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Division of State Government Accountability

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

February 10, 2010

Martha K. Hirst
Commissioner
New York City Department of Citywide Administrative Services
One Centre Street, 17th Floor
New York, NY 10007

Dear Ms. Hirst:

The Offi ce of the State Comptroller is committed to helping State agencies, public authorities 
and local government agencies manage government resources effi ciently and effectively and, by 
so doing, providing accountability for tax dollars spent to support government operations.  The 
Comptroller oversees the fi scal 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 fi scal 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 Sale and Disposal of Surplus Assets.  This audit was 
performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority under Article V, Section 1 of the State 
Constitution and Article III of the General Municipal 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,

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Division of State Government Accountability

Authority Letter
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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Audit Objective

Our objective was to determine whether the New York City Department of Citywide Administrative 
Services (Department) properly accounts for and maximizes the revenue from its sale and disposal 
of surplus assets.

Audit Results - Summary

We found that the Department properly accounted for the revenue received in the sales transactions 
we tested.  However, we also determined that, if the Department made certain improvements in 
its practices, it could increase the amount of revenue it earns from the sale and disposal of surplus 
assets and better ensure that certain assets are properly valued when they are disposed of.

The Department is responsible for the disposal of surplus assets (i.e., assets that are no longer 
needed or usable) held by New York City agencies.  Surplus vehicles are sold at public auctions, 
certain other items are sold to contractors at set prices, various miscellaneous items are advertised 
for sale and sold through competitive sealed bids, and items with no value are discarded or 
destroyed.  During the 28-month period ended October 31, 2008, the Department reported a total 
of about $22.1 million in revenue from the sale of surplus assets, including $17 million from 
auctioned vehicles, almost $2 million from scrap metal sold by the pound, and about $3.1 million 
from the sale of other items.

We determined that the Department could likely generate additional revenue if it sold surplus 
assets on the Internet, as the New York State Offi ce of General Services (OGS) does with surplus 
State assets.  We estimate that this additional revenue could total as much as $600,000 a year.  The 
Department is currently prohibited by State law from using the Internet to sell surplus assets, while 
OGS is permitted to do so.  We recommend Department offi cials seek similar permission.

We also found that, in some cases, the Department could realize more revenue from the sale of 
surplus vehicles if it sold the vehicles for scrap.  For example, we identifi ed 122 SUVs and other 
large passenger vehicles that were auctioned for $300 or less, and estimated that the Department 
could have received a total of $8,900 more for these vehicles if it had sold them for scrap instead.  
We recommend the Department set a minimum auction price for each vehicle that is equal to the 
amount that could be realized if the vehicle were sold for scrap, and sell the vehicle for scrap if that 
minimum price is not bid at the auction.

Executive Summary
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We found that the Department does not ensure that the reported weight of surplus assets sold for 
scrap is accurate.  Surplus assets containing metal may be sold for scrap, for a certain amount 
per pound, under a Department disposal contract.  The items are to be weighed by the vendor 
purchasing the metal.  The contract contains certain provisions for ensuring the accuracy of this 
reported weight.  However, we found that these provisions are not always enforced.  As a result, 
there is no assurance the Department is being paid the full amount due under the contract.

We also found that, when City agencies report that their surplus assets have no value, the Department 
generally accepts their assessments without question.  It usually does not require documentation 
supporting their assessments, such as photographs of the assets or details about the items’ age and 
condition, and does not examine the assets to verify the assessments.  As a result, there is a risk 
some of these assets have value and the Department is missing opportunities to realize additional 
revenue from their sale.

Our report contains eight recommendations to aid the Department in maximizing its revenues from 
the sale of surplus assets, as well as to help improve its administrative procedures.  Department 
offi cials generally agreed with our recommendations and indicated that they are in the process of 
addressing some and further analyzing others to determine their cost-benefi t to implement.

This report, dated February 10, 2010, is available on our website at: http://www.osc.state.ny.us.
Add or update your mailing list address by contacting us at: (518) 474-3271 or
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Division of State Government Accountability
110 State Street, 11th Floor
Albany, NY 12236
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Introduction

The primary responsibility of the New York City Department of Citywide 
Administrative Services (Department) is to ensure that New York City 
agencies have the critical resources and support they need to provide the 
best possible services to the public.  To assist City agencies, the Department 
purchases, inspects, and distributes supplies and equipment; provides overall 
facilities management, including security, maintenance, and construction 
services; locates space for City agencies; purchases gas, electricity, and 
other energy for City agencies; recruits and hires City employees; and 
administers licensing services for the public.

