provide documents to 
demonstrate it is obtaining sufficient service and benefit from this employee in relation to the 
employee’s compensation. In responding to the draft report, Trust officials advised us that they 
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have taken steps to improve the reporting and documentation of the employee’s activities.  

Recommendations 

17. Instruct supervisors of the importance of reviewing and approving by signing employee time  
cards promptly.  

18. Formally assess the activities and productivity of the employee who is working at home and 
out-of-state. Revise this employee’s work assignments and/or compensation, as appropriate.  

Equipment Inventory 

The Trust Asset Inventory Policies and Procedures require an annual inventory of its assets.  
There are two definitions of a Trust asset; one definition states “any physical object owned by any 
department of the Trust.”  The other definition requires meeting one of four criteria: (1) intended 
for checkout (a formal process for temporary assignment of an asset to staff), (2) the department 
elects to track it, (3) value of $1,000 or more, and (4) a useful life greater than one year.  

We requested the Trust’s annual inventories for 2010-13. The Trust provided only one Asset 
Inventory dated December 13, 2013, containing 2,844 items with a historical cost of $4,263,032.  
We selected a judgmental sample of 74 items, valued at $170,246, which consisted  primarily of 
computer equipment, high value maintenance equipment, a vehicle, and small high risk items to 
verify. We located 72 of the items. The two missing items were binoculars.  Subsequently, Trust 
officials provided us with their “Hurricane Sandy Environment and Education Department Losses” 
chart, which showed that two binoculars were contaminated, and as such, Trust staff disposed of 
them.

We also selected two items from the parking garage to verify back to the asset inventory listing.  
The items were a generator valued at $326 and a drill valued at $303. The Trust Asset Inventory 
listing did not include these two items. The Trust’s inventory does not include any assets attributed 
to the garage operations. 

Our sample revealed opportunities to improve the Trust’s asset inventory controls. These areas 
of improvement pertained to the conduct of annual physical inventories, keeping the inventory 
list current and complete, and deleting items that are destroyed or otherwise disposed of. Weak 
asset inventory controls could increase the risk of lost Trust assets and assets not available for 
use, as well as the inaccurate accounting for Trust assets. 

Recommendation  

19. Strengthen asset inventory control procedures by ensuring that: physical inventories of assets 
are conducted annually; inventory listings are current, complete, and accurate; and items that 
are lost or otherwise disposed of are deleted from the listing. 
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Audit Scope and Methodology
The audit objective was to determine whether the Hudson River Park Trust has established 
adequate controls over the following financial management functions: revenue and collection; 
procurement and contracting; time and attendance; budgeting and expenditure control; cash 
and investments; and equipment and asset management. We audited selected aspects of these 
financial management practices for the period April 1, 2010 through March 26, 2014. 

To accomplish our objective, we reviewed the relevant sections of State law, the Trust’s procedures, 
procurement guidelines, contract files, and regulations. We also interviewed officials and staff 
involved with Trust financial operations  and made visual observations of Trust activities. We 
reviewed time and attendance records for seven employees for the period (selected judgmentally) 
of June 1 through August 30, 2013. 

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on 
our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.

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  
This audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority under Article X, Section 5 
of the State Constitution and Section 2803 of the Public Authorities Law.

Reporting Requirements
We provided Trust officials with a draft copy of this report for their review and formal comment.  
In their response to the draft report, Trust officials concurred with most of our recommendations 
and indicated that they have already taken actions to adopt several of them.  Trust officials also 
indicated that they did not agree with some of our findings or believed that they required further 
clarification.  Consequently, we revised certain matters in the final report.  Also, our rejoinders 
to comments in the Trust’s response are included in the report’s State Comptroller’s Comments.
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Within 90 days of the final release of this report, as required by Section 170 of the Executive Law, 
the Chair of the Hudson River Park Trust 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 why.
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* See State Comptroller’s Comments, page 36.
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State Comptroller’s Comments
1. Section 10b of the Act requires such payments due the Trust to be expeditiously transferred 

to it.  We question whether a payment made nearly six months after it is due is consistent 
with the requirement for expeditious transfer. 

