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Dear Mr. Boardman: 
 

Pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article V, Section 1 of the State 
Constitution, and Article II, Section 8 of the State Finance Law, we have audited the Department of 
Transportation’s monitoring and inspection of the Turboliner Modernization Project for the period 
October 1, 1998 through October 31, 2002.  This report is the second in a series of reports we plan to 
issue addressing activities related to the Turboliner Modernization Project.  Our first report (2002-S-
52) addressed project delays.  A subsequent report (2002-S-15) will address the controls over 
contract payments. 
 
A. Background 
 

The Department of Transportation (Department) oversees the transportation systems in New 
York State.  The National Railroad Passenger Corporation, also known as Amtrak, provides rail 
transportation service in one of these systems between New York City and Buffalo (the Empire 
Corridor).  To improve passenger rail transportation in the Empire Corridor, the Department is 
implementing the High Speed Rail Improvement Program (Program).  The Department and Amtrak 
have entered into a contract to support the objectives of the high-speed rail program.  In September 
1998, the Governor and Amtrak officials publicly announced the Program, which was scheduled to 
be completed in 2003 at a cost of $185 million. 
 

To enable the trains in the Empire Corridor to travel at higher speeds, improvements have to 
be made in the passenger rail infrastructure and in the trains themselves.  In the Turboliner 
Modernization Project, seven existing Amtrak trainsets are to be remanufactured so that they are 
capable of traveling at 125 miles per hour and meet current Federal safety and accessibility 
standards. A trainset consists of five cars:  a power car at each end with two passenger coach cars 
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and a food service car.  The trainsets are to be remanufactured by a private company (Super Steel 
Schenectady, Inc. or SSSI) in a contract administered by the Department. 
 

The original contract with SSSI, which was approved in February 1998, addressed up to two 
trainsets with an option for five additional trainsets.  These two trainsets (called the prototype 
trainsets) were to be ready for revenue service early in 1999, but as is described in our Report 2002-
S-52, the remanufacturing process was subject to extensive delays, and as of October 31, 2002, 
neither trainset was ready for revenue service.  SSSI’s contract was amended in September 2000 to 
exercise the option to replace the remaining five trainsets (the production trainsets) and to add 
change orders on the two prototype trainsets.  The contract was amended again in November 2001 to 
add change orders for all seven trainsets.  Initially, the five production trainsets were to be ready for 
revenue service between June and December of 2002.  The first two trainsets completed by SSSI 
were deemed ready for service, and delivered to Amtrak prior to December 31, 2002.  The 
completion of these trainsets was also delayed and none of the fully modernized production trainsets 
were placed in service on the Empire Corridor as originally scheduled by December 31, 2002. 
 

It should be noted that when the Program started no other diesel turboliner (non-electric) 
trains were in existence to guide SSSI in the remanufacturing process.  For this reason, its contract 
with the Department was a “design and build” contract, in which many aspects of the 
remanufactured trainsets had to be designed before they could be built.  The work on the five 
production trainsets was scheduled to begin after the designs for the two prototypes had been 
completed. 
 

According to the contract budget, which has been revised twice and will likely be revised 
again, SSSI is to be paid a total of $74.4 million for its remanufacturing work.  The Department, 
Amtrak, and the Federal Railroad Administration will share these costs.  The Department and the 
Federal Railroad Administration will share equally in the remanufacturing cost of the two prototype 
trainsets, up to a total cost of $25 million ($12.5 million each).  The Department will pay all costs in 
excess of $25 million for these two trainsets ($1.8 million as of October 31, 2002).  The Department 
and Amtrak will share equally in the remanufacturing costs of the five production trainsets. 
 

The contract with SSSI is expected to account for most, but not all, of the costs related to the 
Turboliner Modernization Project.  The Department also contracted with two engineering firms.  
One firm developed the original proposal for the Turboliner Modernization Project, while the other 
firm developed technical aspects of the Request for Proposal for the remanufacturing contract and 
helps the Department monitor the work performed under the contract.  At the time of our audit, the 
cost of these consultant contracts totaled about $3.5 million.  Amtrak and the Department will also 
purchase new turbines and transmissions for the remanufactured power cars, at a cost that is 
expected to total about $12.2 million.  Therefore, at the time of our audit, the total costs related to 
the Turboliner Modernization Project were expected to exceed $90 million. 
 

