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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH    
ADMINISTRATION OF CONTRACT CO12387 WITH THE 
COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
CORPORATION FOR THE WOMEN, INFANTS  
AND CHILDREN PROGRAM 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he Department of Health (Department) administers the Women, Infants and 
Children (WIC) Program, which “serves as an adjunct to health care during 

critical times of growth and development in order to prevent the occurrence of 
health problems, including drug and other harmful substance abuse, and to 
improve the health status of these persons.”  In the WIC Program, which is 
federally and state funded, low-income women may be provided with prescribed 
supplemental foods, nutrition education and counseling, and coordinated health 
care and social services.  WIC services are provided by contractors that are 
overseen by the Department.  In a contract covering the seven years ended 
September 30, 2002, the Comprehensive Community Development Corporation 
is expected to provide WIC services to about 5,400 recipients a month in the 
Bronx.  The Corporation, which does business as the Soundview Health Center 
(Soundview), is to be reimbursed by the Department for authorized and 
documented contract-related expenses.  For the six years ended September 30, 
2001, these reimbursements totaled $3.9 million. 
 
Our audit addressed the following questions about selected aspects of this 
contract for the period October 1, 1998 through September 30, 2001, during 
which Soundview was paid $2.2 million:  

 
• Was Soundview reimbursed only for authorized and documented contract 

expenses?  
 
• Did Soundview comply with certain financial and program requirements of 

the contract?  
 

• Was Soundview’s WIC Program effectively overseen by the Department?  
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AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

e found that Soundview was reimbursed for some expenses that may not 
have been related to authorized contract activities.  We also found that the 

Department’s oversight of Soundview needs to be strengthened, as its reviews 
were not as frequent or thorough as required by Federal regulations.   
 
For the three years covered by our audit, Soundview was reimbursed $1.7 million 
for personal service expenses.  We found that $6,923 of this amount related to 
two employees who were on Soundview’s payroll for about one month each 
during August and September of 2001, and for whom there was virtually no 
employment-related documentation on file.  We recommend that the Department 
follow up on these individuals and recover any inappropriate salary payments 
from Soundview.  We also recommend that improvements be made in 
Soundview’s maintenance of personnel records, as documentation was not 
available to support the qualifications of several current and former Soundview 
employees.  (See pp. 5-7) 
 
For the three years covered by our audit, Soundview was reimbursed $521,000 
for other-than-personal-service expenses.  We found that Soundview did not 
document that $3,935 of these expenses were related to contract activities, and 
sought reimbursement for $31,661 of the expenses before the expenses were 
actually paid.  We recommend that the $3,935 be recovered and future 
reimbursement claims from Soundview be better documented.  (See pp. 8-9) 
 
We further noted that $52,411 of the expenses claimed by Soundview related to 
cleaning and security services reportedly provided by a for-profit company 
controlled by Soundview’s President/Founder.  While it appears that bonafide 
services were provided by the company, Soundview could provide no 
documentation indicating that the services were obtained in an open and 
competitive manner.  Accordingly, the Department lacks assurance that the 
services were obtained for the lowest price available.  We also question the 
appropriateness of Soundview’s contract with this company, since the 
President/Founder could have used his position of authority at Soundview to 
obtain public funds for private gain.  Further, since the Soundview 
President/Founder, is also a member of the State legislature, this type of self-
dealing, with respect to a publicly-funded program, creates, at the very least, an 
appearance of impropriety.  (See pp. 9-10) 
 
Participants in the WIC Program must meet certain eligibility requirements.  We 
reviewed a sample of 50 individuals and found that their eligibility was adequately 
documented in the case files.  We note that the Department was in the process 
of investigating the eligibility of certain former participants who might be relatives, 
or personal friends, of senior Soundview officials.  Department officials told us 
they would complete their investigation after our audit was completed.  (See pp. 
10-12) 
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The Department is required by Federal regulations to perform biennial on-site 
reviews of WIC Program contractors.  However, we found these reviews were not 
performed as frequently or as thoroughly as required, and action was not taken 
by the Department to follow up on deficiencies identified in past reviews.  As a 
result, deficiencies in Soundview’s program operations and financial controls 
were less likely to be corrected in a timely manner.  (See pp. 15-16) 