2. Contrary to the Trust’s response, a tenant official stated that during an internal audit it 
was determined that income of $3,816 was not reported, and consequently, the tenant 
sent the Trust a check to correct the error (underpayment).  Moreover, as detailed in our 
report, the Trust was not aware of the error until it received the tenant’s check.

3. We applied the Trust’s written policies and procedures to assess its receipt and evaluation 
of bids for major projects and procurements.  The fact remains that the Trust did not 
comply with its written procedures in the cases cited in our report.     

4. Based on the information provided by the Trust, we revised the final report to reference 
the Vice President for Design and Construction.  

5. According to Trust officials, the meeting between Trust management and its outside 
“Construction Management industry expert” was not required by the Trust’s Procurement 
Guidelines. We do not question this. However, we do question the adequacy of an informal 
briefing one day before a $5 million contract was presented to the Board for approval. 
Further, documenting the briefing does not mitigate the lack of time for a meaningful 
review of the proposed work. 

6. We believe the numbers presented in our report are correct. Trust officials provided 
us with multiple versions of the summaries of the dollar amounts used to evaluate this 
contract, and as such, they are likely referencing a different version of the summary. 
Moreover, one of the cost components represented “alternatives” and referred to work 
that would be done “if the circumstances allow.” Due to the uncertainty as to whether 
certain expenses would be incurred, the RFPs should have been evaluated and a contract 
awarded for the work that was actually required (and not for work which likely would not 
have been performed). 

7. We reviewed the information provided by the Trust and concluded that the amount in 
our report is correct.  Further, contrary to the Trust’s response, the documents provided 
clearly indicated that the scope (and estimated cost) of the work changed for both of the 
amendments. In both cases, the contract was awarded to the same contractor, although 
no RFP had been issued for the additional work.  

8. The requirement for advertising in the NYS Contract Reporter became effective in 2006.  
Thus, the Trust should have advertised the contract.  

9. The Trust provided us with a memorandum stating: “In March 2011, HRPT’s Board of 
Directors approved a contract with Company A for Pier 40 Stair and Elevator Architectural/
Engineering Services. As detailed in the March 24, 2011 Board memo, the Trust selected 
Company A primarily because New York State allows for discretionary purchases from 
certified M/WBE vendors in amounts below $200,000 pursuant to Section 2829 of the 
Public Authorities Law.” Although the memorandum mentions that other factors were 
considered, we concluded that the most significant factor in the selection of Company A 
was, in fact, its M/WBE status.

10. Based on the Trust’s response, we revised our report, including deletion of the sentence 
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in question pertaining to the tenants’ security deposits.  
11. Trust officials should periodically research the valuation of U.S. issued securities.  Even 

relatively small fluctuations in prevailing interest rates can have material impacts on 
securities, particularly those of longer-term duration. 

12. We returned to the Trust on October 20, 2014 (after our draft report was issued), to 
review the e-mails and worksheets referenced in the Trust’s response that would illustrate 
compliance with State Comptroller’s Regulation 2 NYCRR Part 203. We note that these 
documents were not previously provided to us. Further, we found the information did 
not provide required information such as: (1) detailed estimates of projected operating 
revenues and other sources of funding; (2) an explanation of the public authority’s 
relationship with the unit or units of government, if any, on whose behalf or benefit the 
authority was established; and (3) a statement of the annual projected capital cost broken 
down by category and sources of funding. 

13. Trust officials have provided an accommodation to this employee for several years, but 
did not have adequate documentation to demonstrate that they properly monitored 
the employee’s work. Based on the Trust’s response to the draft report, we revised our 
presentation of this matter to focus more specifically on the weakness in the oversight of 
the employees’ activities.  
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