According to the terms of the remanufacturing contract with SSSI, SSSI is to be reimbursed 
for the cost of materials on all seven trainsets, is to be paid a certain amount per hour for its direct 
labor on the two prototype trainsets, and is to be paid a certain amount for the completion of each 
stage of the remanufacturing process on the five production trainsets.  The Department makes all 
contract payments to SSSI.  The cost-sharing agreements between the Department and Amtrak, and 
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the Department and the Federal Railroad Administration, are implemented through an ongoing cost 
settlement process. 
 

The Department monitors the work performed by SSSI.  Two Department staff, a Project 
Manager (who also serves as Director of the Department’s Economic Development and 
Administration Bureau, and is currently committed to spend three-quarters of his time on the 
Turboliner Modernization Project) and an Inspector (who is on site daily at SSSI), are responsible 
for this monitoring.  The Inspector performs detailed inspections of SSSI work at regular intervals.  
The Department also contracted with an engineering firm (TLEngineering Services or TLE) to 
provide technical assistance in monitoring the work performed by SSSI.  The Department’s 
Inspector is in almost daily contact with TLE, which sends a representative to the monthly technical 
review meetings held at SSSI to perform inspections and other on-site monitoring activities.  The 
work performed by SSSI is also monitored and inspected by SSSI’s own Quality Assurance staff.  
SSSI requests for payment are reviewed by the Inspector, TLE and the Project Manager, and must be 
approved by the Project Manager.  The Department, SSSI and TLE hold monthly technical review 
meetings at SSSI at which they discuss issues related to the contract, such as project status, technical 
matters and payment issues.  Officials from Amtrak also attend these meetings. 
 
B. Audit Scope, Objective and Methodology 
 

We audited the monitoring and inspection activities performed and overseen by the 
Department on the Turboliner Modernization Project for the period October 1, 1998 through October 
31, 2002.  The objective of our performance audit was to determine whether ongoing 
remanufacturing work was subject to thorough inspection and validation prior to the submittal of a 
payment request.  To accomplish our objective, we reviewed and analyzed Department and SSSI 
records.  We also interviewed managers and staff of the Department, SSSI, TLE and Amtrak.  In 
addition, we visited the remanufacturing plant to view work in progress and attended several 
monthly technical meetings. 
 

We conducted our audit according to generally accepted government auditing standards.  
Such standards require that we plan and do our audit to adequately assess those procedures and 
operations included within the audit scope.  Further, these standards require that we understand the 
Department’s internal control systems and compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are 
relevant to the Department’s procedures and operations that are included in our audit scope.  An 
audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transactions recorded in the 
accounting and operating records and applying such other auditing procedures, as we consider 
necessary in the circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments and 
decisions made by management.  We believe our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings, 
conclusions and recommendations. 
 

We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be audited.  This approach focuses 
our efforts on those procedures and operations identified through our preliminary survey as having 
the greatest probability for needing improvement.  Consequently, by design, we use our finite audit 
resources to identify where and how improvements can be made.  Thus, we devote little audit effort 
to reviewing procedures and operations that may be relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, our 
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audit reports are prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore, generally highlights those 
areas needing improvement and does not address activities that may be functioning properly. 
 
C. Results of Audit 
 

We found that the Department established a reasonable and appropriate process for 
monitoring the work performed by SSSI.  However, improvements are needed in various aspects of 
the overall inspection process.  Improvements are especially needed in SSSI’s own internal 
inspections, as work approved by SSSI Quality Assurance staff was often rejected by Department 
inspections.  Improvements are also needed in certain aspects of the Department’s inspection 
process, as change order work is not completely verified before payments are made and required 
inspections are not always performed. 

 
(Subsequent to the completion of our fieldwork, the Department’s Project Manager provided 

us with a draft copy of the guidance to be provided by him to the Department’s inspector and 
consultant for verifying work performed under change orders.) 
 

We also found that, in several instances, the Department accepted and paid for work that was 
substantially, but not fully complete, with the understanding that SSSI would correct the defects 
before submitting additional payment requests on those train cars.  When the Department found that 
the defects were not being corrected in accordance with this understanding, it reduced the 
subsequent payments to account for the uncorrected defects.  We further found that, in January 2001, 
the Department was informed by TLE about a number of critical problems in the remanufacturing 
process.  However, the Department did not take the actions recommended by TLE to address the 
problems in the remanufacturing process.  During our fieldwork, Department officials stated that 
they intend to use the information provided by TLE in their assessment of SSSI’s performance at the 
conclusion of the contract. 