 

COMMENTS OF DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS 
 

hile Department officials took exception to some of our findings, they 
concurred with many of our recommendations and indicated steps being 

taken to implement them. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
 

he Department of Health (Department) administers several 
programs that are intended to promote the health of New 

Yorkers.  One such program is the Women, Infants and Children 
(WIC) Program, which “serves as an adjunct to health care 
during critical times of growth and development in order to 
prevent the occurrence of health problems, including drug and 
other harmful substance abuse, and to improve the health 
status of these persons.”  The WIC Program provides 
prescribed supplemental foods, nutrition education and 
counseling, and coordinates health care and social services for 
low-income persons.  Program participants include pregnant 
and lactating women as well as infants and children up to the 
age of five.  The WIC Program is a Federal program that 
receives both Federal and New York State funding.   
 
WIC services are provided by contractors that are overseen by 
the Department.  One such contractor is the Comprehensive 
Community Development Corporation, a not-for-profit entity that 
does business as the Soundview Health Center (Soundview).  
Under contract C012387, which covers the seven-year period 
October 1, 1995 through September 30, 2002, Soundview is 
expected to provide WIC services to about 5,400 recipients a 
month in the Bronx.  For the first six years of the contract, 
Soundview was paid a total of $3.9 million.   
 
According to the terms of the contract, Soundview is to be 
reimbursed by the Department for authorized and documented 
contract-related expenses.  Expenses are authorized if they are 
included in the contract budget, which is adjusted annually by 
the Department, and if they have been paid.  Soundview is to be 
reimbursed periodically on the basis of reimbursement claims 
submitted to the Department.  The Department is required by 
Federal regulations to perform biennial on-site reviews of WIC 
Program contractors, and to ensure that contractors such as 
Soundview are audited annually by an independent Certified 
Public Accountant.   
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Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

e audited selected aspects of the contract between the 
Department and Soundview for the three-year period 

October 1, 1998 through September 30, 2001.  The objectives 
of our financial-related audit were to determine whether: (1) 
Soundview was reimbursed only for authorized and documented 
contract-related expenses, (2) Soundview complied with certain 
financial and program requirements of the contract, and (3) the 
WIC Program was effectively overseen by the Department.  To 
achieve our objectives, we reviewed the contract and 
associated documents, interviewed Soundview officials and 
staff, and examined selected records maintained by Soundview.  
We also interviewed Department officials and staff, and 
examined selected records maintained by the Department.  
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess the operations 
that are included in our audit scope.  Further, these standards 
require that we understand the Department’s and Soundview’s 
internal control structures and their compliance with those laws, 
rules and regulations that are relevant to the operations which 
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 
that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings, 
conclusions and recommendations. 
 

Internal Control and Compliance Summary 
 

ur consideration of the Department’s and Soundview’s 
internal control structures found that improvements are 

needed in Soundview’s expense documentation practices and 
the Department’s contract oversight process.  These matters 
are discussed in more detail later in this report. 
 

Response of Department Officials 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to Department and 
Soundview officials for their review and comment.  Their 
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comments were considered in preparing this report.  The 
Department’s response is included as Appendix B.  Where 
appropriate, we have made changes to the report to reflect 
additional information provided by Soundview and the 
Department.  In addition, the State Comptroller’s Notes to the 
Department’s response are included as Appendix C.  
 
While the Department took exception to some of our 
observations, it generally concurred with our recommendations 
and indicated steps being taken to implement them. 
 
Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by 
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the 
Department of Health 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. 
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SOUNDVIEW OPERATIONS 

 
or the three years covered by our audit, Soundview was 
reimbursed $2.2 million for contract-related expenses.  We 

recommend recovery of $3,935 of these expenses, because 
Soundview could not document that the expenses were related 
to the contract. 
 
