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Executive Summary
Purpose
To determine whether the New York City Department of Homeless Services (DHS) has adequate 
controls over the contracted homeless shelter contract procurement and rate-setting processes, 
and whether current contracted shelter rates are reasonable. Our audit covered the period from 
July 1, 2013 through May 30, 2017. 

Background
Governed by a “right to shelter” mandate, New York City (City) provides temporary emergency 
shelter to every eligible person who requests services. DHS is responsible for providing transitional 
housing and services for eligible homeless families and individuals in the City and for fiscal 
oversight of the homeless shelters. 

DHS procures shelter spaces from private providers through competitive sealed proposals, 
open-ended Requests for Proposals (RFPs), and negotiated acquisitions. DHS is responsible for 
establishing the contract rates awarded to shelter providers. DHS uses a number of tools to guide 
its rate setting, including an annual Budget Construct spreadsheet that tracks contract rates and 
rate guides listing recommended rates based on shelter type and RFP-established amounts. 
To administer other aspects of its homeless shelter fiscal responsibilities, DHS uses its Client 
Assistance and Rehousing Enterprise System (CARES), an electronic case management system, 
as well as three citywide computer systems: the City’s Automated Procurement Tracking System 
(APT), the Financial Management System (FMS), and the HHS (Health and Human Services) 
Accelerator for contract management. For City fiscal year 2016, DHS housed a daily average of 
58,000 individuals at 748 shelter locations, with a budget of greater than $1.3 billion. As of March 
2016, there were 126 private providers with 351 registered contracts providing homeless shelters 
for single adults and families.

In August 2016, following a comprehensive 90-Day Review of DHS Operations ordered by the 
Mayor, DHS and the New York City Human Resources Administration (HRA) began integrating 
into a single management structure, under which both agencies report to the Commissioner 
of the Department of Social Services (DSS). The goal of the review was to ensure New York 
City’s homeless services are delivered as efficiently as possible. Under this plan, homelessness 
prevention and homeless rehousing operations will transition from DHS to HRA while shelter 
system management will remain with DHS.  The City’s 90-Day Review reforms also included a 
commitment to rationalizing shelter provider rates.  We recognize that this audit was conducted 
while DHS was in the midst of implementing the structural and organizational changes that 
resulted from this operational review. As part of this reorganization, DSS officials advised us that 
they are reforming processes, work flows, policies, and procedures at every level of the agency 
and that its implementation is still ongoing.
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Key Findings
• Several opportunities for improvement of controls over the shelter contract procurement and 

rate-setting process exist for DHS.
 ◦ DHS does not have written policies and standard operating procedures (SOPs) for key 
aspects of the shelter contract procurement and rate-setting process, including standard 
rate guidelines for negotiating provider budgets.

 ◦ Documentation for the entire DHS contract award process is not readily available nor 
maintained, as required by New York City Procurement Policy Board (PPB) regulations, 
DHS’s default SOP.

• We could not determine whether the shelter rates are reasonable. Regardless of the guidance 
used (DHS Rate Guides, RFP Rate Guide, and similar shelter groupings), we found the rates are 
generally inconsistent among similar shelters, often exceeding the prescribed ranges. 

• The various computer data systems utilized by DHS are not integrated with each other, and 
therefore the important data cannot be easily shared and combined to facilitate further analysis.

Key Recommendations
• Create, maintain, and implement DHS-specific SOPs for the shelter contract procurement and 

rate-setting process, as well as standard rate guidelines for negotiating provider budgets to 
ensure continuity in processes as DHS transitions through its integration into DSS.

• Ensure that contract negotiations, evaluations, and evidence of reasonableness are adequately 
documented in contract registration packets to comply with stated DHS contract and rate- 
setting practices, New York Codes, Rules and Regulations (Title 18, Part 900), and PPB rules.

• Improve controls over the rate-setting process so that rates are within DHS’s outlined ranges. If 
contracts are awarded with rates that exceed those ranges, maintain adequate documentation 
for justification.

• Collaborate with related City agencies to integrate data systems so that DHS has the ability to 
perform data analytics on shelter data, and ensure that the integration has built-in controls to 
safeguard the data. 

Other Related Audits/Reports of Interest
Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance: Oversight of Homeless Shelters (2015-S-23)
Homeless Shelters and Homelessness in New York State – An Overview, Exclusive of New York City 
(2016-D-3)

http://osc.state.ny.us/audits/allaudits/093016/15s23.pdf
http://osc.state.ny.us/audits/allaudits/093016/16d3.pdf
http://osc.state.ny.us/audits/allaudits/093016/16d3.pdf
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State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

Division of State Government Accountability

October 10, 2017

Mr. Steven Banks
Commissioner
New York City Department of Social Services
150 Greenwich Street, 42nd Floor
New York, NY 10007

Dear Commissioner Banks: 

The Office of the State Comptroller is committed to helping State agencies, public authorities, 
and local government agencies manage government resources efficiently and effectively and, 
by so doing, providing 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, entitled Oversight of Selected Fiscal Aspects of Homeless Shelter Services. 
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.

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 draft report, please feel free to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

Office of the State Comptroller
Division of State Government Accountability
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State Government Accountability Contact Information:
Audit Director:  Brian Reilly
Phone: (518) 474-3271 
Email: StateGovernmentAccountability@osc.state.ny.us
Address:

Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236

This report is also available on our website at: www.osc.state.ny.us 
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Background
Governed by a “right to shelter” mandate, New York City (City) provides temporary emergency 
shelter to every eligible person who requests services. The New York City Department of 
Homeless Services (DHS) is the oversight authority, responsible for providing transitional housing 
and services for eligible homeless families and individuals in the City and for fiscal oversight of 
the homeless shelters. DHS contracts with public and private entities in its mission to: prevent 
homelessness when possible; provide temporary, emergency shelter when needed; and help 
individuals and families transition into permanent housing.