In addition, in accordance with the New York City Charter, the Department is 
responsible for the sale and disposal of surplus assets held by City agencies 
(i.e., assets that are no longer needed or are unusable).  Before disposing 
of such assets, the Department determines whether any City agencies can 
use the assets, and if they can, it transfers the assets to those agencies.  If 
no agencies can use the assets, and the assets have value, the Department 
sells the assets.  If the assets have no value, the Department authorizes the 
agencies to discard or destroy the assets.

The Department has established written procedures for City agencies 
to follow when they identify surplus assets.  In particular, the agencies’ 
designated salvage offi cers are to send the prescribed relinquishment 
forms to the Department listing these surplus assets.  The Department then 
determines how the assets are to be disposed of, and instructs the agencies 
accordingly.

For example, surplus vehicles are to be listed on the Department’s website 
for public notice and sold at bi-weekly public auctions.  Computer equipment 
is generally disposed of through a computer-removal contract, with the 
contractor paying a fi xed amount for each item received.  Scrap metal is 
also disposed of through a contract, with the contractor paying a certain 
amount per pound for the metal.  Other items are to be advertised for sale in 
the City Record and then sold through competitive sealed bids.

During the 28-month period ending on October 31, 2008, the Department 
reported a total of about $22.1 million in revenue from the sale of surplus 
assets.  This revenue consisted of about $17 million from the sale of vehicles 
at public auctions, nearly $2 million from the sale of scrap metal to its 
contractor, and about $3.1 million from the sale of other items.

Background

Introduction
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We audited to determine whether the Department properly accounts for and 
maximizes the revenue from its sale and disposal of surplus assets.  Our 
audit scope covered the 28-month period from July 1, 2006 through October 
31, 2008.  To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed Department 
offi cials and reviewed relevant laws, rules, policies, and records.  In 
particular, we reviewed the Rules of the City of New York; the City 
Comptroller’s Directives; the 2008 New York City Technology Plan; and 
relevant Department policies, procedures and contracts.  We also reviewed 
relevant correspondence between the Department and City agencies, and 
documentation relating to the sales of items advertised in the City Record.

In addition, we selected a sample of surplus assets and reviewed the 
Department’s records relating to the disposal of these assets.  We randomly 
selected 15 of the 4,047 relinquishment forms submitted to the Department 
between July 1, 2006 and October 31, 2008.  These 15 forms were submitted 
by nine different City agencies and listed a total of 308 surplus items.  We 
included all 308 items in our sample.  The items consisted of vehicles, 
computers, offi ce equipment, x-ray machines, and various other types of 
equipment.  We also judgmentally selected 6 of the 50 sealed bid sales held 
by the Department between July 1, 2006 and October 31, 2008 and included 
all the items from the six sales in our sample (there were multiple items in 
some of the sales).  Included among these items were boats, water meters, a 
four-ton ventilation system, and miscellaneous other items.

To determine whether revenue was being maximized from the sale of 
surplus vehicles, we compared the revenue from certain sales to the revenue 
that could have been realized if the vehicles had been sold as scrap metal.  
To estimate the amount of scrap metal in these vehicles, we relied upon 
the vehicle weights reported on reputable used vehicle Internet sites (i.e., 
Kelley Blue Book and Carfax).  To determine whether the revenue from 
vehicle auction sales was fully accounted for and deposited, we compared 
19 Department cash receipts records to the bank deposit slips for 10 random 
auctioned vehicles included in our sample of surplus assets.

We also contacted the New York State Offi ce of General Services to obtain 
statistics about its Internet sales of State surplus assets and viewed State 
surplus assets offered for sale on the Internet.  We also met with an offi cial 
in the New York City Comptroller’s Offi ce of Contract Administration to 
understand that agency’s role in the sales of items advertised in the City 
Record.  In December 2008, we observed such a sale and attended an 
auction of surplus vehicles.