We also question whether $59,334 in other expenses was fully 
justified.  Of this amount, $6,923 relates to two employees for 
whom there is virtually no employment-related documents on 
file.  The remaining $52,411 relates to services provided by a 
company that is owned by Soundview’s President/Founder, and 
while it appears that bonafide services were provided by the 
company, Soundview could provide no documentation indicating 
that the services were obtained in an open and competitive 
manner, or that the contract was approved, as required.  
Accordingly, the Department lacks assurance that the services 
were obtained for the lowest price available.  We also question 
the appropriateness of Soundview’s contract with this company, 
since Soundview’s President/Founder could have used his 
position of authority at Soundview to obtain public funds for 
private gain.  Further, since the Soundview President/Founder, 
is also a member of the State legislature, this type of self-
dealing, with respect to a publicly-funded program, creates, at 
the very least, an appearance of impropriety. 
 

Personal Service Expenses 
 

or the three years covered by our audit, Soundview was 
reimbursed a total of $1,714,910 for personal service 

expenses, including fringe benefits (these reimbursements 
accounted for about 77 percent of Soundview’s total contract 
reimbursements for the period).  According to the annual 
contract budgets for these three years, Soundview was 
expected to employ between 15.7 and 19 full-time-equivalent 
staff, a certain number of whom were to be professional staff 
such as nutritionists and a certain number of whom were to be 
support staff.  (According to WIC Program guidelines, 
employees are classified as either competent professional 
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authority staff or program support staff.)  As shown in the 
following table, Soundview was staffed at its budgeted level in 
the 1998-99 contract year and the 2000-01 contract year, and 
below its budgeted level in the 1999-2000 contract year: 
 

Full-Time Equivalent StaffContract Year Budgeted Actual 
10/1/98 – 9/30/99 18.6 18.6 
10/1/99 – 9/30/00 18.1 14.1 
10/1/00 – 9/30/01 15.7 15.6 

 
During the course of our audit, we received allegations that 
some Soundview staff were used for political activities unrelated 
to the WIC Program.  We were unable to confirm this allegation.  
However, we did find a significant number of instances where 
required employment-related documentation was missing.  
 
To determine whether the personal service expenses claimed 
by Soundview during the audit period were adequately 
documented, we judgmentally selected from Soundview’s 
biweekly payroll registers for our three-year audit period a total 
of 60 payments out of 626 such payments to individual 
employees.  Our sample selection included four months from 
each of the three years (a total of 12 months), and five 
payments from each of those months.  For each payment, we 
verified that the amount claimed for reimbursement was actually 
paid by Soundview (as documented in Soundview’s bank 
records), the payments made were based on hours worked (as 
documented in the original time sheets submitted by the 
employees), the employees were paid at the rates authorized by 
the contract budget, and the salary calculations were correct.  
We found that, for all 60 payments, the employees were paid 
the amounts claimed by Soundview, the payments were fully 
supported by employee time sheets, the employees were paid 
at the rates authorized by the contract budget, and the 
payments were calculated accurately.   
 
During our three-year audit period, a total of 66 different 
employees were assigned to the WIC Program.  To determine 
whether these employees were qualified for their positions, we 
compared the qualifications of these employees, as 
documented in their personnel files, to the qualifications 
required for their positions.  For some positions, such as 
nutritionists, certain educational qualifications were required by 
the contract.  For other positions, such as clerks, outreach 
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workers and the program director, the qualifications were 
specified in the written job descriptions maintained by 
Soundview.   
 
We found that, based on available documentation, 59 of the 66 
employees were qualified for their positions.  However, we were 
unable to assess the qualifications of the remaining 7 
employees, because neither a job application nor a resume was 
contained in their personnel file.  We also found that all 66 
personnel files were missing one or more forms of other 
recommended documentation relating to the hiring process, 
such as the results of reference checks, job interview notes, and 
the prescribed form documenting that the individual was eligible 
for employment in the United States.  In the absence of such 
documentation, Soundview and Department officials have less 
assurance that qualified individuals are hired.  
 
Our review of the personnel files also determined that other 
required documents often were not in the files.  For example, 58 
of the personnel files lacked documentation relating to the 
employee’s job performance during their probationary period, 
and 34 of the files lacked post-probation period job performance 
evaluations. 
 