DHS classifies shelters into two basic categories: adult shelters (for single adults) and family 
shelters (for adult couples and families with children under 18). Although DHS directly owns and 
operates nine shelters, the majority of shelters are operated by private providers (for-profit and 
not-for-profit) through contracts with DHS. DHS procures shelter spaces from private providers 
using competitive sealed proposals, open-ended Requests for Proposals (RFPs), and negotiated 
acquisitions. Potential shelter providers begin the contracting process through the DHS online 
portal, completing a “packet” of information, which includes a budget proposal. Contract proposals 
go through a lengthy, multi-tier review and approval process (see Exhibit A) to ensure they meet 
certain qualifications, including reasonableness of budget as established by New York Codes, 
Rules and Regulations (NYCRR). Each contract proposal is supposed to contain documentation of 
key elements of the review as well as a Recommendation for Award (RFA) Narrative, where DHS 
outlines the consideration of price and documents the basis for the reasonableness of approved 
rates.

As the fiscal administrator, DHS is responsible for establishing the contract rates awarded to shelter 
providers. DHS uses a number of tools for rate setting, including: an annual Budget Construct, 
which is an Excel spreadsheet that tracks contract rates; rate guides listing recommended rates 
based on occupancy type (e.g., family vs. single adult) or RFP-established amounts; and the Client 
Assistance and Rehousing Enterprise System (CARES), an electronic case management system that, 
among other tasks, records provider-reported client shelter days. DHS also uses three citywide 
computer systems for administering other aspects of its homeless shelter fiscal responsibilities: 
the City’s Automated Procurement Tracking System (APT), the Financial Management System 
(FMS), and the HHS (Health and Human Services) Accelerator for contract management. 

For City fiscal year 2016, DHS had an annual budget in excess of $1.3 billion to house a daily 
average of 58,000 homeless. As of March 2016, there were 126 private providers with 351 
registered contracts providing homeless shelters for single adults and families. The annual cost to 
DHS for adult and family shelter operations was $1.1 billion, across 748 total contracted and non-
contracted locations. Contracted shelters comprised approximately 49 percent of those locations, 
while non-contracted family cluster housing, hotel rooms, emergency shelters, drop-in centers, 
and City-operated shelter locations made up the other 51 percent. 

In August 2016, following a comprehensive 90-Day Review of DHS Operations ordered by the 
Mayor, DHS and the New York City Human Resources Administration (HRA) began integrating 
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into a single management structure, under which both agencies report to the Commissioner 
of the Department of Social Services (DSS). The goal of the review was to ensure New York 
City’s homeless services are delivered as efficiently as possible. Under this plan, homelessness 
prevention and homeless rehousing operations will transition from DHS to HRA while shelter 
system management will remain with DHS.  The City’s 90-Day Review reforms also included a 
commitment to rationalizing shelter provider rates.  We recognize that this audit was conducted 
while DHS was in the midst of implementing the structural and organizational changes that 
resulted from this operational review. As part of this reorganization, DSS officials advised us that 
they are reforming processes, work flows, policies, and procedures at every level of the agency 
and that its implementation is still ongoing.



2016-N-1

Division of State Government Accountability 7

Audit Findings and Recommendations
We determined DHS has several opportunities for improvement over its shelter contract 
procurement and rate-setting processes. Key areas for improvement include: 

• Develop DHS-specific operating procedures for putting policies into action; 
• Ensure compliance with stated procurement practices; and
• Document support for variances from rate guides when awarding new and renewal shelter 

contracts.

Currently, there is no assurance that practices were applied consistently across all contract 
proposals received from providers; that all steps in the procurement process were followed, most 
notably regarding contract negotiations; and that the rates DHS granted were reasonable. 

Furthermore, we found that the four computer systems DHS uses to manage shelter-related data 
are not integrated. Thus, despite the comprehensive data available, DHS is limited in how the 
data can be analyzed to facilitate achievement of its goals efficiently and effectively. 

Particularly given the integration of DHS with DSS and the merging of certain operations with HRA, 
strong internal controls over policies and procedures – both manual and automated – are critical 
to mitigate risks that are inherent, especially during times of transition, and ensure continuity of 
processes.

Internal Controls and Compliance

Chapter 16, Section 389 of the New York City Charter requires heads of mayoral agencies, such 
as DHS, to maintain an internal control system that maximizes the effectiveness and integrity of 
agency operations and reduces the vulnerability to fraud, waste, abuse, error, conflict of interest, 
and corruption. Our review of DHS’s internal controls regarding homeless shelter contract 
procurement and rate-setting processes identified areas that need improvement, including 
inadequate standard operating procedures (SOPs) and a lack of controls to ensure that employees 
are complying with all policies and procedures. DHS is also lacking evidence that it complied with 
its stated processes.

Policies and Procedures

Documenting policies and procedures is critical to the daily operations of an organization, helping 
to ensure that management directives are carried out properly and consistently.  In the absence of 
understanding by employees, conflict can occur and poor decisions can be made, causing serious 
harm to the organization’s reputation, favoritism, etc.

For purposes of this audit, we requested DHS provide us with all of its fiscally related policies 
and procedures for review. In response, DHS supplied 23 SOPs. Based on our review of these 
documents, as well as interviews with DHS officials, we determined that DHS did not have any 
SOPs specific to the shelter contract procurement process. 
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In response to our findings, DHS officials stated they rely on other internal and external documents 
to guide their shelter contract procurement process, such as the DHS Human Service Providers 
Fiscal Manual (Fiscal Manual) and the New York City Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules. These, 
along with staff who are experienced in their roles and the procedures tasked to them, suffice 
in place of DHS-specific SOPs. DHS officials provided us with 19 such documents. Based on our 
review, however, we concluded that these documents were inadequate for DHS purposes in that 
15 did not cover any critical elements of DHS’s procurement process (e.g., evidence of budget 
negotiation and assurance that costs were reasonable). Furthermore, of the four documents that 
did mention any critical elements, none included the necessary step-by-step detail needed to 
perform related tasks. 

We acknowledge that some City agencies may have similar frameworks of operation, and for 
these, universal operational guidelines may be sufficient. However, DHS’s actual processes are 
more involved and tailored and thus warrant customized SOPs. DHS-specific SOPs will strengthen 
quality control and allow for continuity in processes during times of transition – whether they be 
routine staff transitions or, more critically, DHS’s integration with HRA under DSS. 

In the absence of formal SOPs, for purposes of our audit, we created a flowchart of DHS’s shelter 
contract procurement and rate-setting process based on interviews with DHS officials, which DHS 
representatives reviewed and confirmed for accuracy, presented in Exhibit A.