 
(In their response to our draft audit report, Department officials indicated that they addressed 

the issues in the remanufacturing process and saw significant improvements including the 
replacement of SSSI’s key executives and project staff. 
 

1. Department Activities 
 

The contract specifies the various ways in which SSSI is to be paid for its remanufacturing 
work.  On all seven trainsets, SSSI is to be reimbursed for the cost of its materials.  In addition, for 
the two prototype trainsets, SSSI is to be paid at a pre-approved rate per hour for its direct labor.  For 
the five production trainsets, different milestones identify the various stages of the remanufacturing 
processes, and SSSI is to be paid a pre-approved amount for the completion of each milestone on 
each train car.  For change orders (which relate to work that was not originally anticipated), SSSI is 
to be paid an agreed upon amount when specified work is satisfactorily completed on each of the 
trainsets. 
 

The Department is required by the contract to monitor and inspect the work performed by 
SSSI, and to verify all payment requests submitted by SSSI.  For the two prototype trainsets, the 
Department’s Inspector (or Project Manager, if the Inspector was not available) made daily 
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inspections of the work completed that day and recorded the observations in a daily log of reviews.  
This information was then used to verify the direct labor hours and materials that were claimed by 
SSSI in its payment requests.  The Inspector or Project Manager also held daily meetings with SSSI 
staff to discuss the status of the prototype trainsets. 
 

For the five production trainsets, the Inspector (or Project Manager) has continued to make 
daily inspections and has continued to record the observations in a daily log of reviews.  In addition, 
the observations are also recorded in a progress folder for each car in each trainset.  When SSSI 
indicates that a milestone has been completed for a car, the Inspector compares the completed work 
to a shop order checklist showing all the production tasks associated with that phase of work.  If a 
task is not completed satisfactorily, SSSI is supposed to correct the deficient work before submitting 
a payment request.  The Inspector also verifies that the direct materials charged on SSSI’s payment 
requests are either used for a trainset or are in SSSI’s materials inventory. 
 

The payment requests are submitted to the Inspector, who verifies SSSI’s claims of 
completed work against his inspection observations.  Payment requests are also reviewed by TLE, to 
assess the quality and completeness of SSSI’s work, and by the Project Manager.  The Inspector 
reports to the Project Manager; the Project Manager is the Department’s contact person with TLE.  
The Project Manager has the final responsibility for deciding if the work has been completed in 
accordance with the contract requirements.  The Project Manager must authorize any payments 
made. 
 

To evaluate the adequacy of the Department’s inspection process, we reviewed selected 
inspection documentation maintained by the Department.  We limited our review to the inspection 
documentation in the progress folders for the production trainsets.  At the time of our review, 
remanufacturing work had been performed on four of the five production trainsets.  Accordingly, a 
total of 20 progress folders were available for review (one folder for each of the five cars in the four 
trainsets).  We judgmentally selected 10 of these 20 folders, ensuring that our sample included at 
least one of each type of car (power car, coach car and food service car).  We then reviewed the 
inspection documentation in the ten folders to determine whether the work submitted by SSSI was 
properly reviewed by the Department before SSSI was paid for the completion of the milestone. 
 

The ten folders in our sample contained the documentation for a total of 91 milestone 
inspections.  In 49 of the inspections, the work submitted by SSSI was rejected by the Department 
and had to be corrected.  In the remaining 42 inspections, the Department accepted the work 
submitted by SSSI.  In 28 of these 42 instances, the work submitted by SSSI had previously been 
rejected by the Department.  In only 14 of the 42 instances was SSSI’s work accepted the first time it 
was submitted. 
 