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 suffi cient, appropriate evidence to provide a 

Audit 
Scope and 
Methodology
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reasonable basis for our fi ndings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 
basis for our fi ndings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

As is our practice, we notify agency offi cials 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 confi rm 
oral representations made to the auditors and to reduce the likelihood of 
misunderstandings.  Agency offi cials normally use the representation letter 
to assert that, to the best of their knowledge, all relevant fi nancial and 
programmatic records and related data have been provided to the auditors.  
They further affi rm either that the agency has complied with all laws, rules, 
and regulations applicable to its operations that would have a signifi cant 
effect on the operating practices being audited, or that any exceptions have 
been disclosed to the auditors.  However, offi cials at the New York City 
Mayor’s Offi ce of Operations have informed us that, as a matter of policy, 
mayoral agency offi cials do not provide representation letters in connection 
with our audits.  As a result, we lack assurance from Department offi cials 
that all relevant information was provided to us during the audit.

In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs certain other 
constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as the chief fi scal offi cer of 
New York State.  These include operating the State’s accounting system; 
preparing the State’s fi nancial 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.

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 III of 
the General Municipal Law.

A draft copy of this  report was provided to Department offi cials for their 
review and comment.  We considered their comments in preparing this 
audit report and have included them in their entirety at the end of it.  Our 
rejoinder to the Department’s comments is included thereafter in our State 
Comptroller’s Comments.  Department offi cials generally agreed with our 
report’s recommendations.

Authority

Reporting 
Requirements
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Within 90 days after the fi nal release of this report, we request that 
the Commissioner of the New York City Department of Citywide 
Administrative Services report to the State Comptroller 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 include Frank Houston, Albert Kee, Gene 
Brenenson, Robert Tabi, Legendre Ambrose, Dana Bitterman, and Dana 
Newhouse.

Contributors 
to the Report
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Audit Findings and Recommendations

We determined that the Department could likely generate additional revenue 
if it sold surplus assets on the Internet.  We also found that, in some cases, 
the Department could realize more revenue from the sale of surplus vehicles 
if it sold the vehicles for scrap.

Selling Surplus Assets on the Internet 

The New York State Offi ce of General Services (OGS) administers the 
disposal of the State surplus assets.  Similar to the Department, it has public 
auctions to sell surplus vehicles.  In addition, OGS uses eBay to sell surplus 
furniture, computers, offi ce equipment, chalkboards, fi le cabinets and many 
other items.  It sets a minimum bid amount and allows several days for bids 
to come in on-line.  Between fi scal years 2005 and 2008, OGS reported that 
it earned an average of $850,000 a year from these sales.

We believe it would be advantageous for the Department to follow the 
example of OGS and use Internet auction sites to dispose of surplus assets.  
The use of eBay could expand the customer base for the sale of the City’s 
surplus assets and thereby generate additional revenue for the City.

For example, the Department has signifi cant quantities of surplus assets that 
it permits agencies to simply destroy.  If these items were offered for sale on 
the Internet, the Department could generate a return on items that normally 
generate no revenue.  In October 2008 alone, City agencies requested and 
received approval from the Department to destroy more than 20,000 items 
including fax machines, printers, monitors, projectors, and many others.  As 
an illustration, if the Department were allowed to sell those items on eBay, 
and sold just 25 percent of the items for a net price of $10 each, the City 
would have generated an additional $50,000 in revenue that month, which 
equates to an additional $600,000 a year, if October 2008 was a typical 
month.

 The Department is currently unable to use the Internet to sell surplus 
assets, because it is prohibited by the State Technology Law from doing 
so.  This prohibition does not apply to OGS, because the State Finance 
Law specifi cally allows the OGS to use the Internet for this purpose.  We 
recommend the Department seek legislation that would allow it to sell 
surplus assets on the Internet.

Revenue 
from the Sale 
of Surplus 
Assets

Audit Findings and Recommendations
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In response to our draft report, Department offi cials agreed that legislation 
specifi cally authorizing internet-only sales could allow them to more 
effectively dispose of surplus assets on the Internet.  However, they 
questioned the above analysis illustrating potential revenues that could be 
derived through Internet sales.   Department offi cials believe a more prudent 
approach would be to selectively test the market for certain items to assess 
the degree to which there may be interest through Internet sales.

Selling Surplus Vehicles for Scrap

The Department disposes of surplus vehicles through auctions held every 
other Wednesday at the Brooklyn Navy Yard.  The vehicles are listed on 
the Department’s website, and the public is invited to inspect the vehicles 
and participate in the auctions.  The vehicles auctioned by the Department 
include motorcycles, sedans, SUVs, trucks, and specialty vehicles (such 
as sanitation trucks).  We determined that, in some instances, the heavier 
vehicles could have been sold for a higher price if they had been scrapped 
instead of being auctioned.

