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Dear President Stanley: 
 

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 followed up on 
the actions taken by officials of Stony Brook University (Stony Brook) to implement the 
recommendations contained in our audit report, Administration of Contract D0D0222 Cannon 
Design (Report 2005-R-4). 
 
Background, Scope and Objectives 
 

The State University of New York (SUNY) is the nation’s largest comprehensive system 
of public higher education with 64 campuses located throughout New York State. Stony Brook, 
in Suffolk County, is one of the four university centers. Stony Brook also operates Stony Brook 
Hospital (Hospital), a tertiary hospital that opened in 1980 and serves Long Island residents. In 
addition to medical services, Stony Brook provides training for physicians, dentists, and other 
health care professionals, as well as a full-scope, non-medical-related curriculum. 
 

In 2001, Stony Brook hired a consultant to develop a master plan for the university and 
hospital campus. In 2002, Stony Brook engaged the firm of Cannon Design (Cannon) to provide 
architectural and engineering services to address certain proposed improvements to the hospital 
based upon the master plan. The contract, number D0D0222, covered the period July 1, 2002 
through June 30, 2006. It was subsequently amended in December 2004, and the contract value 
was increased from an initial price of $7.1 million to $10.9 million. The contract’s terms 
stipulate that Stony Brook will make installment payments in proportion to the amount of 
services periodically reported by Cannon Design relating to the stipulated five project phases: 1) 
Program, 2) Schematic Design, 3) Design Manual, 4) Construction Document, and 5) 
Construction Administration. 
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The Bureau of State Contracts (Bureau) of the New York State Office of the Comptroller 
(OSC) is charged with the responsibility, under Section 112 of the State Finance Law, for the 
review and approval of State contracts. 
 

Our initial audit report, which was issued on January 17, 2007, examined whether the 
Stony Brook’s payments to Cannon were for appropriate contract-related deliverables and were 
supported by adequate documentation. We also assessed whether Stony Brook officials 
effectively administered this capital project. Our report determined that the payments to Cannon 
were for appropriate deliverables and were generally supported with adequate documentation.  
However, we identified several opportunities for Stony Brook officials to improve its project 
administration. 
 

The objective of our follow-up was to assess the extent of implementation, as of July 9, 
2009, of the four recommendations included in our initial report. 
 
Summary Conclusions and Status of Audit Recommendations 
 

We found that Stony Brook has made limited progress in addressing the issues identified 
in our initial report. Of the four audit recommendations in the initial audit, two have been 
implemented and two have not been implemented.  
 
Follow-up Observations 
 

Recommendation 1 
 
When reviewing billings for professional services, document the justification for payment 
authorization. 
 
Status - Not Implemented 
 
Agency Action - At the time of our follow-up, contract D0D0222 had expired. To determine 

whether Stony Brook officials took the action necessary to implement this 
recommendation, we judgmentally selected for testing another architectural and 
engineering contract that was executed subsequent to the issuance of our original audit, 
contract D0D0282. This contract was approved by OSC’s Bureau of Contracts in May of 
2007. Our review disclosed that the work billed and paid for under D0D0282 was for 
services that were outside the scope of the approved contract. 

 
According to information provided by the OSC’s Bureau of Contracts, contract D0D0282 
was approved by OSC for design work associated with the construction of a new building 
and adjacent parking lot on the Stony Brook campus. When we inquired about the status 
of this project, Stony Brook officials informed us that they never went forward with this 
project. Instead, they decided to use this contract for services provided by this vendor for 
another design project, specifically the renovation of the fifth floor of one of their 
existing structures. In January of 2008, Stony Brook officials submitted an amendment to 
the contract in which they sought approval for the change in the scope of the work related 
to the fifth floor renovation project. This request was rejected by OSC’s Bureau of 



- 3 - 
 

Contracts for the work was outside the scope of the original contract and as such Stony 
Brook was instructed they needed to re-procure the contract. 

 
In total, approximately $269,000 was paid to the vendor for services rendered between 
May through December of 2007. There were no indications that any reimbursement has 
been requested since the amendment was rejected. However, as previously stated none of 
the payments made up until that juncture were for services related to the contract 
deliverables.  Based upon our testing of this contract, we have reason to question the 
payments made under this contract and as such we conclude the Stony Brook officials 
have not taken the steps needed to justify the payments. 

 
Recommendation 2 

 
Do not reimburse contractors for reimbursable expenses unless the required support and 
justification is made available. 
 
Status - Not Implemented 
 
Agency Action - As stated under the title in the Agency Action for recommendation number 1, 

Stony Brook officials inappropriately paid a contractor for work not included within the 
scope of the original contract. Therefore, payments for reimbursable expenses associated 
with the design of a fifth-floor renovation are also not justified. 

 
Recommendation 3 

 
Investigate the $16,114 in payments noted in this report for which the support and justification 
was not available. Seek recovery of said payments as appropriate. 
 
Status - Implemented 
 
Agency Action - Stony Brook officials provided us with documentation showing that the 

$16,114, related to payments made under Contract DOD0222, had been recovered from 
Cannon Design. 

 
Recommendation 4 

 
When planning for future capital construction projects, enhance planning efforts to better 
address user needs and cost issues. Convey to users the significance of comprehensive and 
accurate input as early as possible to help prevent redesign fees. 
 
Status - Implemented 
 
Agency Action - Stony Brook officials stated that they have enhanced their planning efforts and 

frequently consult with appropriate stakeholders to minimize the cost of design 
modifications and to prevent redesign fees. Our review of meeting minutes, as well as 
correspondence between Stony Brook officials and their architects, found that planning 
efforts have taken place.   
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Major contributors to this report were Sheila Jones and Joan Williams. 

 
We would appreciate your response to this report within 30 days, indicating any actions 

planned to address the unresolved issues discussed in this report. We also thank the management 
and staff of Stony Brook for the courtesies and cooperation extended to our auditor during this 
process. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
 

Kenrick Sifontes 
Audit Manager 
 

cc: Thomas Lukacs, NYS Division of the Budget 
 Michael Abbott - University Auditor 
 


	Dr. Samuel L. Stanley, Jr. 
	President