We therefore conclude Department inspections often identified problems that resulted in the 
rejection and correction of work that had been submitted by SSSI.  However, we also found that, in 
several instances, work was not fully completed according to the Department’s inspection records.  
Department officials stated that, although the work was not fully completed, it was substantially 
completed.  We identified these various instances in a total of 12 of the 42 inspections in which the 
Department accepted SSSI’s work as follows: 
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• In five of the inspections, SSSI was paid for work that was substantially but not fully 
completed and the reason for the payment was not documented in the progress folders.  
According to the documentation in the progress folders, the Inspector determined that the 
work was mostly but not totally completed.  However, in all five instances, the Project 
Manager overruled the Inspector’s determination and full payment was authorized.  The 
documentation in the progress folders did not indicate why the Inspector’s determination was 
overruled.  For example, in two instances, the Inspector determined that work was 
incomplete and recommended that SSSI’s payment be held until additional work was 
performed.  These two instances related to work on a coach car’s and power car’s door 
borders, flat radius panels and step wells.  Despite this determination, SSSI was paid in full 
in both instances. The Project Manager told us that full payment was made because, in his 
opinion, SSSI’s failure to comply with requirements (SSSI changed the vendor and the 
design for the step wells in the production trainsets without the Department’s approval) was 
not significant and was not likely to impair the functionality of the train cars.  However, we 
note that, in the opinion of TLE, partial payment should have been withheld in case the door 
does not fit when it is installed later in the remanufacturing process.   

 
Auditor’s Comments:  Subsequent to the completion of our fieldwork, the Project Manager 
provided us with documentation on these five items that was maintained separate from the 
progress folders we had access to during the fieldwork.  The documentation provided 
showed that the work that was paid for under the contract terms was substantially but not 
fully completed.  The information also showed that as a result of the Department’s and 
TLE’s concerns that SSSI was not finishing open work items before the next payment 
request was submitted, the Department would implement partial payments. 

 
• In five of the inspections, SSSI was paid for work that was substantially but not fully 

completed, but the reason for the payment was documented.  These five instances (in which 
SSSI received payments totaling $325,000), the items were considered relatively minor by 
the Department (e.g., small holes, minor paint errors and minor errors in sealing the frame 
prior to the application of the prime coat of paint).  In all five instances, it was documented 
that the work was accepted with the understanding that SSSI would correct the defects 
before submitting a payment request for the next milestone on the car. 
 

• In two of the inspections, SSSI was paid for work that was not inspected in accordance with 
requirements (the two payments totaled $145,600).  According to the Department’s 
inspection requirements, remanufactured train cars should be inspected after they are 
sandblasted and before the prime coat of paint is applied.  However, the Department was not 
given the opportunity by SSSI to inspect these two cars before they were prime painted. 

 
(In response to our draft audit report, Department officials indicate that the Project Manager 

reviewed this matter and determined that even though SSSI should have had the Department inspect 
the cars prior to being primed, the actual painting was subsequently inspected and it was determined 
it was applied in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications.  Further, the Department has 
again instructed SSSI not to undertake activities that require prior inspections.) 
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While the Department accepted some work that was substantially but not fully completed 
with the understanding that SSSI would finish the work before submitting future payment requests 
for those cars, Department officials found that SSSI was repeatedly submitting payment requests for 
incomplete work and was not finishing the work prior to its request for payment on the next 
milestone.  As a result, in January 2002, the Department implemented a process for reducing 
payments to SSSI by an amount that is greater than the value of remaining work.  This process is 
used to maintain SSSI’s cash flow, but still provide a financial incentive for SSSI to complete the 
work. 
 

We also examined the Department’s inspection process for work performed as a result of 
change orders.  According to the terms of the contract, SSSI is to be paid for change order work 
when the work is completed.  Each month, SSSI gives the Department a list of change order work 
that has been completed, and requests payment for the work.  However, we found that neither the 
Inspector nor TLE verifies that the work on the list was actually completed.  Rather, the Project 
Manager approves payment on the basis of SSSI’s list, discussions with SSSI’s Production Manager, 
and a brief inspection of the cars.  As a result, the Department lacks assurance that change order 
work is performed and documented as required. 

 
Auditor’s Comment:  Subsequent to the completion of our fieldwork, the Department’s 

Project Manager provided us with a draft copy of the guidance to be provided by him to the 
Department’s inspector and consultant for verifying work performed under change orders.  The 
documents include guidance for when the verification is to be made, how work is to be referenced to 
related milestone payments in the contract, and how verification is to be performed. 
 

We also note that, in a strong system of internal control, there should be a separation of 
duties; i.e., the same individual who verifies that an activity such as a change order was completed 
should not authorize the payment.  However, the Project Manager approved both the completeness 
of the change order work and the payments.  After we brought this matter to the attention of 
Department officials, they told us that they had taken action to separate these two responsibilities.  
(Contract payments and related internal controls are discussed more fully in our draft audit, Report 
2002-S-15.) 
 