We also found that two temporary employees who were on 
Soundview’s payroll for about one month each during August 
and September 2001, had virtually no employment-related 
documents in their files.  The personnel files for these two 
employees contained no resumes, no job applications and, 
except for employment eligibility forms, none of the other 
standard employment-related documents that were in the files of 
other employees.  Soundview officials also were unable to 
provide any documentation indicating that other candidates 
were considered for the positions.  The two employees were 
paid a total of $6,923 during the period reviewed.  We were told 
that the duties of the temporary workers were outreach related.  
Specifically, they were to (1) attend health fairs to hand out 
information and answer questions about the WIC Program; (2) 
make calls to remind WIC participants about their scheduled 
appointments; and (3) stand outside Soundview’s three WIC 
sites and hand out pamphlets.  However, Soundview officials 
did not provide us with any documentation indicating that the 
two individuals did in fact perform these duties.   
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Other-Than-Personal-Service Expenses 
 

or the three years covered by our audit, Soundview was 
reimbursed a total of $521,000 for other-than-personal-

service expenses, of which $398,142 related to space rental.  
The remaining $122,859 related to operating expenses such as 
supplies, furniture and travel.  We judgmentally selected for 
verification $116,638 of the other-than-personal-service 
expenses claimed by Soundview during our audit period.  Our 
sample included 69 claimed expense items covering the three 
major OTPS expense categories, out of a total of 601 such 
items.   We found that Soundview did not document that some 
of the selected expenses were related to contract activities, and 
submitted some of the expenses for reimbursement before they 
were actually paid, as follows:   
 

• According to Soundview’s records, five disbursements 
totaling $3,935 related to the purchase of supplies and 
the payment of employee reimbursements.  While 
documentation maintained by Soundview indicated that 
the disbursements were in fact made, the documentation 
did not indicate that the purchased items were to be used 
for activities related to the contract or that the employees 
were reimbursed for activities related to the contract.  
Since Soundview administers other programs in addition 
to the WIC Program, and these programs are funded 
through other sources, the purpose of its expenses must 
be clearly documented.  Otherwise, the funding for one 
program could be used to pay the expenses of another 
program, or could be used for purposes unrelated to any 
program.   

 
• Six disbursements totaling $3,879 were submitted for 

reimbursement before the disbursements were actually 
made.  Some of the disbursements were not actually 
made until well after the reimbursement had been 
received from the Department.  All six disbursements 
were eventually made and all related to contract 
activities.  However, this practice violates the terms of the 
contract, which require that disbursements be made 
before they are submitted for reimbursement.  We 
reviewed the timing of all the other-than-personal-service 
expense reimbursements claimed by Soundview during 
our three-year audit period, and determined that 109 of 
these claims totaling $31,661 were submitted before the 
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disbursements were actually made (including the $3,879 
in our sample).  The nature of the expenses claimed in 
this inappropriate manner varied widely (e.g., supplies, 
furniture, phone bills and refuse collection).   

 
As a result of the OTPS deficiencies cited above, we extended 
our OTPS testing to Soundview’s AIDS program, which is also 
funded by New York State grant monies.  We attempted to 
review the other-than-personal-service expenses claimed by 
Soundview under this contract to determine whether they were 
fully documented and whether they were submitted for 
reimbursement after the disbursements were made.  However, 
Soundview officials did not provide us with disbursement 
records relating to the AIDS program.  The contract for this 
program totaled $150,000.  
 
In our review of other-than-personal-service expenses, we 
noted that Soundview contracts with an outside vendor to 
provide cleaning and security services to its facilities.  This firm, 
known as the Community Expansion Development Corporation, 
is a for-profit corporation controlled by Soundview’s 
President/Founder.  For the two years ended September 30, 
2001, $52,411 was billed to the WIC Program for services 
reportedly provided by this company.   
 