Compliance With Stated Practices 

As Exhibit A illustrates, DHS’s shelter contract procurement and rate-setting process includes a 
multipart system of requirements designed to ensure contracts are properly administered. Key 
components also mirror PPB rules, DHS’s default SOP. For instance, both DHS and PPB rules require 
that: proposals be reviewed by at least three qualified reviewers; the contract be negotiated; and 
a vendor’s cost be evaluated for reasonableness. Furthermore, the PPB rules require agencies 
to maintain files containing all required documentation pertaining to contract solicitation, 
award, and management; purchase orders; amendments; renewals; and change orders. As 
applied specifically to DHS’s contract procurement process, we determined that contract files 
should contain the following five critical documents: the provider’s line item proposed budget; 
DHS’s proposal scoring evaluations; the approved budget; evidence of budget negotiations; and 
evidence of reasonableness of cost. The PPB rules also state that agencies should retain contract 
files for a minimum of seven years after the contract expires. 

To determine whether DHS complied with its own and PPB rules regarding required documentation, 
we reviewed the contract registration packets (packets) for a judgmental sample of 40 shelter (18 
single adult and 22 family) contracts from the population of 351 shelter contracts for City fiscal 
year 2016. The sample included 23 new award contracts and 17 renewal contracts, with budgets 
ranging from $745,700 to $68.5 million each (see Exhibit B). We found all 23 new award contracts 
were missing key elements that are needed to support that all steps in the procurement process 
were followed – most importantly, budget negotiations (see Table 1).1

1  We did not review the packets for the renewal contracts because only two of the five critical elements (approved budgets and 
evidence of reasonableness) are applicable to renewals.
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We determined that DHS did not have adequate controls in place to ensure the required 
documentation was maintained. Furthermore, without such documentation, we have no evidence 
that DHS complied with its own stated practices and PPB rules, most notably in regard to contract 
negotiations. 

DHS officials asserted that evidence of budget negotiations was not legally required to be in a 
procurement file, and that the multiple reviews and sign-offs on the forms in the packets served 
as proof that they negotiated with the contracted providers. We take exception to both assertions: 
our finding is not based on any legal criteria but rather DHS’s own stated practices (as outlined 
in the agency-approved flowchart in Exhibit A); and at best, sign-offs are evidence only that a 
budget – negotiated or not – has been accepted. 

Lacking evidence of negotiation, we sought to gain assurance through other means: for 16 contracts, 
we compared the provider’s proposed budget (either from the form itself [10] or gleaned from 
other documents in the packet [6]) with the approved budget. One of the 16 contracts included 
two budgets covering two different programs, resulting in a review of 17 budgets. We found that 
only three of the 17 budgets’ approved amount was lower than that proposed by the provider, 
suggesting the rates could have been negotiated. Of the remaining 14 budgets:

• Ten (59 percent) were approved for the same amount proposed by the provider, suggesting 
no negotiation occurred. 

• Four (24 percent) were approved for a higher amount than what the provider proposed. 
In one case, the approved budget was increased to the maximum RFP Rate Guide amount, 
with no justification provided. For the other three cases, DHS officials explained the 
amount was increased due to projected changes in rent, a non-negotiable item. 

In regard to the other critical documents (e.g., evidence of reasonableness of costs) missing 
from contract packets, DHS officials informed us that these are available electronically in APT. 
In addition, they noted that the contracts we reviewed were registered with the New York City 
Comptroller’s office, indicating that this fact alone is evidence they followed all required steps in 
the procurement process. Following this disclosure, we reviewed APT files but could not find the 
majority of the critical documents that officials advised us were maintained in electronic form. 
Furthermore, while contract registration by the New York City Comptroller gives some indication 

Table 1 – Documentation in New Award Contract Packets 
 

Critical Documents Number of Contracts 
Without* 

Provider’s line item proposed budget 13 
DHS proposal scoring evaluations  3 
Approved budget  2 
Evidence of budget negotiations 23 
Evidence of reasonableness of costs  5 

 

*Of 23 contracts reviewed.  
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that certain procurement process steps were followed, without evidence for us to independently 
review, we cannot be assured that all steps of the procurement process were followed. 

DHS officials agreed that they should maintain the required documentation in contract registration 
packets, including evidence of negotiations. Based on our finding, for current contract registrations 
and thereafter, officials have instructed staff to print the entire registration folder in the APT 
database as a hard copy backup. 

Reasonableness of Rates

DHS is responsible for establishing the contract amounts awarded to shelter providers, which is 
the basis for shelter rates. According to NYCRR Title 18, Part 900, which is applicable to family 
shelters, shelter budgets should contain the costs that are reasonable and necessary to maintain 
the facility, consistent with each of the requirements of the operational plan. The reasonableness 
of such costs must be evaluated by DHS, taking into account factors including, but not limited to: 
a comparison of cost data from other facilities housing similar populations or incurring similar 
expenditures; and a comparison of costs incurred by other shelters utilizing similar operational 
structures or incurring similar expenditures. While NYCRR Title 18, Part 491, which is applicable 
to adult shelters, does not provide any criteria for “reasonableness,” DHS officials advised us that 
they follow the same practices as for family shelters.

Both family and adult shelter rates are negotiated using a per diem shelter rate comparison. A 
per diem shelter rate is used as the monthly basis of payment to providers operating shelters for 
families with children and adult families, and is determined by the approved budget prepared by 
the providers. Contracted adult shelter providers are reimbursed monthly based on expenditures 
in the approved budget while family shelter payments are based on CARE days. CARES is the 
Client Assistance and Rehousing Enterprise System, and CARE days equate to each day that a 
client stays in a shelter. Providers are required to submit a new budget on an annual basis for 
review and approval.

To determine whether the rates awarded by DHS were reasonable, we examined the previously 
noted judgmental sample of 40 shelter (18 single adult and 22 family) contracts from City fiscal 
year 2016. We found that the rates for the shelter contracts in our sample often exceeded DHS 
guidelines, and thus we have no assurance that shelter rates were reasonable.

Shelter Rates Versus Rate Guides 

As DHS officials informed us early on in our audit, once a rate is calculated, it is compared to DHS’s 
“Guide for Negotiating Budgets for Singles” or “Family Guide Model for Negotiating Budgets” 
(Rate Guides), depending on shelter type. Per DHS officials, the Rate Guides are used to determine 
the reasonableness of the rate in comparison to those of similar-capacity shelters. DHS officials 
provided us with copies of the two Rate Guides, and we noted that in both the rates varied based 
on capacity.