For example, we identifi ed 160 SUVs and other large passenger vehicles 
that were auctioned off at relatively low prices ($300 or less) during our 
28-month audit period.  To determine whether the Department could have 
obtained a higher price for these vehicles through its scrap metal disposal 
contract, in which items are sold for a certain amount per pound, we 
estimated the amount of scrap metal in each vehicle, basing our estimates on 
the vehicle weights reported in reputable Internet used car sites (to account 
for the non-metal parts of the vehicles, we reduced the reported weights 
by 5 percent).  We found that, for 122 of the 160 vehicles, the Department 
could have obtained a higher price through its scrap metal disposal contract, 
and would have received a total of $8,900 more for the 122 vehicles if they 
had been disposed of in this manner.  

Similarly, we observed an auction of surplus vehicles on December 10, 2008 
and noted that fi ve of the heavier vehicles were sold for very low prices 
(between $100 and $200).  Using the same methodology, we estimated the 
amount of scrap metal in each of these vehicles and determined that the 
Department could have obtained a higher price for all fi ve vehicles through 
its scrap metal disposal contract, and would have received a total of $708 
more for the fi ve vehicles, if they had been disposed of in this manner.

According to the Department’s procedures for the disposal of surplus assets, 
surplus vehicles may be sold for scrap.  However, the procedures do not 
address the possibility that a vehicle could be worth more as scrap if its 
auction price is below a certain level.  We recommend that the Department 
set a minimum auction price for each vehicle that is equal to the amount that 
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could be realized if the vehicle were sold for scrap, and sell the vehicle for 
scrap if that minimum price is not bid at the auction.

Department offi cials responded to our draft report that they do set a 
minimum auction price for each surplus vehicle based on the current scrap 
contract pricing.  However, we saw no evidence of this during our audit 
and Department procedures at the time of our audit did not mention it.  
The Department further stated that, due to space considerations, they may 
choose to sell a vehicle at less than the scrap value to free up auction yard 
space to sell more profi table vehicles.

1. Advocate for legislation that permits the Department to sell surplus 
assets on the Internet.

2. Set a minimum auction price for each surplus vehicle that is equal to the 
amount that could be realized if the vehicle were sold for scrap, and sell 
the vehicle for scrap if that minimum price is not bid when the vehicle 
is auctioned.  

We tested a sample of revenue collections from vehicle auctions and found 
that the revenue was deposited in the Department’s bank account, as required.  
However, we found the Department does not ensure that the reported weight 
of surplus assets sold for scrap is accurate.  As a result, the Department has 
no assurance it is being paid the full amount due.  In addition, when City 
agencies report that surplus assets have no value, the Department generally 
does not require documentation supporting the agency’s assessment and 
does not examine the assets to verify the assessment.  As a result, there 
is a risk some of these assets have value and the Department is missing 
opportunities to realize additional revenue from their sale.  We also note 
that the Department’s largely paper-driven recordkeeping system for 
surplus assets is not consistent with the intent of the 2008 New York City 
Technology Plan.

Revenue from the Sale of Surplus Vehicles

The buyers at the Department’s public auctions of surplus vehicles are 
required to pay at least 10 percent of their bid price at the auction and the 
balance by the end of the week.  The payments are made to Department 
cashiers, and at the end of each day, the cashiers count their cash collections 
and prepare the collections for deposit.  In addition, as each payment is 
received, the cashiers record the receipt on the Department’s automated 
Vehicle Transaction System.

A total of 44 surplus vehicles were listed on the relinquishment forms in our 
sample.  According to the Department’s records, all 44 vehicles were sold 
in auctions at prices ranging from $300 to $8,000, and totaling $68,200.  

Recommendations

Accounting for 
Surplus Assets
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We selected 10 of the vehicles at random and reviewed the Department’s 
corresponding cash receipts records to determine whether the $16,850 from 
these sales was deposited into the Department’s bank account, as required, 
and found that it was.

Surplus Assets Sold for Scrap

Surplus assets containing metal may be sold for scrap, for a certain amount per 
pound, under a Department disposal contract.  The Department determines 
which surplus assets are to be sold for scrap, notifi es the agencies, and the 
agencies arrange for the items to be picked up by the contractor.

According to the contract, the items are to be weighed by the contractor in 
the presence of a City representative on a scale that has been approved by the 
New York City Department of Consumer Affairs.  However, we found that 
the Department does not ensure that the items are weighed in this manner.