A less than arms’ length contractual relationship of this nature 
should be disclosed in Soundview’s annual financial statements, 
and when we reviewed the financial statements, we found that 
the relationship was properly disclosed.  The contract should 
also be approved by Soundview’s Board of Directors.  However, 
when we requested the minutes of the Board meeting at which 
the contract was approved, Soundview officials did not provide 
us with any such minutes.  As a result, there is no assurance 
that the contract was approved by the Board of Directors, which 
is required by law to provide independent oversight of 
Soundview’s operations. 
 
In addition, like any contract, the contract for cleaning and 
security services should have been obtained in an open and 
competitive manner to provide reasonable assurance that the 
services were obtained at the lowest available price.  However, 
Soundview officials provided no documentation indicating either 
that the contract was obtained in this manner or that a 
competitive procurement process was not needed because the 
vendor was the most cost-effective alternative available.  As a 
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result, even though we observed that Soundview’s facilities 
were generally clean, there is no assurance that the cleaning 
and security services were provided at the lowest available 
price.   
 
Since the company providing the services is a for-profit entity 
and it is controlled by Soundview’s President/Founder, the 
President/Founder could use his position of authority at 
Soundview to obtain public funds for private gain.  We also note 
that because the President/Founder of Soundview is also a 
member of the State Legislature, this type of self-dealing, with 
respect to a publicly-funded program, creates at the very least 
an appearance of impropriety. 
 
We therefore recommend that, for any future contracts, the 
Department require Soundview to obtain cleaning and security 
services in an open and competitive manner.  
 

Compliance with Program Requirements 
 

pplicants are eligible to participate in the WIC Program if 
they meet each of the four following eligibility criteria: 

 
Categorical Eligibility Applicants must be a pregnant, 

breastfeeding, or postpartum woman; or 
an infant; or a child not yet five years old.  

Residential Eligibility Applicants must be a resident of New 
York State.   

Income Eligibility Applicants must be certified as eligible for 
certain other programs (such as the 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
Program, Food Stamp Program or 
Medicaid), or meet certain criteria related 
to the size and total gross income of the 
applicant’s household.   

Nutritional Risk Eligibility Applicants must be assessed by a 
competent professional authority and 
found to be at nutritional risk as defined 
by WIC Program guidelines.  

 
As soon as applicants are certified as eligible for the WIC 
Program, they may receive benefit checks, nutrition education, 
and referral to other services.  The benefit checks are to be 
used to purchase certain types of foods, which are specified on 
the checks.   

A
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We selected a judgmental sample of 50 of the individuals who 
were enrolled in Soundview’s WIC Program during our three-
year audit period to determine whether they met the four 
eligibility criteria.  (During the later part of our scope period, 
caseload averaged about 4,800 per month.)  We selected the 
individuals from the WIC appointment books maintained at each 
of  Soundview’s three sites.  For each of the 50 individuals, we 
reviewed their case files to determine whether their eligibility 
had been adequately documented by Soundview.  We found 
that the eligibility of all 50 individuals was adequately 
documented in the case files. 
 
We note that, early in our audit, Department officials told us that, 
since November 1998, they were investigating the eligibility of 
certain former participants in Soundview’s WIC Program 
because they had reason to believe these individuals might be 
relatives, or personal friends, of senior Soundview officials (the 
individuals under investigation were not included in our sample 
of 50 Program participants).  Department officials told us they 
would complete their investigation after our audit was 
completed.  
 
In addition, according to State guidelines, an applicant’s 
eligibility for the WIC Program must be determined within the 
following time frames:   
 

• The eligibility of pregnant women, infants, migrant farm 
workers and their family members, and homeless 
individuals must be determined within ten calendar days 
of application.  However, the time frame may be 
extended to 15 calendar days if a written request 
justifying the need for the extension is submitted to the 
appropriate Department Regional Office.   

 
• The eligibility of breastfeeding and postpartum women, 

infants and children must be determined within 20 
calendar days of application.  

 
We examined whether these time frames were met for the 50 
individuals in our sample, and found that the time frames were 
met for all 50 individuals.  
 