2016-N-1

Division of State Government Accountability 11

For the sample of 40 contracts, we compared rates in DHS’s 2016 Budget Construct (the 
primary tool utilized by the DHS to track contract rates) with its Rate Guides, and found that 26 
contracts (65 percent) – encompassing 20 family and 6 single adult shelters – were higher than 
the recommended rates, with 18 shelters exceeding the recommended rates by 10 percent in 
amounts ranging from 11 percent up to 215 percent greater (see Exhibit B). For example:

• One adult shelter contract with Acacia (Stadium; capacity: 445) had an approved rate of 
$231.06, more than double the amount listed in the Rate Guide ($104.41). Over a one-
year period, and based on maximum capacity, the difference in cost using the approved 
rate and the amount listed in the Rate Guide is approximately $20.6 million. 

• A family shelter contract with Homes for the Homeless (Prospect Kelly; capacity: 106) 
had a rate of $161.34, or 42 percent higher than the Rate Guide amount of $113.61. 
Over a one-year period, and based on maximum capacity, the difference in cost using the 
approved rate and the amount listed in the Rate Guide is approximately $1.5 million.

Shelter Rates Versus RFP Rate Guide

Although DHS officials originally presented the Rate Guides as the basis for their rate setting, 
during our closing conference, they clarified that these were just some of the “tools” they use, 
and that the tools are a work in progress and not finalized. They noted at this time that the RFP 
Rate Guide is also what they use as the basis for contract awards and rate setting. Under DHS’s 
RFP Rate Guide, the maximum per diem rates are $73 for families with children and $84 for 
single adults and adult families. The per diem rates outline the maximum operational costs (costs 
excluding rent under a lease or debt service for a purchase). 

We then conducted an additional comparison analysis using the RFP Rate Guide, as well as 
information in the RFA Narrative, to test the reasonableness of the rates awarded at the time of 
procurement. Because the RFA Narrative didn’t include sufficient detail for the renewal contracts 
in our sample, our analysis was limited to the 23 new contract award packets. Of these, however, 
three did not have an RFA Narrative, further decreasing our sample to 20 (12 family and eight 
single adult shelters). 

We determined that for six family shelter contracts and all eight single adult shelter contracts, the 
rates were below the maximum rates in the RFP Rate Guide. Our findings confirmed prominent 
notations made in the RFA Narrative referencing how the rate compared with the RFP Rate Guide, 
each clearly stating that the rate awarded falls within the RFP prescribed operating cost range. 

For the six remaining family shelter contracts, per diem rates exceeded the maximum rates in the 
RFP Rate Guide (see Exhibit C). Notably, the contracted rate for these six also exceeded DHS’s Rate 
Guides. Based on maximum capacity, we calculated that over a one-year period the difference 
in cost using the approved rate and the amount provided in DHS guidance is approximately $2.4 
million for these six contracts. For example:

• Urban Strategies (Dean St.) and SEBCO (Freeman) had operational per diem rates of 
$131.41 and $103.13, respectively, while the maximum rate in the RFP Rate Guide for 
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both shelters was $73 (exceeding the maximum rate by 80 percent and 41 percent, 
respectively). 

• Furthermore, both shelters are City-owned and thus paid no rent, which according to DHS 
is a main cost driver and should a warrant lower per diem rate.

We also point out that, in these instances, the RFA Narrative did not contain a similar prominent 
notation referencing how the rate compared with the RFP Rate Guide. In fact, the RFA Narrative 
did not reference the maximum rates from the RFP Rate Guide at all.  

In response to our finding of rates that exceeded the RFP maximum, DHS officials contend that 
shelter rents paid are generally higher than the market because the shelter sites are subject to 
greater wear and tear.  We note, however, that rates are developed factoring in the reality of 
higher rents.

Rate Comparison in Groups of Similar Shelters

To further assess the reasonableness of contracted shelter rates, we compiled the sampled 40 
contracts into 17 groups based on similarities. Our analysis identified within-group rate variations 
– some significant. For example, we found that contract rates for two adult shelters in Manhattan, 
with comparable client capacities and subprograms, varied by 55 percent: Lenox Hill (Park Ave. 
Armory), with a capacity of 80, had a rate of $82.56, while Women in Need (West 51st St.), with 
12 fewer beds, had a rate $128.29. 

To better understand why similar shelters had such differing rates, we attempted to compare 
their line item budgets. However, of our 17 groups, we could only fully compare eight groupings 
due to limited or missing budget data. Overall, we still found that the rates differed significantly 
(see Chart 1). For example, two comparable adult shelters in Brooklyn with similar capacities, 
CAMBA (Broadway House; capacity: 165) and Samaritan Village (Myrtle Ave.; capacity: 160), had 
rates that differed by 218 percent ($103.19 and $328.58, respectively). 
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In response to these findings, DHS officials advised us that rates are negotiated on a case-by-
case basis, and that significant rate differences were due to site-specific costs, such as rent and 
security. In addition, each lease is negotiated through the provider and the landlord, so there 
is no standard rent rate, and DHS has no choice but to accept the cost. Furthermore, the lease 
costs for shelters are different than regular leases. DHS pays a premium since the shelter sites are 
subject to greater wear and tear. Moreover, officials advised us that they compare leases with 
other nearby shelter leases to determine reasonableness. DHS officials did not maintain evidence 
of lease reviews in their files, but said that they will do so going forward. 

DHS officials also said that shelters with higher capacities have lower rates; however, we found 
this to be the case in only eight of the 17 (47 percent) similar contract groupings. For the other 
nine, higher-capacity shelters had higher rates. For example, in one grouping, Project Renewal 
(Kenton) had a higher capacity (108) as well as a higher rate ($90.61) than Christian Herald (Bowery 
Mission), which had a capacity of 77 and a rate of $62.01. We note that the higher rate was likely 

Chart 1 – Rates for Eight Similar Shelter Groups With Fully Compared Contracts 
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due to security expenses, which were $1.5 million at Project Renewal and $0 at Christian Herald. 
Neither shelter was City-owned, so it’s unclear why one did not have security expenses. We asked 
DHS for an explanation of these large expense variations, but officials did not respond.

