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AUDIT OBJECTIVES 
 

Between 1999 and 2005, the New York State 
Department of Economic Development 
(DED) and the Empire State Development 
Corporation (ESDC) awarded ten grants to 
the Suffolk-Nassau Chamber of Commerce at 
Huntington (Chamber).  Our objectives were 
to determine whether:  (1) the Chamber used 
the grant funds in a manner consistent with 
the terms and conditions of the grant 
agreements, and (2) DED and ESDC took 
appropriate steps to administer, monitor and 
control the grants. 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
The grants awarded to the Chamber funded 
various projects and other activities intended 
to promote economic development in and 
around the Town of Huntington, which is 
located on Long Island.  As of December 31, 
2005, DED and ESDC had reimbursed the 
Chamber for $496,195 in claimed expenses 
under the ten grants.  To determine whether 
these expenses were valid and appropriate 
(i.e., for purposes authorized by the grants), 
we examined the documentation maintained 
by the Chamber in support of the expenses.  
We found that $124,872 of the $496,195 in 
claimed reimbursable expenses (about 25 
percent) was not, in fact, reimbursable. 
 
These expenses were not reimbursable for 
various reasons.  For example, some of the 
claimed expenses were not actually paid by 
the Chamber.  In other instances, the same 
expense was reimbursed twice under different 
grants, expenses were paid after the grant 
period had ended, and the amount claimed by 
the Chamber for an expense exceeded the 
amount that had actually been paid.  In 
addition, some of the claimed expenses were 
not supported by records confirming the  

expenses had actually been paid and were 
related to authorized grant purposes. [Pages 5-
7] 
 
We determined that most of these 
inappropriate reimbursements could have 
been prevented had effective procedures been 
in place at DED and ESDC.  Under the 
procedures that were in place, most of the 
inappropriate and unsupported expense claims 
could not be detected, either because the 
expenses were misrepresented on the 
reimbursement vouchers or because 
insufficient documentation was required to be 
submitted in support of the claims.  In 
addition, the two agencies did not closely 
monitor the Chamber’s progress in 
accomplishing grant objectives, and most of 
the inappropriate and unsupported expenses 
were claimed on grants in which little 
progress was made.  If the two agencies had 
monitored the Chamber’s progress more 
closely, the inappropriate reimbursements 
might have been averted. [Pages - ] 7 9
 
We recommend that DED and ESDC recover 
the $124,872 in inappropriate reimbursements 
(DED should recover $85,198 and ESDC 
should recover $39,674).  We also 
recommend that the two agencies strengthen 
their procedures over grant reimbursements 
and more closely monitor grant recipients’ 
progress in accomplishing grant objectives. 
 
(In response to our draft report, DED and 
ESDC (Agency) officials generally concurred 
with our recommendations and indicated steps 
they either already have taken or will take to 
address them, including the recovery of the 
$124,872 in inappropriate reimbursements.  
Agency officials further stated that they 
acknowledge their responsibility to administer 
legislatively-sponsored grants, such as the 
Chamber grants.  However, they asserted that 
the large number of such grants they are 
directed to administer, and staffing 
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limitations, makes it difficult for them to 
undertake the degree of due diligence 
necessary to ensure that fraudulent payment 
requests are identified.) 

a total workforce of 215 and ESDC had a total 
workforce of 260. 
 
The Chamber was originally incorporated in 
1925.  The Chamber represents the interests 
of business, industry, financial service, not-
for-profit and other professionals of the 
greater Long Island region.  Its mission is the 
promotion of business, economic 
development and job creation through the 
coordinated effort of its membership.  The 
largest chamber of commerce on Long Island, 
the Chamber serves approximately 900 
business members.  The Chamber is dedicated 
to serving the needs of these members 
through government advocacy, networking, 
communication, and education and training.  
The Chamber is governed by a Board of 
Directors, which includes an Executive 
Committee headed by a Chairman.  At the 
time of our audit, the Chamber employed two 
staff, though staffing levels were higher in the 
period covered by our audit, and the staff at 
that time included a President. 