Each contractor in the WIC Program is assigned a targeted 
caseload, which indicates the number of participants the 
contractor is expected to serve during any given month.  The 
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targeted caseload is assigned by the Department on the basis 
of the estimated number of WIC-eligible persons in the service 
area, existing service levels, the present need, the service 
capacity of the contractor, and available resources.  If a 
contractor does not meet its targeted caseload on an average 
monthly basis, the budget for the subsequent contract year may 
be adjusted accordingly.   
 
Soundview was assigned a targeted caseload of 5,377.  
However, according to records maintained by Soundview, for 
the 15 months ended March 31, 2002, its caseload averaged 
4,844 individuals a month, which is 10 percent below its 
targeted level.  In response to our draft report, Department 
officials advised us that they continually monitor each local 
agency’s caseload, and corresponding WIC funding is 
distributed according to an approved statewide methodology 
based on historical caseload data and several other factors.  
They further stated that - although there is no requirement that a 
decrease in caseload must result in a reduction in funding - they 
did reduce Soundview’s WIC budget by $1,606 for fiscal year 
2003.   
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Follow up on the two temporary employees noted in this 

report for whom there is virtually no employment-related 
documents on file.  Recover any salary payments from 
Soundview determined to be inappropriate. 

 
2. Work with Soundview officials to improve their 

maintenance of personnel documentation. 
 
3. Recover the $3,935 in undocumented other-than-

personal-service expenses. 
 
4. Require Soundview’s reimbursement claims for other-

than-personal-service expenses to include copies of paid 
invoices or other documentation indicating that the 
disbursements have been made. 

 
5. Determine whether the contract for cleaning and security 

services was approved by Soundview’s Board of 
Directors. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
 6. Determine whether the contract for cleaning and security 

services was obtained through a competitive process.  If 
such a process cannot be documented, determine 
whether the price paid for the services was reasonable, 
and recover any excessive payments. 

 
 7. In future contracts with Soundview, require 

documentation that Soundview has obtained cleaning 
and security services in an open and competitive 
manner, and that the contract was approved by the 
Board of Directors. 

 
 8. Complete the ongoing Department investigation of 

certain participants in Soundview’s WIC Program and 
take appropriate corrective action, as warranted. 

 
 9. Perform periodic reviews of participant eligibility in 

Soundview’s WIC Program. 
 
10. Draft recommendation deleted. 
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DEPARTMENT OVERSIGHT 
 

ccording to Federal regulations governing the WIC Program, 
the Department is required to monitor local agency 

operations, review local agency financial and participation 
reports, perform on-site visits, develop corrective action plans to 
resolve program deficiencies, and monitor the implementation of 
such plans.  These monitoring reviews should be performed at 
least once every two years, and the results of the evaluations 
and reviews should be documented.  To fulfill these 
requirements, the Department uses a standardized 
management evaluation checklist to evaluate all aspects of the 
WIC Program.  
 
We examined the actions taken by the Department in 
overseeing Soundview’s WIC Program activities.  We found the 
Department reviews were not performed as frequently or as 
thoroughly as required, and action was not taken to follow up on 
deficiencies identified in past reviews.  As a result, deficiencies 
in Soundview’s program operations and financial controls were 
less likely to be identified and corrected in a timely manner.   
 
Federal regulations require that on-site reviews of WIC Program 
activities be performed at least once every two years.  However, 
we found the Department’s two most recent reviews of 
Soundview were performed in April 1998 and December 2001, 
which is an interval of more than three-and-one-half years.  
Department officials told us that an on-site review of Soundview 
was performed in the year 2000, but no report was issued 
summarizing the results of the review because the staff that 
performed the review were involved in activities relating to the 
implementation of a new Statewide automated information 
system for the WIC Program.  We asked Department officials for 
documentation of the on-site review performed in the year 2000, 
but they were unable to provide us with such documentation.   
 