Rate Summary

Overall, we could not determine whether shelter rates were reasonable. Regardless of the 
comparison method used (i.e., Rate Guides, RFP Rate Guide, or similar shelter groupings), we 
found the shelter rates were generally inconsistent among similar shelters, often exceeding the 
prescribed ranges. Without documentation supporting rate variances, there is no assurance that 
DHS adhered to its stated practices or that deviations were justified. Furthermore, DHS’s claim 
that the Rate Guides have not been approved or finalized is irrelevant when they’re being used 
by the agency as rate-setting “tools.”

Moreover, DHS officials stated that the agency does not have an approved model budget for use 
in guiding shelter rates and advised us that, in collaboration with the City’s Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB), a new model budget tool is in development.

In response to our draft report, officials advised us that in July 2017 (after the conclusion of 
our fieldwork) they developed and implemented a model budget tool to facilitate contract 
negotiations and rate setting, ensuring consistent and quality services that fall within prescribed 
guidelines.

Integrated Technology

In addition to its CARES system, DHS maintains critical provider information using three citywide 
computer systems – each with different functions, operating independent of the other, and 
“owned” by a different agency (see Table 2). 

Table 2 – Computer Systems and Their Functions  
 

System Owner Primary Functions 
HHS 
Accelerator 
 

Mayor’s Office of 
Operations 

General contract management 
Contract budget information (contract number, program type, 
budget codes/amounts) 

      CARES 
 

DHS General shelter/facility information 
Provider rate information 
Care days (reporting and invoice generation for rate-based 
contracts) 

FMS 
 

Financial Information 
Services Agency 

Payment to providers and contractors  
Expenditure information by budget code 

APT 
 

Mayor’s Office of 
Contract Services 

Stores contract packet documents  
Creates unique identification number for each contract  
Links  contract to DHS’s payment system 



2016-N-1

Division of State Government Accountability 15

Integrated citywide computer data systems allow agencies such as DHS to organize and analyze 
a comprehensive database of financial and statistical information. Cohesiveness among systems 
allows information to be shared and examined seamlessly, when needed. In the course of our audit, 
however, we found that the various computer data systems utilized by DHS were not integrated 
with each other, and therefore the important data cannot be easily shared and combined to 
facilitate deeper analysis. Furthermore, when computer systems are not integrated, there is an 
increased risk of discrepancies between systems, primarily originating from input errors and 
timing differences.

DHS officials acknowledged this issue, stating that one system may have information that cannot 
be entered into another. For instance, both HHS Accelerator and FMS use the unique contract 
number created by APT for identification/tracking purposes, while CARES uses a facility code 
identifier for tracking, which is not available in the other two systems. As a result, data in the 
systems cannot be merged and analyzed. Largely due to this incompatibility, DHS could not provide 
us with a complete set of data for all 748 shelter locations, including provider name, address, 
contract number, rate, capacity, and program type, as requested. Further, when we attempted to 
compile such a “database” ourselves (using data exported from CARES and Budget Constructs for 
City fiscal years 2016 and 2017), DHS was not able to verify its accuracy, clarify discrepancies, and 
fill in missing information.

DHS officials recognized the need to relate the data between the systems, noting that they are 
currently working on an interface that will result in FMS contract numbers being maintained in 
CARES, allowing CARES information to be linked to contracts in HHS Accelerator. DHS officials 
advised us that this is a challenge because the systems are managed by different City agencies. 
DHS officials also noted that they are creating a data “warehouse” that will be a central repository 
of integrated data from the various data sources. However, there is no timeline for the completion 
of this interface. 

DHS officials also advised us that the Budget Construct (an Excel spreadsheet) is their primary 
tool for tracking contract rates, even with the four computer systems that are available. Thus, 
any analysis by DHS regarding its contract procurement and rate-setting process is largely limited 
to the information contained in that spreadsheet. Furthermore, officials also stated that they 
will continue to use the Budget Construct even after the integrated system interface has been 
created, because it’s the tool they use for tracking contract rates. We question whether this plan 
is optimal. The Budget Construct does not include all of the information contained in the various 
systems (e.g., individual budget line items, which are maintained in HHS Accelerator), and it lacks 
key fields that would allow for a complete document history. These shortcomings alone will make 
it difficult for DHS officials to generate a comprehensive report of shelter and financial data for 
planning, analyzing trends, and drawing important conclusions. 

Recommendations

1. Create, maintain, and implement DHS-specific SOPs for the shelter contract procurement and 
rate-setting process, as well as standard rate guidelines for negotiating provider budgets to 
ensure continuity in processes as DHS transitions through its integration into DSS.
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2. Improve controls over the rate-setting process so that rates are within DHS’s outlined ranges. If 
contracts are awarded with rates that exceed those ranges, maintain adequate documentation 
for justification.

3. Ensure that contract negotiations, evaluations, and evidence of reasonableness are adequately 
documented in contract registration packets to comply with stated DHS contract and rate- 
setting practices, NYCRR Title 18, Part 900, and PPB rules.

4. Collaborate with related City agencies to integrate data systems so that DHS has the ability to 
perform data analytics on shelter data, and ensure that the integration has built-in controls 
to safeguard the data. 

Audit Scope, Objectives, and Methodology
The purpose of this audit was to determine whether DSS has adequate controls over selected 
fiscal aspects of homeless shelter services, including the contract procurement and rate-setting 
processes, and whether current contracted shelter rates are reasonable. Our audit covered the 
period from July 1, 2013 through May 30, 2017. 

To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed relevant laws and regulations that identify DHS’s fiscal 
oversight responsibilities for contracted homeless shelters. We interviewed DHS officials and staff 
to gain an understanding of the homeless shelter contracting and rate-setting processes and the 
underlying controls. We reviewed standard operating procedures and guidelines, and created 
flowcharts for the process flows as described by DHS, which were subsequently reviewed and 
approved by DHS officials. In addition, we examined contract and rate-setting documents used by 
DHS to pay homeless shelter providers. 

Furthermore, we selected a judgmental sample of 40 shelter contracts to determine if the 
processes and approval steps were followed. These 40 contracts were selected as representative 
of the contracts in the five boroughs, including both family and adult shelter types, differing 
shelter size, different types of subprograms, and the rates paid to providers. To further assess 
the reasonableness of contracted shelter rates, we grouped the 40 contracts by similarity, sorting 
them into 17 groups based on: shelter type, location, capacity, and specific subprogram. Shelters 
that were City-owned were grouped together. Because a single contract can cover more than 
one shelter location, these 40 contracts covered 72 different shelter locations. We reviewed the 
individual rates for these shelters to determine whether the rates/rate-setting process was fair 
and reasonable.