 
This report dated March 13, 2007, is available 
on our website at: http://www.osc.state.ny.us. 
Add or update your mailing list address by 
contacting us at: (518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Services 
State Audit Bureau 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
New York State’s economic development 
programs are administered by the DED and 
the ESDC.  DED is a State agency funded by 
State appropriations.  ESDC is a public 
benefit corporation authorized to issue bonds 
to finance various economic development and 
job creation programs.  ESDC also receives 
State appropriations.  
 DED and ESDC regularly award grants to 

various organizations for specific purposes 
related to economic development.  Between 
1999 and 2005, the two agencies awarded a 
total of ten grants to the Chamber.  As is 
shown in the following table, these grants 
funded several different types of economic 
development activities and, as of December 
31, 2005, a total of $496,195 had been 
expended from the grants, nine of which were 
completed: 

DED is headed by a Commissioner, while 
ESDC is governed by a nine-member Board 
of Directors.  The Commissioner of DED is 
also the Chairman of ESDC’s Board of 
Directors.  While DED and ESDC are distinct 
entities, they share senior managers whose 
staffs often collaborate with one another and 
coordinate mutual efforts.  The two entities 
share ten regional offices and two satellite 
offices.  In the 2005-06 fiscal year, DED had  
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Grant Objective(s) Total 
Award 

Start 
Date 

End 
Date 

Amount 
Expended 

as of 
12/31/05 

DED  
1.    Produce brochure promoting Huntington $25,000 8/1/99 7/31/00 $25,000
2.    Establish a regional tourism and convention 

bureau 50,000 9/1/00 7/31/01 50,000
3.    Develop a business loan program; create business 

improvement districts; analyze factors relating to 
business growth; create an Entrepreneurial 
Institute; and upgrade the Chamber’s website 50,000 4/1/00 7/31/01 50,000

4.    Oversee on-the-job-training programs 104,000 9/1/00 8/31/01 104,000
5.    Purchase promotional resource materials 25,000 5/1/01 4/30/02 25,000
6.    Oversee on-the-job-training programs 25,000 9/1/01 8/31/02 25,000
7.    Renovate museum and create visitors welcome 

center 30,000 4/1/02 8/31/04 29,997
8.    Hold a business trade show and economic summit 50,000 1/1/04 10/31/04 50,000

ESDC  
9.    Operate and maintain a trolley  25,000 5/23/02 12/31/04 24,249
10.  Create an employment center; renovate museum; 

create a “business incubator;” create a community 
media room 250,000 1/1/02 12/31/07 112,949

Totals $634,000  $496,195
 
All eight of the grants from DED and one of 
the grants from ESDC (the $250,000 grant) 
were sponsored by the State Legislature.  
Such grants are known as member item grants 
or Legislature-sponsored grants. 
 
Member item grants are usually implemented 
by a grant agreement between a State agency 
and the grant recipient.  Recipients of State-
funded grants are required to comply with the 
terms and conditions of the agreement.  
Generally, these terms and conditions state 
that grant funds are to be used for the 
purposes specifically authorized in the grant 
and may not be used for purposes that are not 
so authorized.  The funds are usually provided 
as reimbursement for expenses that have 
already been paid by the grant recipient. 
 
Reimbursement requests are submitted to the 
State agency issuing the grant.  This agency is 
responsible for reviewing the requests to 

ensure they are appropriately documented and 
otherwise consistent with the terms and 
conditions of the grant.  If the expenses 
claimed by the grant recipient appear to be 
valid expenses for purposes authorized by the 
grant, the agency should approve the 
reimbursement request and authorize 
payment.  However, if some of these claimed 
expenses are not appropriately documented, 
do not appear to be valid, or are otherwise not 
consistent with the terms and conditions of 
the grant, the agency should deny that portion 
of the reimbursement request. 
 
Grant recipients are usually expected to use 
their grant funds to accomplish one or more 
specific objectives.  These objectives are 
usually described in the formal grant 
agreement.  The agency issuing the grant is 
responsible for monitoring the grant 
recipient’s progress in achieving these 
objectives.  To facilitate this monitoring, the 
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recipient is often required to provide periodic 
reports describing the progress to date. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Use of Grant Funds 

 
Between August 1, 1999 and December 31, 
2005, DED and ESDC reimbursed the 
Chamber for $496,195 in claimed expenses 
under the ten grants.  To determine whether 
these expenses were valid and appropriate 
(i.e., for purposes authorized by the grants), 
we examined all of the available cancelled 
checks, vendors’ invoices, accounting records 
and other documentation maintained by the 
Chamber in support of the expenses. 
 