For example, on one of the relinquishment forms we examined, an agency 
sought to dispose of 217 computers through the Department’s scrap metal 
contract.  The contractor paid the Department $2,855 for the computers 
and submitted weight tickets to the Department supporting this payment.  
However, there was no documentation indicating that the items were 
weighed in the presence of a City representative.  As a result, there was no 
assurance the reported weight was accurate.

Department offi cials stated that it is the relinquishing agency’s responsibility 
to witness the weighing.  The offi cials further stated that they do not have 
the manpower to witness all the weighings.  We are not suggesting that 
the Department witness the weighings.  However, we question whether the 
Department has done enough to make the relinquishing agencies aware of 
their responsibility in this area.  To ensure that the agencies are aware of this 
responsibility, and are fulfi lling it, we recommend the Department amend the 
scrap metal disposal contract to require the vendor to submit documentation 
showing that the weighing was witnessed by a City representative (e.g., a 
signed standard witness form).

During our 28-month audit period, the Department realized almost $2 
million in revenue under its scrap metal contract from a total of 53 sales.  In 
the absence of documentation affi rming the accuracy of the reported weight 
of the items in such sales, the Department has no assurance it is being paid 
the full amount due under the contract.  It is therefore important that the 
Department obtain such documentation.

We also note that such documentation should be obtained when surplus 
items are sold by weight in the Department’s sealed bid sales.  In one of the 
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bid sales we examined, the Department offered to sell a large number of 
brass water meters by the pound.  Under the terms of the sale, the winning 
bidder was to weigh the water meters in the presence of a City representative.  
However, there was no indication this was done.  The winning bidder paid 
the Department $45,207 for the water meters ($1.30 a pound) and submitted 
weight tickets to the Department supporting this payment, but there was no 
documentation indicating that the items were weighed in the presence of a 
City representative.

Surplus Assets Reportedly Without Value

According to the Rules of the City of New York, surplus equipment with 
no sale value or use to the City may be destroyed or disposed of in the 
most advantageous manner.  Generally, if an item is to be destroyed, the 
relinquishing agency does the actual disposal; the Department does not take 
possession of the items.

The 15 relinquishment forms in our sample listed a total of 308 surplus 
items, 46 of which were reportedly without value.  These 46 items were 
listed on fi ve relinquishment forms from four agencies and consisted of the 
following:

• 35 printers,

• fi ve x-ray machines,

• two fax machines,

• a television set,

• a radio,

• a VCR, and

• a copier machine.

The four agencies requested permission to destroy these items, and the 
Department approved the requests.  However, the agencies submitted no 
documentation supporting the items’ lack of value (such as photographs of 
the items or information about the items’ condition and age) and there was 
no indication the Department examined any of the items to confi rm their 
lack of value.

Department offi cials stated that agencies sometimes submit photographs of 
assets they want to destroy, and they showed us such photographs, as well 
as condition reports, for vehicles that could not be sold because they had 
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been in accidents.  However, such documentation generally is not required 
by the Department and was not provided for any the 46 items in our sample.

The Department does not keep track of the number of surplus items that are 
reportedly without value, even though the amount appears to be signifi cant.  
For example, in October 2008, such items were included on almost half 
the relinquishment forms that were submitted to the Department.  Agencies 
requested that more than 20,000 items be destroyed.

In the absence of documentation confi rming that such items are of no value, 
the Department has no assurance the items truly are worthless.  If some of the 
items do actually have value, the Department may be missing opportunities 
to realize additional revenue from the sale of the items.  There is also a risk 
that items with value could be taken home or sold by agency employees.

Department offi cials stated that they do not have the manpower to go to the 
agencies and examine the items to confi rm their lack of value.  They also 
question whether it would be cost-effective to do so.  We acknowledge the 
need for cost-effectiveness, but believe it would be benefi cial to require the 
agencies to submit documentation supporting such items’ lack of value and 
verify whether select high-risk items were, in fact, without value.

Automation of Records 

City agencies record their surplus assets on prescribed relinquishment 
forms and submit the hardcopy forms to the Department.  The Department 
enters any surplus vehicle information from the forms onto its automated 
Vehicle Transaction System.  However, it does not maintain comprehensive 
computerized records for non-vehicles.  In addition, when agencies request 
permission to destroy or scrap surplus assets, the Department generally 
sends the agencies hardcopy written authorization.