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. These 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 objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained during our audit provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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As is our practice, we notified DHS officials at the outset of the audit that we would be requesting 
a representation letter in which agency management provides assurances, to the best of its 
knowledge, concerning the relevance, accuracy, and competence of the evidence provided to 
the auditors during the course of the audit. The representation letter is intended to confirm oral 
representations made to the auditors and to reduce the likelihood of misunderstandings. Agency 
officials normally use the representation letter to assert that, to the best of their knowledge, all 
relevant financial and programmatic records and related data have been provided to the auditors. 
They affirm either that the agency has complied with all laws, rules, and regulations applicable 
to its operations that would have a significant effect on the operating practices being audited, or 
that any exceptions have been disclosed to the auditors. However, officials at the DHS advised 
us that the New York City Mayor’s Office of Operations had informed them that, as a matter 
of policy, mayoral agency officials do not provide representation letters in connection with our 
audits. As a result, we lack assurance from DHS officials 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 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 threats to 
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 III of the General Municipal Law.

Reporting Requirements
We provided a draft copy of this report to DSS officials for their review and formal comment.  
Their comments were considered in preparing this final report and are attached to it.  In their 
response, DSS officials generally agreed with our recommendations and indicated that they have 
already taken steps to address them.   Our rejoinder to certain DSS comments are included in the 
report’s State Comptroller’s Comments.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request that the Commissioner of the New 
York City Department of Social Services report to the State Comptroller, advising what steps were 
taken to implement the recommendations contained in this report, and if the recommendations 
were not implemented, the reasons why.
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Agency Comments

* See State Comptroller’s Comments, page 41.
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All site types - Administration Staff Sites under 50 Units 50 - 99 Units 100 - 149 Units Over 150 Units
Program Director 1 1 1 1
Assistant Program Director 1 1 1 2
Director of Program Operations 0.5 1 1 1
Administrative Assistant 0.5 1 2 2

All Site types - Social Service Staff All capacity
Case Manager 1:25
Housing Specialist 1:40
Case Manager Supervisor 1 to 125

FWC Direct Care Staff All capacity
Team Leader (LMSW) 1 per shelter
Social Worker 1:25
Peer Specialist 1:50

Adult Mental Health Direct Care Staff All Capacity
Team Leader (LMSW) 1 per shelter
Psychiatrist 1 to 100
Social Worker 1:50
Peer Specialist 1:50

Adult Substance Use Direct Care Staff All Capacity
CASAC 1:25

Adult Employment Direct Care Staff All Capacity
Employment Specialist 1:50

Adult Assessment Direct Care Staff All Capacity
CASAC 1 to 100
Care Coordinator 1 to 200
Social Worker 1:50

Adult Family Direct Care Staff All Capacity
CASAC 1:25
Peer Specialist 1:50
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Families with Children 

Shelter Capacity 150

FTE Proposed 
Per Diem

Administration Staff

Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.  Providers have flexibility to propose alternative 
staffing plan based on their specific operation and organizational structure.  See Staff ratio tab for 
staffing assumptions.

Total Administration Staff 7.92$ 900.9 (Resident obligations/rights); 900.10 (Resident services); 900.11 (Supervision)

Direct Care Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Team Leader LMSW (1:6 supervision ratio) 1
900.10.a (Resident services - all facilities; 900.10.b (Resident services -tier I  needs 
determination); 900.10.c (Resident services - tier II services); 900.10.d (Resident services - 
preganant women)

   Social Worker (1:25) 6
900.10.a (Resident services - all facilities; 900.10.b (Resident services -tier I  needs 
determination); 900.10.c (Resident services - tier II services); 900.10.d (Resident services - 
preganant women)

   Peer Specialist (1:50) 3
900.10.a (Resident services - all facilities; 900.10.b (Resident services -tier I  needs 
determination); 900.10.c (Resident services - tier II services); 900.10.d (Resident services - 
preganant women)

Total Direct Care Staff 10 -$

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 6 900.10.b (Resident services -tier I  needs determination); 900.10.c (Resident services - tier II 
services); 900.10.d (Resident services - preganant women)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 4 900.10.c.2 (Resident services - preparation for permanent housing); 900.10.d.3(Resident services 
- pregnant women, preparation for permanent housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 2
Total Social Service Counseling Staff 12 -$

Child Care Child care is not addressed in the model budget. Specific proposals will be evaluated based on NYC 
and NYS child care regulations.

   Child Care Staff 900.10.c.5 (Resident services - child care) and NYC Health Code Article 47

Total Child Care Staff -$

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:75) 1 1.10$ 900.10.c.3 (Resident services - recreation)
Total Recreation Staff 1 1.10$

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed 
Per Diem

Utilities
Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance
Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment 3.00$ Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 900.12.e 
(Environmental Standards - furnishing and equipment.

Professional Costs
Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. May be used for compliance with 
900.10.a.2 (health services); 900.10.d.1 (pregnant women, health services)

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen/food costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 900.12.g (Environmental Standards - 
kitchens, sanitation); 900.13 (Nutrition).

Maintenance

Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with NYC Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development (HPD), based on best practice. Proposals will be evaluated by DHS 
Maintenance and Repair division and governed by established agency maintenance 
standards.900.12.a-f (Environmental standards).

Transportation 1.00$ Per diem derived based on system averages
Overhead (10%) 10% Admin Overhead rate based on city-wide standard policy

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be 
evaulated on a case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted)
Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and 
consultation with NYPD. Part 900.11 (Supervision).

N/A

N/A

N/A

SAMPLE MODEL

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

N/A

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 
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Adult Mental Health 

Shelter Capacity 75

FTE Proposed 
Per Diem

Administration Staff

Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.Providers have flexibility to propose alternative 
staffing plan based on their specific operation and organizational structure. See Staff ratio tab for 
staffing assumptions.