As is summarized in Exhibit A, we found that 
$124,872 of the $496,195 in claimed 
reimbursable expenses (about 25 percent) was 
not, in fact, reimbursable.  These expenses 
were not reimbursable for various reasons.  
For example, some of the claimed expenses 
were not actually paid by the Chamber; they 
were either paid by another organization or 
not paid at all.  In other instances, the same 
expense was reimbursed twice, expenses were 
paid after the grant period had ended, and the 
amount claimed by the Chamber for an 
expense exceeded the amount that had 
actually been paid.  We note that these 
inappropriate expense claims generally did 
not appear to be the result of errors, but rather 
the misrepresentation by the Chamber of the 
nature of the claimed expenses on many of 
these reimbursement claims.  In addition, 
some of the expenses claimed by the Chamber 
were not supported by records confirming the 
expenses had actually been paid and were 
related to authorized grant purposes. 
 
Following are examples of the invalid, 
unsupported or otherwise inappropriate 
expenses claimed by the Chamber: 

• $9,573 in claimed expenses was 
invalid because the expenses were 
never paid.  In these instances, four 
checks were made out to four different 
vendors, but the checks were never 
mailed, and as a result, the four 
payments were never made.  
According to Chamber officials, the 
previous Chamber President would 
sometimes barter (exchange goods 
and/or services) with a vendor, then 
retain the uncashed checks.  However, 
in its reimbursement claims for these 
expenses, the Chamber indicated the 
four payments had been made. 

 

• $22,042 in claimed expenses was 
invalid because the expenses were not 
paid by the Chamber.  Rather, the 
expenses were paid by the Huntington 
Township Chamber Foundation, a 
separate organization that shares 
office space with the Chamber.  
However, in its reimbursement claims 
for these expenses, the Chamber 
indicated it had paid the expenses. 

 

• $6,193 in claimed expenses for 
computer purchases was invalid 
because the expenses were never 
actually paid.  Rather, the amount 
claimed represented price quotes for 
three computers.  However, the 
Chamber did not purchase the 
computers.  In its reimbursement 
claim, the Chamber indicated it had 
purchased the computers. 

 

• $20,530 in expenses were claimed 
twice, and reimbursed twice, under 
two different DED grants.  The 
expenses related to one of the grants, 
they did not relate to the other.  On the 
reimbursement claim submitted for the 
unrelated grant, $500 was incorrectly 
added to the total expenses claimed, 
making the total $21,030, instead of 
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$20,530.  Because this was done, the 
duplication of the claim was not as 
obvious, although it was still 
detectable, as the same check number 
was cited in both reimbursement 
claims. 

 
• $3,520 in claimed expenses was 

reimbursed twice, initially by the State 
and again by a local government.  In 
one instance, the same expense 
($2,770 for the purchase of a gazebo) 
was reimbursed by both ESDC and the 
Town of Huntington (under a Town 
grant).  In the other instance, the same 
expense ($750 for printing services) 
was reimbursed by both DED and 
Suffolk County (under a County 
grant). 

 

• For seven expenses, the amount 
claimed exceeded the amount actually 
paid by a combined total of $3,748.  
For example, in one instance, the 
Chamber claimed an expense of 
$1,850 for roofing work at a museum 
that was being renovated.  However, 
the check for the work totaled only 
$1,050.  Consequently, $800 of the 
$1,850 claimed was not reimbursable.  
In this particular instance, the 
remaining $1,050 also was not 
reimbursable, because the check was 
not paid to the contractor who did the 
work.  Rather, the check was made 
payable to the contractor’s mother, 
because the contractor’s roofing 
company was experiencing legal 
problems. 

 
• $9,648 in claimed expenses was not 

supported by records confirming the 
expenses had actually been paid, as 
the cancelled checks for these seven 
expenses were missing. 

 

• $6,497 in claimed expenses submitted 
to DED were inappropriate because 
they related to four computers and one 
printer purchased three to four months 
after the grant period had ended, and 
secondly because the expenses were 
paid by another organization. 