We question whether this largely paper-driven record keeping system 
is consistent with the 2008 New York City Technology Plan, which was 
announced by the Mayor in November 2007.  The Plan calls for City 
agencies to use information technology to make City government more 
accessible, transparent and accountable; reduce the costs of storing paper 
records; and improve access to the information in their records.

We also note that the Department’s system is not consistent with the 
City Comptroller’s Directive 30, issued in 2005, which indicated that the 
Department would be implementing an on-line relinquishment system for 
certain surplus capital assets.  Department offi cials acknowledge that the 
on-line system was never implemented.
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If agencies submitted surplus asset information electronically, the Department 
could reduce the labor cost related to inputting vehicle information onto its 
Vehicle Transaction System.  In addition, a computerized database of all 
surplus assets (both vehicles and other types of assets) would enable the 
Department to more easily analyze agency trends, maintain an electronic 
inventory, identify agencies that may be disposing of items too soon, 
move information faster and reduce the use of paper.  Furthermore, with 
a computerized system, the Department would know the quantity of 
surplus assets it is responsible for; the Department currently cannot readily 
determine the number of surplus assets it handles.

We recommend the Department perform a formal cost-benefi t analysis to 
determine whether additional automation would, in fact, be advisable.

3. Remind agency salvage offi cers of their responsibility for verifying 
the reported weight of items sold for scrap, and amend the scrap metal 
disposal contract to require the vendor to submit documentation showing 
that the weighing was witnessed by a City representative.  Also, require 
such documentation from the winning bidder when items are sold by 
weight in sealed bid sales.

4. When relinquishment forms include items that are reportedly worthless, 
require the agencies to submit photographs or other documentation in 
support of the items’ lack of value and verify whether select high-risk 
items are, in fact, worthless before authorizing their destruction.

5. Perform a formal cost-benefi t analysis to determine whether additional 
automation would be advisable for the Department’s surplus asset 
record keeping system.

We identifi ed instances of non-compliance with certain surplus asset disposal 
requirements, as City agencies do not always obtain the Department’s 
approval before disposing of their surplus assets and the Department does 
not always obtain the City Comptroller’s approval before selling certain 
surplus assets.  In addition, while the Department’s procedures state that 
surplus assets should be disposed of as quickly as possible, the Department 
has not developed suggested time frames for the disposal process and does 
not monitor the timeliness of the process.

Department Approval 

City agencies should not dispose of their surplus assets until they have been 
authorized by the Department to do so.  The Department is best able to 
determine whether other agencies can use the assets, and if not, can identify 
the appropriate disposal method for each particular asset.

Recommendations

Compliance 
with 
Requirements



20
       

Offi ce of the New York State Comptroller

However, one of the agencies in our sample disposed of several surplus 
items before obtaining the Department’s authorization to do so.  As we noted 
previously regarding surplus assets sold for scrap, this agency sold 217 
computers for scrap, using the Department’s scrap metal disposal contract.  
The agency disposed of the computers over an eight-week period, between 
January 4 and February 28, 2007, but it did not seek authorization for the 
disposals until February 9, 2007, after it had already disposed of many of 
the computers, and did not receive authorization until February 20, 2007.

Department offi cials explained that this particular agency had received 
Department approval to dispose of other computers through the scrap 
metal disposal contract.  When those surplus assets were disposed of, the 
computers in our sample were also included, even though the Department 
had not yet approved those specifi c items.  Department offi cials stated that 
they have since reminded this agency that it needs to obtain Department 
approval prior to disposing of surplus assets.  The offi cials also stated that 
they plan to have formal bi-annual meetings with agency salvage offi cers 
and will remind them at that time of the required surplus asset disposal 
procedures.

The City Comptroller’s Approval

According to the Department’s policies for the disposal of surplus assets 
at a sealed bid sale, the New York City Comptroller’s prior approval must 
be obtained to sell an item when only one bid is received.  However, we 
found that the Department does not always comply with this requirement, 
as follows:

• On December 2, 2008, we observed a sealed bid sale for four lots of 
surplus assets: used autoclaves; miscellaneous laboratory equipment; 
weather instruments; and waste water equipment.  There was a $487 bid 
for the weather instruments, a $13,600 bid for the waste water equip-
ment, and no bids for the other two lots.  In addition, there was a party 
that submitted a formal “no bid” on the lots.  (According to Department 
offi cials, some buyers submit formal “no bid” offers in order to remain 
on the potential buyer’s list for consideration at future sales offerings.)  
The Department sold the two lots to the single bidders without obtaining 
approval from the City Comptroller.