2. SSSI Activities 
 

SSSI’s Quality Assurance (QA) staff performs inspections of the work done on the trainsets. 
 In these inspections, which are performed at different progress points than the Department’s 
inspections, the staff evaluate the overall workmanship on each car and compare the work done to 
design drawings and shop orders.  They also inspect materials upon delivery, and inspect trainsets 
when they arrive for remanufacturing and after they have been dismantled.  The purpose of the 
inspections is to ensure that the materials, equipment and remanufacturing work conform to contract 
specifications. 
 

We reviewed inspection reports prepared by SSSI’s QA staff.  We found that, while the QA 
staff often identified work that had to be redone and components that had to be replaced, they did not 
identify numerous problems that caused work to be rejected by the Department.  In our review of the 
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inspection reports, which summarize the inspection failures identified by both SSSI and the 
Department, we determined that work was often rejected for the three following reasons: 

 
• There were not enough of the needed parts in SSSI’s inventory to complete the shop 

order. 
 

• The available parts did not work properly. 
 

• Engineering designs had to be altered (this problem is addressed in more detail in our 
Report 2002-S-52). 

 
The rejected work had to be redone, and as a result, the remanufacturing process was delayed 

and the cost of the process increased.  These delays and cost increases are addressed in Report 2002-
S-52.  We note that weaknesses in SSSI’s inspection process may be due, in part, to the fact that the 
QA staff are not organizationally independent (they report to SSSI’s Plant Manager). 
 
 (In response to our draft audit report, Department officials indicate that it is the contractor’s 
cost, and not the Department’s cost, that increased.) 
 

3. TLE Activities 
 

TLE assists the Department on technical issues and assists in the review of SSSI payment 
requests.  Initially, TLE was on-site at the SSSI remanufacturing plant two days each week, but in 
December 1999, TLE began to be on-site about two days a month.  In a letter dated January 31, 
2001, TLE identified numerous problems in the remanufacturing process and recommended that 
certain actions be taken by the Department to address these problems.  The problems identified by 
TLE included the following: 
 

• SSSI had not developed a revised schedule even though the remanufacturing of the 
two prototype trainsets was well behind schedule. 

 
• SSSI’s engineering drawings were incomplete. 

 
• It appeared that SSSI might defer preparation of project designs and required 

manuals for the two prototype trainsets because milestone payments were not 
directly associated with the completion of these tasks.  In addition, even though work 
on the two prototype trainsets had yet to be completed, it appeared that SSSI might 
begin work on the production trainsets, because such work was eligible for milestone 
payments. 

 
The problems identified by TLE are discussed in greater detail in our Report 2002-S-52.  

TLE recommended that the Department notify SSSI about these concerns and work with SSSI on 
corrective action.  TLE indicated that, in its opinion, the Turboliner Modernization Project should 
not be allowed to continue as it was.  TLE suggested that corrective action might include requiring 
SSSI to stop work until it corrected the planning and documentation deficiencies. 
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However, the Department did not take the corrective actions recommended by TLE. 
Department officials told us that the purpose of the letter prepared by TLE was to assist the 
Department in its analysis of SSSI’s performance at the conclusion of the contract.  The officials 
said that they asked TLE to prepare the letter for this purpose.  TLE officials told us that they 
prepared the letter to document their concerns with project delays and SSSI’s financial condition. 
 
 We note that, regardless of the purpose for which the letter was prepared, it contained 
recommendations concerning problems that needed to be addressed.  We question why the advice 
given by the Department’s consultant was not followed.  We also note that, while the letter was 
prepared in January 2001, the Department’s project management staff did not take any action to 
address TLE’s letter.  However, in September 2002, other units in the Department started to analyze 
information for future Departmental actions.  We question the reasons for this delay. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Improve project management and accountability by establishing documentation 

requirements where authorizations and decisions are memorialized as to compliance with 
approved contractual terms and conditions and other established project requirements. 

 
(Department officials replied to our draft audit report that their procedures and practices are 
now designed to address the audit results regarding the need to document the resolution of 
differences between the Project Manager, Inspector and TLE about the acceptability of work 
done by SSSI.) 

 
(Auditor’s Comments:  The response partially addresses our concerns; however, it does not 
specify the documents that will be required to support the final decision.  The 
recommendation was revised to reflect the additional information provided by the 
Department in response to the draft audit report.) 

 
2. Work with SSSI to develop a process that does not allow work to proceed until all required 

inspections have been performed. 
 