Total Administration Staff  $           7.92 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident services); 491.11 (Disaster and emergency  planning)

Direct Care Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Team Leader LMSW (1:6 supervision ratio) 1 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

   Psychiatrist (1:100) 1 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

   Social Worker (1:50) 2 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

   Peer Specialist (1:50) 2 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

Total Direct Care Staff 6

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 3 491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 2 491.8.c-e.iii (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits, housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 1 491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

Total Social Service Counseling Staff 6

Operations Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Shift Supervisors/Residential Aide (1:25) 3  $           2.96 491.8.c-f (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits; resident services - supervision); 
491.9 (Food service); 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Total Operations Staff 3  $           2.96 

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:150) 1  $           1.10 491.8 (Resident services)
Total Recreation Staff 1  $           1.10 

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed 
Per Diem

Utilities
Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance
Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment  $           3.30 
Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 491.10.j,m 
(Environmental standards - furnishings and equipment/housekeeping)

Professional Costs Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident 
services);

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen staff/food costs per diem based on current average.  Provider can choose to provide food 
service with personnel or through a contrated food service.491.9 (Food service)

Maintenance

Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with Housing Preservation and Development, 
based on best practice.  Proposals will be evaluated by DHS Maintenance and Repair division and 
governed by established agency maintenance standards. 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Transportation  $           1.50 
Standard per diem derived based on system averages. 491.8.e.vii (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/transportation); 491.8.f.4 (Resident services -supervision/transportation)

Overhead (10%) 10% Admin Overhead rate based on city-wide standard policy

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be 
evaulated on a case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted) Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and 
consultation with NYPD. 491.8.f (Resident services -supervision.)

SAMPLE MODEL

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 

N/A

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

N/A

Average food service per 
diem
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Adult Substance Use

Shelter Capacity 75

FTE Proposed 
Per Diem

Administration Staff

Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.  Providers have flexibility to propose alternative staffing 
plan based on their specific operation and organizational structure.  See Staff ratio tab for staffing 
assumptions.

Total Administration Staff  $           7.92 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident services); 491.11 (Disaster and emergency  planning)

Direct Care Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   CASAC (1:25) 3 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social rehabiliaition 
needs/benefits/case management)

Total Direct Care Staff 3

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 3 491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 2 491.8.c-e.iii (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits, housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 1 491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

Total Social Service Counseling Staff 6

Operations Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Shift Supervisors/Residential Aide (1:25) 3  $           2.96 491.8.c-f (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits; resident services - supervision); 491.9 
(Food service); 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Total Operations Staff 3  $           2.96 

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:150) 1  $           1.10 491.8 (Resident services)
Total Recreation Staff 1  $           1.10 

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed 
Per Diem

Utilities Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment  $           3.30 
Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 491.10.j,m (Environmental 
standards - furnishings and equipment/housekeeping)

Professional Costs
Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident 
services);

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen staff/food costs per diem based on current average.  Provider can choose to provide food service 
with personnel or through a contrated food service.491.9 (Food service)

Maintenance
Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with Housing Preservation and Development, based 
on best practice.  Proposals will be evaluated by DHS Maintenance and Repair division and governed by 
established agency maintenance standards. 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Transportation  $           1.50 
Standard per diem derived based on system averages. 491.8.e.vii (Resident services - social rehabiliaition 
needs/benefits/transportation); 491.8.f.4 (Resident services -supervision/transportation)

Overhead (10%) 10% Admin Overhead rate based on city-wide standard policy

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be evaulated 
on a case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted)
Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and consultation 
with NYPD. 491.8.f (Resident services -supervision.)

SAMPLE MODEL

N/A

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

N/A

Average food service per 
diem

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 
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Adult Employment 

Shelter Capacity 75

FTE Proposed 
Per Diem

Administration Staff
Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.  Providers have flexibility to propose alternative staffing plan 
based on their specific operation and organizational structure.  See Staff ratio tab for staffing assumptions.

Total Administration Staff  $         7.92 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident services); 491.11 (Disaster and emergency  planning)

Direct Care Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Employment Specialist (1:50) 2
491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social rehabiliaition 
needs/benefits/case management)

Total Direct Care Staff 2

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 3
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - information 
and referral services)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 2 491.8.c-e.iii (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits, housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 1
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - information 
and referral services)

Total Social Service Counseling Staff 6

Operations Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Shift Supervisors/Residential Aide (1:25) 3  $         2.96 
491.8.c-f (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits; resident services - supervision); 491.9 
(Food service); 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Total Operations Staff 3  $         2.96 

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:150) 1  $         1.10 491.8 (Resident services)
Total Recreation Staff 1  $         1.10 

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed 
Per Diem

Utilities Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment  $         3.30 
Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 491.10.j,m (Environmental 
standards - furnishings and equipment/housekeeping)

Professional Costs
Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident 
services);

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen staff/food costs per diem based on current average.  Provider can choose to provide food service 
with personnel or through a contrated food service.491.9 (Food service)

Maintenance
Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with Housing Preservation and Development, based 
on best practice.  Proposals will be evaluated by DHS Maintenance and Repair division and governed by 
established agency maintenance standards. 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Transportation  $         1.50 Standard per diem derived based on system averages. 491.8.e.vii (Resident services - social rehabiliaition 
needs/benefits/transportation); 491.8.f.4 (Resident services -supervision/transportation)

Overhead (10%) 10% Admin Overhead rate based on city-wide standard policy

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be evaulated 
on a case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted)
Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and consultation 
with NYPD. 491.8.f (Resident services -supervision.)

SAMPLE MODEL

N/A

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

N/A

Average food service 
per diem

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 
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Adult Assessment

Shelter Capacity 75

FTE Proposed 
Per Diem

Administration Staff

Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.  Providers have flexibility to propose alternative 
staffing plan based on their specific operation and organizational structure.  See Staff ratio tab for 
staffing assumptions.

Total Administration Staff  $         7.92 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident services); 491.11 (Disaster and emergency  planning)

Direct Care Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   CASAC (1:100) 1 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

   Care Coordinator (1:200) 1 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

   Social Worker (1:50) 2 491.8.b-d (Resident services - special population needs); 491.8.e (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/case management)

Total Direct Care Staff 4  $             -   

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 3 491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 2 491.8.c-e.iii (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits, housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 1 491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

Total Social Service Counseling Staff 6

Operations Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Shift Supervisors/Residential Aide (1:25) 3  $         2.96 
491.8.c-f (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits; resident services - supervision); 
491.9 (Food service); 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Total Operations Staff 3  $         2.96 

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:150) 1  $         1.10 491.8 (Resident services)
Total Recreation Staff 1  $         1.10 

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed 
Per Diem

Utilities Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment  $         3.30 
Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 491.10.j,m 
(Environmental standards - furnishings and equipment/housekeeping)

Professional Costs
Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident 
services);

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen staff/food costs per diem based on current average.  Provider can choose to provide food 
service with personnel or through a contrated food service.491.9 (Food service)

Maintenance

Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with Housing Preservation and Development, 
based on best practice.  Proposals will be evaluated by DHS Maintenance and Repair division and 
governed by established agency maintenance standards. 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Transportation  $         1.50 
Standard per diem derived based on system averages. 491.8.e.vii (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/transportation); 491.8.f.4 (Resident services -supervision/transportation)

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be 
evaulated on a case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted)
Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and 
consultation with NYPD. 491.8.f (Resident services -supervision).