• In one of the sealed bid sales in our sample, an almost four-ton cooling 
system was offered for sale.  The Department received only one bid of 
$1,000 for this item.  In addition, three other buyers submitted formal 
“no bid” offers.  The Department sold the item without obtaining ap-
proval from the City Comptroller.
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Department offi cials stated that they consider a “no bid” offer to be a bid of 
$0.  Accordingly, in their opinion, in the examples we cite, more than one 
bid was received and the City Comptroller’s approval was not required for 
the sales.  However, when we asked a manager in the City Comptroller’s 
Offi ce of Contract Administration whether that Offi ce would consider a 
“no-bid” offer to be an actual bid, the manager said the City Comptroller’s 
Offi ce would not count such offers as bids.  We therefore recommend that 
the Department reconsider whether it should count “no-bid” offers as actual 
bids.

In responding to our draft audit report, Department offi cials indicated 
that they have changed their procedures and “no-bid” offers are no longer 
considered as actual bids.

Disposal Time Frames

According to the Department’s procedures for the disposal of surplus assets, 
such assets should be disposed of as soon as possible after the relinquishing 
agency has determined that the assets are no longer needed.  However, 
the Department has not developed suggested time frames for the disposal 
process and does not monitor the timeliness of the process.  As a result, 
Department offi cials have no way of knowing whether the assets are being 
disposed of in a timely manner.

We analyzed the timeliness of the disposal process and identifi ed opportunities 
for improvement.  For example, while most surplus vehicles were sold 
within a month, some took more than three months to sell.  Specifi cally, 
according to the information on the Vehicle Transaction System, during our 
28-month audit period, the average time between the delivery of the vehicle 
to the Department and its sale was 29 days, with about 44 percent of the 
vehicles being sold in two weeks or less.  However, it took 90 or more 
days to sell about 6 percent of the vehicles.  In addition, in our sample 
of six sealed bid sales, it took the Department an average of 112 days to 
dispose of the items, and in our sample of relinquishment forms, it took 
the Department an average of 18 days to approve the agencies’ requests to 
destroy items with no value.

Department offi cials stated that their goal is to maximize revenue and the 
reuse of surplus assets.  However, we note that delays in the disposal of 
surplus assets could result in extra storage space costs or competing space 
needs at the relinquishing agencies and the Department.  We recommend 
the Department develop suggested time frames for the disposal process, 
monitor actual processing times against the suggested times, and take 
corrective action to reduce the delays when the actual times are signifi cantly 
longer than the suggested times.
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6. Remind agency salvage offi cers that they must receive the Department’s 
approval before disposing of surplus assets.

7. Reconsider whether “no-bid” offers should continue to be counted as 
actual bids in sealed bid sales.

8. Develop suggested time frames for the disposal of surplus assets, monitor 
actual disposal times against the suggested times, and take corrective 
action to reduce the delays when the actual times are signifi cantly longer 
than the suggested times.

Recommendations
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Agency Comments

*
Comment

1

* See State Comptroller’s Comments on page 29.

Agency Comments
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* See State Comptroller’s Comments on page 29.
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* See State Comptroller’s Comments on page 29.
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Comment
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* See State Comptroller’s Comments on page 29.
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State Comptroller’s Comments

1. The purpose of our illustrative analysis was to raise the point that, instead of destroying 
these surplus assets, there may be some revenue generated by selling them on the Internet.  
We also recognize that there are associated costs with Internet sales and agree with the 
Department’s prudent approach in addressing this issue.

2. During our audit, we saw no evidence that the Department set a minimum auction price for 
each surplus vehicle based on the current scrap contract pricing; and Department proce-
dures at the time of our audit did not mention it.

3. Our recommendation to develop suggested time frames for the disposal of surplus assets 
is not only for vehicles, but also for sealed-bid sales items and for items to be destroyed.  
The Department’s comment that some vehicles may take longer to auction than others in 
order to maximize revenues may have merit, but unique situations like this do not preclude 
the Department from establishing suggested time frames for the disposal of surplus assets.  
We believe that our recommendation would not negatively affect the Department’s goal of 
maximizing revenues, but rather would reduce storage costs.

State Comptroller’s Comments