 

• $11,106 in claimed expenses was not 
supported by records confirming the 
expenses were related to authorized 
grant purposes.  According to the 
Chamber’s reimbursement claim, the 
expenses related primarily to the rental 
of a satellite office in Melville.  The 
office was to be part of a regional 
tourism and convention bureau to be 
established by the Chamber under a 
grant from DED.  However, the 
bureau was never established and the 
satellite office was never functional.  
Cancelled checks were available for 
the expenses, but there were no 
vendors’ invoices or other 
documentation showing the expenses 
were related to the Chamber’s efforts 
to establish a satellite office or were 
related to any other authorized grant 
purposes. 

 

• More than $20,000 in claimed 
expenses were administrative 
expenses (e.g., for office space and 
office supplies) allocated to various 
grants without a basis for the 
allocation.  The expenses were 
supported by checks made out to the 
Chamber.  We were told this was done 
to reimburse the Chamber’s operations 
account, which had been used to pay 
the expenses, and that the amounts 
claimed for reimbursement 
represented each grant’s share of these 
expenses.  However, Chamber 
officials could not provide us with an 
explanation of the method used in 
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allocating these expenses to the grants 
and to the Chamber’s many other 
activities unrelated to the grants.  As a 
result, there is no assurance the 
amounts allocated to the grants were 
reasonable. 

 
We audited the expenses claimed by the 
Chamber under each of the ten grants, and 
provided DED and ESDC officials with 
detailed explanations of our audit findings.  
Exhibit A summarizes these findings on a 
grant-by-grant basis.  We recommend DED 
and ESDC recover the $124,872 in 
inappropriate and unsupported 
reimbursements (DED should recover 
$85,198 and ESDC should recover $39,674). 
 
As is described in detail in the next section of 
this report entitled DED and ESDC Oversight, 
most of these inappropriate and unsupported 
reimbursements could have been prevented if 
more effective procedures had been in place 
at DED and ESDC.  Under the procedures 
that were in place at the two agencies, most of 
the inappropriate and unsupported expense 
claims could not be detected, either because 
the expenses were misrepresented on the 
claims or because insufficient documentation 
was required in support of the claims. 
 
If the two agencies had required both 
cancelled checks and vendors’ invoices to be 
submitted with the reimbursement claims, 
they would have been able to detect, and 
deny, the inappropriate and unsupported 
claims, as we did in our audit.  The two 
agencies also could have performed their own 
audits of one or more of the grants, or made 
site visits to confirm the genuineness of the 
Chamber’s reimbursement claims. 
 
Closer monitoring of the Chamber’s progress 
in accomplishing grant objectives would also 
have been beneficial, as most of the 
inappropriate and unsupported expenses were 

claimed on grants in which little progress was 
made.  However, the two agencies did not 
always require progress reports from the 
Chamber, did not always receive the progress 
reports required, and did not closely review 
the reports received.  If the two agencies had 
monitored the Chamber’s progress more 
closely, the inappropriate reimbursements 
might have been averted. 
 
(In response to our draft audit report, ESDC 
and DED officials acknowledged their 
responsibility to administer legislatively-
sponsored grants, such as the Chamber grants.  
However, they stated that the large number of 
such grants they are directed to administer, 
and staffing limitations, makes it difficult for 
them to undertake the degree of due diligence 
necessary to ensure that fraudulent payment 
requests are identified.) 
 

Recommendations 
 

To DED: 
 
1. Disallow and seek the recovery of the 

$85,198 in invalid, unsupported or 
otherwise inappropriate expenses 
identified by our audit. 

 
To ESDC: 
 
2. Disallow and seek the recovery of the 

$39,674 in invalid, unsupported or 
otherwise inappropriate expenses 
identified by our audit. 

 
DED and ESDC Oversight 

 
DED and ESDC were responsible for 
overseeing the Chamber’s use of the grant 
funds.  Specifically, the two agencies were 
responsible for (1) reviewing the Chamber’s 
reimbursement requests (claims) to ensure 
they were appropriately documented and 
otherwise consistent with the terms and 
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conditions of the grants, and (2) monitoring 
the Chamber’s progress in achieving the 
grants’ objectives.  We examined the actions 
taken by the two agencies in fulfilling these 
responsibilities and found improvements are 
needed if the agencies are to have adequate 
assurance grant funds are being used in an 
appropriate manner. 
 
During the period covered by our audit, both 
DED and ESDC had detailed procedures 
governing the review of reimbursement 
requests submitted by grant recipients, and 
both agencies required that such requests be 
accompanied by certain supporting 
documentation.  However, the documentation 
required by the two agencies was not 
sufficient, mainly because cancelled checks 
and vendors’ invoices did not always have to 
be submitted.  ESDC required the submission 
of either vendors’ invoices or cancelled 
checks, but not both.  DED required the 
submission of neither. 
 