(In response to our draft audit report, Department officials stated that the Department, TLE 
and SSSI have procedures in place that are designed to ensure that work is not allowed to 
proceed until all required inspections have been performed while, at the same time, 
recognizing certain challenges and resource constraints.) 
 

3. Verify that change order work is completed before approving payment for the work, and 
assign these two functions (the verification of the work and the approval of the payment) to 
different individuals. 

 
(Department officials replied to the draft audit report that they already have a procedure that 
was given to the Department's design consultant (TLE) and Inspector, as well as the OSC 
auditors.) 

 
Auditor's Comment:  A copy of this guidance was given to the auditors after our fieldwork 
was completed and the draft audit report was issued.  However, it was not used during our 
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audit and, as indicated in our report, it was still in draft when it was shared with the 
auditors.) 
 

4. Work with SSSI to strengthen its quality assurance function. 
 

(In response to our draft audit report, Department officials state that the Department and TLE 
have been urging improvements of this function at SSSI for the past several years.  However, 
the periodic turnover of SSSI management has made this more of a challenge than would 
normally be expected.  A new management team has joined SSSI during the past year and 
has been much more responsive to this issue and, as a result, greater progress is now being 
made.) 
 

5. Use TLE’s letter in the Department’s analysis of SSSI’s contract performance. 
 

(Department officials replied to the draft audit report that TLE's letter was used at various 
stages of the Project through discussions with SSSI officials, at monthly technical review 
meetings, and in the replacement of key executives and SSSI Turboliner Project staff.) 

 
Auditor's Comment:  Department officials did not provide documentation to support the 
various ways it addressed issues in TLE's letter prepared in January 2001.  We were advised 
that meetings were held to discuss some of the issues in the letter, but we did not receive any 
documentation of these meetings.) 

 
In response to our draft audit report, Department officials took exception because our audit 
did not provide preliminary audit findings and the agency responses to such findings.  They 
commented that such action on our part limits their ability to provide a fair and complete 
response to the audit and may lead to incorrect or inaccurate information in the final report.  
Department officials also stated that at the November 27, 2002 closing conference for this 
audit, they had requested that we provide key background information that would serve as 
the basis for the audit report.  Department officials further stated that they did not receive 
this information until mid-February, thus impacting their ability to respond to the draft audit 
findings.  Nevertheless, officials responded that steps were taken to implement our audit 
recommendations and that several practices and procedures were already in place.) 
 
Auditor’s Comment:  Because this report had a single focus on monitoring and inspection of 
the Turboliner Modernization Project, we chose not to issue written preliminary findings.  
However, we presented and discussed findings during the audit, held a closing conference at 
the end of the audit to further discuss findings and, as always, we provided the agency with 
an opportunity to respond to the draft audit report.  In addition, Department officials did not 
request background information at the closing conference in November 2002.  Instead, 
Department officials requested information on February 7, 2003 and such information was 
provided that same day.  Department officials had this information to consider for a few 
weeks before responding to our draft audit report. Finally, it is our observation that many 
corrective actions taken by Department officials occurred during or at the conclusion of the 
audit.  
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A draft copy of this report was provided to Department of Transportation officials for their 
review and comments.  Their comments have been considered in preparing this report and are 
included as Appendix A. 
 

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

 
Major contributors to this report were Gerald Tysiak, Roger C. Mazula, Deb Spaulding, Lisa 

Dunleavy, Jennifer Paperman and Dana Newhouse. 
 

We wish to thank the management and staff of the Department of Transportation for the 
courtesies and cooperation extended to our auditors during this audit. 
 
 Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
 Carmen Maldonado 
 Audit Director 
cc:  Deirdre Taylor 
      John Samaniuk 



Appendix A 

 
 



A-2 

* See State Comptroller's Notes, Appendix A-6 

 

* 
Note 

1 

* 
Note 

2 



A-3 

 



A-4 

* See State Comptroller's Notes, Appendix A-6 

 
 

* 
Note 

2 



A-5 

* See Auditor’s Comment, page 6 of the report. * See State Comptroller's Notes, Appendix A-6 

 

* 
Note 

2 

* 
Note 

2 



A-6 

State Comptroller's Notes: 
 
1.  Our audit work can be segmented and this should not create confusion.  Our

audit process was discussed with Department officials during the audit. 
 
2.  Certain matters addressed in the draft report were revised or deleted from the

final audit report.  Therefore, some agency comments included as Appendix
A may be related to matters no longer included in this report. 

 
 