SAMPLE MODEL

N/A

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

N/A

Average food service 
per diem

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 
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Adult General 

Shelter Capacity 75

FTE Proposed Per 
Diem

Administration Staff

Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.  Providers have flexibility to propose alternative staffing 
plan based on their specific operation and organizational structure.  See Staff ratio tab for staffing 
assumptions.

Total Administration Staff  $            7.92 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident services); 491.11 (Disaster and emergency  planning)
Direct Care Staff

NA NA NA
Total Direct Care Staff NA NA

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 3
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 2 491.8.c-e.iii (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits, housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 1
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - 
information and referral services)

Total Social Service Counseling Staff 6

Operations Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Shift Supervisors/Residential Aide (1:25) 3  $            2.96 
491.8.c-f (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits; resident services - supervision); 
491.9 (Food service); 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Total Operations Staff 3  $            2.96 

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate 
regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:150) 1  $            1.10 491.8 (Resident services)
Total Recreation Staff 1  $            1.10 

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed Per 
Diem

Utilities Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment  $            3.30 
Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 491.10.j,m (Environmental 
standards - furnishings and equipment/housekeeping)

Professional Costs
Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident 
services);

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen staff/food costs per diem based on current average.  Provider can choose to provide food service 
with personnel or through a contrated food service.491.9 (Food service)

Maintenance
Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with Housing Preservation and Development, 
based on best practice.  Proposals will be evaluated by DHS Maintenance and Repair division and 
governed by established agency maintenance standards. 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Transportation  $            1.50 
Standard per diem derived based on system averages. 491.8.e.vii (Resident services - social 
rehabiliaition needs/benefits/transportation); 491.8.f.4 (Resident services -supervision/transportation)

Overhead (10%) 10% Admin Overhead rate based on city-wide standard policy

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be 
evaulated on a case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted)
Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and 
consultation with NYPD. 491.8.f (Resident services -supervision).

SAMPLE MODEL

N/A

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

Documented 
Actuals/Comps

N/A

Average food service per 
diem

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 
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Adult Families 

Shelter Capacity 75

FTE Proposed 
Per Diem

Administration Staff
Per diem derived by developing a standard complement of staff and averages salaries.  Staffing and 
compensation were increased for larger facilities.  Providers have flexibility to propose alternative staffing plan 
based on their specific operation and organizational structure.  See Staff ratio tab for staffing assumptions.

Total Administration Staff  $         7.92 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident services); 491.11 (Disaster and emergency  planning)

Direct Care Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   CASAC (1:12.5) 6
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - information 
and referral services)

   Peer Specialist (1:25) 3
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - information 
and referral services)

Total Direct Care Staff 9  $            -   

Social Service Counseling Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Case Manager (1:25) 3
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - information 
and referral services)

   Housing Specialist (1:40) 2 491.8.c-e.iii (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits, housing)

   Case Manager Supervisor (1:125) 1
491.8.c-e (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits); 491.8.g (Resident services - information 
and referral services)

Total Social Service Counseling Staff 6

Operations Staff Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Shift Supervisors/Residential Aide (1:25) 3  $         2.96 
491.8.c-f (Resident services - social rehabiliation needs/benefits; resident services - supervision); 491.9 
(Food service); 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Total Operations Staff 3  $         2.96 

Recreation Staffing based client to staff ratios as established by Agency policy in compliance with appropriate regulation.  

   Recreation Staff (1:150) 1  $         1.10 491.8 (Resident services)
Total Recreation Staff 1  $         1.10 

Fringe (26%) 26% Fringe rate based on agency standard policy

Proposed 
Per Diem

Utilities Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Insurance Will establish appropriate funding level based on documentation of building expenses or comps.

Client Supplies/Office Equipment  $         3.30 
Per diem derived by applying a uniform increase to current system averages. 491.10.j,m (Environmental 
standards - furnishings and equipment/housekeeping)

Professional Costs
Professional costs will be evaluated on a case by case basis. 491.7 (Resident rights); 491.8 (Resident 
services);

Kitchen Staff/Food 
Kitchen staff/food costs per diem based on current average.  Provider can choose to provide food service with 
personnel or through a contrated food service.491.9 (Food service)

Maintenance
Standard per diem guideline was derived in consultation with Housing Preservation and Development, based on 
best practice.  Proposals will be evaluated by DHS Maintenance and Repair division and governed by 
established agency maintenance standards. 491.10 (Environmental standards)

Transportation  $         1.50 Standard per diem derived based on system averages. 491.8.e.vii (Resident services - social rehabiliaition 
needs/benefits/transportation); 491.8.f.4 (Resident services -supervision/transportation)

Overhead (10%) 10% Admin Overhead rate based on city-wide standard policy

Rent
Rent per diem is evaluated based on documentation of building expenses. New proposals will be evaulated on a 
case by case basis using a methodology developed by HPD, DHS, DSS and OMB.

Security (PS + Contracted)
Security will be evaluated on a case by case basis through an onsite security assessment and consultation with 
NYPD. 491.8.f (Resident services -supervision).

SAMPLE MODEL

N/A

N/A

Documented 
Actuals/Comps
Documented 

Actuals/Comps

N/A

Average food service 
per diem

 Per diem to maintain 
adequate health and 

safety standards 
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State Comptroller’s Comments
1. We revised our report to include additional background information that gives greater 

context that DHS was in the midst of a significant reorganization while the audit was being 
performed. 

2. At the conclusion of our fieldwork, DHS officials advised us that the model budget tool 
was still in development and had not yet been finalized.  We commend DHS for taking 
steps to finalize and implement this tool in July 2017.  
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