Vendors’ invoices were included in all of the 
Chamber’s reimbursement requests to ESDC, 
and cancelled checks were included in some.  
However, most of the reimbursement requests 
to ESDC were not accompanied by cancelled 
checks.  Neither invoices nor cancelled 
checks were included in the reimbursement 
requests submitted to DED. 
 
In the absence of this documentation, the two 
agencies could not be assured that expenses 
claimed by the Chamber were actually 
incurred by the Chamber, were incurred for 
the amounts claimed, and were incurred for 
purposes authorized in the grant agreements.  
We recommend DED and ESDC require grant 
recipients to submit both cancelled checks 
and vendors’ invoices in support of their 
reimbursement requests. 
 
(In their response to our draft audit report, 
officials stated that, as of August 2004, ESDC 

instituted a policy that requires both invoices 
and proof of payment in support of grant 
reimbursement requests.  They also indicated 
that DED is in the process of instituting new 
policies.) 
 
We believe the new policy and related 
agreements should specifically cite the need 
for canceled checks in support of 
reimbursement requests. 
 
We also found that neither DED nor ESDC 
required the Chamber to submit appropriate 
documentation when its administrative 
expenses were allocated to a grant.  In such 
instances, cancelled checks and vendors’ 
invoices are not enough, because they provide 
no assurance such expenses have been 
allocated in a fair and reasonable manner 
among the Chamber’s various activities.  To 
provide such assurance, we recommend that a 
fully documented explanation of a recipient’s 
allocation methodology be submitted. 
 
(In their response to our draft report, officials 
indicated that all DED and ESDC grantees 
must submit a complete budget and project 
description for funding that covers associated 
administrative expenses.  While this may be 
true, the grantee should also be required to 
submit appropriate documentation when 
requesting reimbursement for such 
administrative expenses, including 
documentation of the allocation 
methodology.)  
 
Agencies issuing grants are responsible for 
monitoring the recipients’ progress in 
achieving grant objectives.  However, during 
the period covered by our audit, DED and 
ESDC did not always require progress reports 
from the Chamber, did not always receive the 
progress reports required, and did not closely 
review the reports received.  For example, 
ESDC did not require any progress reports for 
its $250,000 grant with the Chamber, even 
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though the grant was scheduled to last for six 
years.  In addition, while DED required a 
progress report with every reimbursement 
request, the reports often were not submitted 
by the Chamber and when they were 
submitted, they were usually very brief (e.g., 
two or three lines of text). 
 
Agency officials indicated that, in their 
oversight of State-funded grants, their 
primary emphasis is to ensure the expenses 
claimed for reimbursement are appropriate 
and adequately supported.  However, in our 
audit of the expenses claimed by the Chamber 
in each of the ten grants, we found that most 
($117,692) of the $124,872 in inappropriate 
and unsupported expenses were claimed on 
the six grants in which little or no progress 
was made in accomplishing grant objectives 
(see Exhibit A for a summary of the progress 
made on each grant).  In comparison, only 
$7,180 in inappropriate and unsupported 
expenses was claimed on the four grants in 
which the objectives were accomplished.  It 
thus appears that progress reports can help an 
agency in its review of grant expenses, as the 
reports can be used to identify grants in which 
there is an increased risk of inappropriate 
reimbursement claims. 
 
(In their response to our draft audit report, 
ESDC officials indicated that, in an effort to 
obtain additional information about the 
progress made in accomplishing grant 
objectives, in 2005, they began requiring 
recipients of grants to submit interim and final 
reports.)   
 
In addition, according to the terms of their 
standard grant agreements, both DED and 
ESDC can conduct audits of their grant 
recipients’ records and visit the recipients to 
review the adequacy of the records and 
internal control systems supporting grant 
activities.  However, neither agency audited 
any of the grants awarded to the Chamber and 

neither agency visited the Chamber.  Agency 
officials told us that project managers will 
visit grant recipients upon request or in 
response to reports of problems, but with 
hundreds of grants in force each year, they 
have limited ability to conduct routine site 
visits to grant recipients. 
 