According to Federal regulations, certain WIC Program activities 
should be addressed in an on-site review.  However, we found 
that some of these required activities were not addressed in the 
on-site review performed by the Department in April 1998.  For 
example, according to the checklist used by the staff performing 
the review, the review did not address Soundview’s controls 
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over the checks issued to program participants or the adequacy 
of Soundview’s employee timesheets, daily activity sheets and 
other supporting documentation for expense claims.  
Department officials told us the review was not complete 
because the new Statewide automated information system for 
the WIC Program was about to be implemented.   
 
The April 1998 on-site review identified a number of deficiencies 
in the WIC Program activities that were addressed.  For 
example, the review determined that Soundview was following 
outdated policy guidelines related to infant blood work and food 
package prescription requirements; was not maintaining a 
complete and up-to-date record of the individuals who could 
receive checks on behalf of program participants, and was not 
adequately documenting its nutritional assessments of program 
participants.  Soundview was required to submit a corrective 
action plan to the Department within 30 calendar days from the 
date of the report summarizing the results of the on-site review 
(this report was issued to Soundview in August 1998).  
However, as of June 30, 2002, nearly four years later, 
Soundview had yet to submit a corrective action plan and the 
Department had yet to follow up on the missing corrective action 
plan or perform a follow-up review to determine whether the 
deficiencies had been corrected.  
 
In addition, to supplement the on-site reviews, local agencies 
such as Soundview are required by Federal regulations to 
perform annual self-assessments of their compliance with WIC 
Program requirements.  These self-assessments are to be 
submitted to the Department.  However, during our three-year 
audit period, Soundview submitted no annual self-assessments 
to the Department. 
 
In accordance with Federal regulations, the Department 
requires that Soundview be audited annually by a Certified 
Public Accountant and take prompt corrective action in 
response to the audit’s findings.  We found that Soundview was 
audited by a Certified Public Accountant for the years covered 
by our audit.  However, Soundview did not submit a corrective 
action plan to the Department in response to the findings 
contained in the audit for calendar year 1999 (these findings 
related to weaknesses in certain financial practices), and was 
late in submitting the audits for 1998 and 2000 to the 
Department (the reports were late by four months and by three-
and-one-half months, respectively).   



 

17 

Recommendations 
 
11. Perform complete on-site reviews of WIC Program 
 contractors at least once every two years. 
 
12. Follow up on WIC Program contractors that do not submit 
 corrective action plans, annual self-assessments, or 
 annual audit reports in a timely manner. 
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State Comptroller’s Notes 

Appendix C 

1. Throughout the fieldwork stage of our audit, we discussed our findings with 
Soundview officials on a regular basis.  We also met on several occasions with 
officials from the Department’s Investigative Services Unit regarding selected 
aspects of the audit.  Two of the last three preliminary reports were issued to the 
Department on July 15, 2002 and the last preliminary was issued on July 16, 
2002.  The Department had the standard two weeks to respond to, and to 
provide any additional information prior to issuance of the draft.  Also, during the 
30-day response period for the draft report, we worked with both Soundview and 
Department officials to obtain, review and, where necessary, to adjust the report 
to reflect additional information they provided in response to the draft report. 

 
2. The report was revised to reflect the recalculated FTEs. 
 
3. The report was revised to reflect that the related criteria are guidelines and not 

necessarily required.  However, we believe these documents are necessary to 
ensure the integrity of the hiring process and the qualifications of all staff. 

 
4. We adjusted the report to reflect the documentation provided subsequent to the 

issuance of the draft report supporting the space expense as well as other items. 
 

5. During our fieldwork, we notified both Soundview and Department officials of our 
intent to expand the scope of our audit to the AIDS program. 

 
6. Based on the Department’s response to our draft audit report, this 

recommendation was deleted in the final audit report. 
 
7. We believe our recommendation is appropriate.  The Department claims to have 

performed the required reviews and to have discussed the results verbally with 
local agency staff.  However, without formal documentation of these reviews and 
evidence of subsequent follow up by the Department, there is no formal record to 
indicate that the required reviews were actually performed, or of the nature of the 
deficiencies identified and any corrective actions taken.  It should be noted that in 
the State’s Single Audit Report for the year ended March 31, 2001, the 
Department was cited by the independent auditors for not completing these 
reviews within the required timeframes. 