We recognize the two agencies cannot visit 
every grant recipient and cannot audit every 
grant.  However, a combination of selected 
visits and selected audits could significantly 
enhance the effectiveness of the two agencies’ 
grant oversight, especially if the agencies 
targeted the grants that have an increased risk 
of inappropriate reimbursement claims.  We, 
therefore, recommend that the two agencies 
use risk analysis techniques to identify high-
risk grants, and schedule audits and site visits 
for these grants to the extent agency resources 
are available for such activities. 
 
Lastly, even though DED and ESDC report 
they routinely collaborate in many economic 
development activities, they do not coordinate 
their grant award and monitoring practices 
when the same recipient receives grants from 
both agencies, as the Chamber did (DED 
officials were unaware of the Chamber’s two 
grants with ESDC, and ESDC officials were 
unaware of the Chamber’s eight grants with 
DED).  As a result, such recipients could 
charge the same expenses to both agencies 
with little risk of detection.  While the 
Chamber did not do this, it did charge the 
same expenses to State and local grants, and 
the duplication was not detected until our 
audit.  To protect against such duplicate 
charges, we recommend DED and ESDC 
share information about grant recipients and 
coordinate the oversight of any recipients that 
are receiving funds from both agencies at the 
same time. 
 
(In response to our draft report, officials 
stated that regional office personnel are aware 
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of both ESDC and DED grants that are made 
to organizations in their service areas.  They 
added that ESDC is in the process of 
developing a quarterly report of all recently 
approved legislative grants that will be shared 
with DED.  This report will ensure that key 
staff at both agencies are aware of any 
overlapping funding to grantees and can thus 
monitor those grants accordingly.) 
 

Recommendations 
 

To DED and ESDC: 
 
3. Require grant recipients to submit both 

cancelled checks and vendors’ invoices in 
support of their reimbursement requests. 

 
4. If a grant recipient requests 

reimbursement for administrative 
expenses that have been allocated to the 
grant, require that a fully-documented 
explanation of the allocation methodology 
be submitted for review and approval. 

 
5. Require grant recipients to submit 

progress reports describing the extent to 
which grant objectives have been 
accomplished, and use the reports to 
identify grants where there is an increased 
risk of inappropriate reimbursement 
claims. 

 
6. Use risk analysis techniques to identify 

high-risk grants, and schedule audits and 
site visits for these grants to the extent 
agency resources are available for such 
activities. 

 
7. Share information about grant recipients 

and coordinate the oversight of any 
recipients that are receiving funds from 
both agencies at the same time. 

 

AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
We audited DED’s and ESDC’s 
administration and oversight of grants 
awarded to the Chamber during the period 
August 1, 1999 through December 31, 2005.  
We also audited the Chamber’s use of the 
grant funds during this period.  To accomplish 
our objectives, we examined the grant 
agreements, the reimbursement requests 
submitted by the Chamber to DED and 
ESDC, and the records maintained by the 
Chamber in support of these reimbursement 
requests.  In addition, we interviewed DED, 
ESDC and Chamber officials, and reviewed 
DED and ESDC procedures relating to grants.  
We conducted our performance audit in 
accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. 
 
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, several of which are performed by the 
Division of State Services.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; 
preparing the State’s financial statements; and 
approving State contracts, refunds, and other 
payments.  In addition, the Comptroller 
appoints members to certain boards, 
commissions and public authorities, some of 
whom have minority voting rights.  These 
duties may be considered management 
functions for purposes of evaluating 
organizational independence under generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  In 
our opinion, these management 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 
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V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and 
Article II, Section 8 of the State Finance Law. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Draft copies of this report were provided to 
DED and ESDC officials for their review and 
comment.  Their comments were considered 
in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix A.  The response included copies of 
ESDC’s Grant Disbursement Agreement 
Template and DED’s Boilerplate Legislative 
Initiative Grant Contract that we did not 
append to this report due to their length.  
However, we have retained these documents 
on file for inspection at the Office of the State 
Comptroller.   
 
In response to our report, DED and ESDC 
officials generally concurred with our 
recommendations and indicated steps they 
either already have taken or will take to 

address them, including the recovery of the 
$124,872 in inappropriate reimbursements. 
 
Within 90 days of the final release of this 
report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive Law, the Commissioner of 
Economic Development shall report to the 
Governor, the State Comptroller, and the 
leaders of the Legislature and fiscal 
committees, advising what steps were taken to 
implement the recommendations contained 
herein, and where recommendations were not 
implemented, the reasons therefor. 
 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 
 
Major contributors to this report include 
Frank Houston, John Buyce, Myron 
Goldmeer, David Louie, Elaine Yu, Jay 
Gwak, Nadiuska Piedra, Résa Ostrander, and 
Dana Newhouse.  
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Grants Awarded to the Suffolk-Nassau Chamber of Commerce at Huntington by DED 

and ESDC 
August 1, 1999 through December 31, 2005 

Summary of Audit Results 

Grant # Objectives Award Start End 
Amount 

Paid as of 
12/31/05 

Amount 
Supported 

Amount 
Not 

Supported 
  Objective(s) 

Accomplished Comments 

DED                   
C980050 Produce a brochure 

promoting 
Huntington 

$25,000  8/1/1999 7/31/2001 $25,000  $23,613  $1,387    Yes Accomplished 

M000098 Establish a regional 
tourism and 
convention bureau 

 50,000  9/1/2000 7/31/2001  50,000   23,699   26,301    No Bureau was not 
established 

M000099 Develop a business 
loan program; create 
business 
improvement 
districts; analyze 
factors relating to 
business growth; 
create an 
Entrepreneurial 
Institute; upgrade 
Chamber website 

 50,000  4/1/2000 7/31/2001  50,000   12,214   37,786    No Website was 
upgraded, but 
the other four 
objectives were 
not 
accomplished 

M000239 Oversee on-the-job-
training programs 

 104,000  9/1/2000 8/31/2001  104,000   96,566   7,434    No Only 30 of 90 
targeted 
participants 
were trained 

M000260 Purchase 
promotional resource 
materials 

 25,000  5/1/2001 4/30/2002  25,000   23,319   1,681    Yes Accomplished 

M010005 Oversee on-the-job-
training programs 

 25,000  9/1/2001 8/31/2002  25,000   21,638   3,362    Yes Accomplished 

M020181 Renovate a museum 
and create a visitors 
welcome center 

 30,000  4/1/2002 8/31/2004  29,997   23,500   6,497    No Museum was 
renovated, but 
welcome center 
was not created 

M030030 Hold a business trade 
show and economic 
summit 

 50,000  1/1/2004 10/31/2004  50,000   49,250   750   Yes Accomplished 

SUBTOTAL - DED Grants $359,000   -- --  $358,997  $273,799  $85,198   --  -- 
          

ESDC                   
#1316 
P636 

Operate and maintain 
a trolley 

$25,000  5/23/2002 12/31/2004 $24,249  $24,249  $0    No  Trolley was 
operational for 
limited periods 
only, not year-
round as 
intended 

Q00096 

 

P926 
Create an 
employment center; 
renovate museum; 
create a “business 
incubator;” create a 
community media 
room 

 250,000  1/1/2002 12/31/2007  112,949   73,275  39,674   Suspended in 
8/05 

Little progress 
made in 
accomplishing 
four objectives 

SUBTOTAL - ESDC Grants  $275,000  --  -- $137,198  $97,524  $39,674    -- -- 
                      

TOTAL $634,000  --  --  $496,195  $371,323  $124,872   --  -- 

Exhibit A
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* State Comptroller’s Comment: We have not included certain documents appended to the Auditee’s 
Response.  These documents consisted of ESDC’s Grant Disbursement Agreement Template and 
DED’s Boilerplate Legislative Initiative Grant Contract.  These documents have been retained on file 
and are available for inspection at the Office of the State Comptroller.   

* 
Comment  

 

* 
Comment  

 

* 
Comment  

 

* 
Comment  
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* State Comptroller’s Comment: We have not included certain documents appended to the Auditee’s 
Response.  These documents consisted of ESDC’s Grant Disbursement Agreement Template and 
DED’s Boilerplate Legislative Initiative Grant Contract.  These documents have been retained on file 
and are available for inspection at the Office of the State Comptroller.   

* 
Comment  
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* State Comptroller’s Comment: We have not included certain documents appended to the Auditee’s 
Response.  These documents consisted of ESDC’s Grant Disbursement Agreement Template and 
DED’s Boilerplate Legislative Initiative Grant Contract.  These documents have been retained on file 
and are available for inspection at the Office of the State Comptroller.   
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