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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
Do the Department of Labor (Department) 
and the Hazard Abatement Board (Board) 
follow established and reasonable procedures 
for reviewing and approving applications for 
grants? 
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
We found the Department and the Board were 
following established and reasonable 
procedures for awarding grants.  
 
We based our conclusion on a review of a 
sample of 50 approved and 20 declined grant 
applications for the 2005-06 and 2006-07 
grant years. 
 
This report, dated, June 26, 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 Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
State law established the Hazard Abatement 
Board (Board) and charged it with the 
responsibility of awarding State funds to 
eligible grantees.  The law states grants are to 
be used to train and educate workers, 
supervisors and/or employers about hazardous 
abatement, and promote workplace accident 
and injury prevention relating to hazardous 
abatement.  Grants can be awarded to public 
and private employers, labor organizations, 
educational institutions, non-profit 
organizations and trade associations.  
 
The Board gave the Department of Labor 
(Department) the authority to administer the 
grant program.  The Department receives, 

organizes and reviews grant applications. 
Final decisions for awarding grants rest solely 
with the Board. 
 
Grant funds are distributed by the Department 
between August 1 and July 31 of each year. 
For the 2005-06 grant period, the Board 
received 223 applications and approved 150 
of them for a total of $5.8 million.  In the 
2006-07 grant period, the Board received 225 
applications, approving 169 for a total of $6.5 
million. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS 
 

Procedures for Awarding Grants 
 
Grant applications are sent directly to the 
Department’s Occupational Safety and Health 
Training Education Unit (Safety Unit).  The 
Safety Unit logs the receipt of applications, 
coordinates their review by the Department 
and ranks all applications using established 
criteria.  Each board member is given the 
Department’s reviews to assist them in their 
evaluation of which applications to fund.  The 
full Board then meets to finalize which 
applicants will be awarded funding.  
 
We selected a random sample of 50 approved 
applications and 20 that were declined in the 
2005-06 and 2006-07 grant years.  We found 
that the Department and the Board are 
consistently following established and 
reasonable procedures for approving grant 
applications.   
 

The Department 
 
Once the grant applications are received by 
the Safety Unit, they undergo reviews by 
various Department staff using established 
and reasonable procedures and an evaluation 
worksheet.  For example, the Safety Unit 
evaluates the application for program 
experience and administrative capability.  
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This includes evaluating the cost effectiveness 
of the proposal, ability of the applicant to plan 
and implement the program based upon 
expertise of staff, and the methodology the 
applicant would use to measure program 
effectiveness.  The Department’s technical 
staff then evaluates the application according 
to technical criteria (i.e., potential for 
affecting larger groups, appropriateness of 
proposed educational strategy, and uniqueness 
of services to be provided).  All reviewers 
separately score applicants on the evaluation 
worksheet.  The scores are then averaged, 
resulting in a final score for each application. 
 
In addition to participating in the reviews, the 
Safety Unit looks at the performance reports 
of repeat applicants to see if these applicants 
are complying with the terms of previous 
grants.  The Safety Unit also checks each 
applicant against its database for any 
instances of contact with the Department’s 
Safety and Health, Labor Standards, or Public 
Works Units.  If so, these instances are 
followed up on to determine if a violation or 
other issue occurred that should be 
documented and reported to the Board 
regarding the applicant.  
 
The Department then provides the Board 
with:  

• Copies of evaluation worksheets,   
 

• A list of all applicants by final 
score, 

 

• A performance report for prior 
year applicants, and  

 

• Any violations or other issues 
relating to applicants. 

 
We verified that all applicants in our sample 
had the appropriate paperwork in their files 
showing they had undergone the reviews 
established in the procedures.  All of the 
applicants also had final scores in their files, 

based on the reviews.  Where applicable, we 
found reports for prior year applicants and 
information on those who had violations or 
issues with the Department. 
 

The Board 
 
Board members use the information provided 
by the Department as well as their own 
evaluation sheet to determine if they want to 
fund an application fully, partially, or not at 
all.  Among the items Board members note on 
their evaluation sheets, if they want to fund or 
partially fund a project are; cost is reasonable, 
low cost/all training, small company, strong 
current performance, and needed training not 
available without grant.  Board members may 
decide not to fund an application based on 
weak current performance, high costs, 
training available from other sources and 
vague or incomplete proposals.  Board 
members indicate their decision and their 
associated reason(s) on their evaluation sheet.  

 
After all Board members review the 
applications, the Board holds meetings to 
make final decisions on the applications.  
During these meetings, the Board discusses 
all applications where the Board was not 
unanimous on approval/denial.  Final 
decisions are made by a majority vote and are 
documented in the Board meeting minutes.  
The Department sends a letter to applicants 
informing them of the Board’s decision.  
 
We reviewed all files in our sample and found 
that the Board followed established 
procedures.  All of the applications we 
reviewed had a Board evaluation sheet 
present in the file.  All of the Board sheets 
reviewed were completed, often with 
comments from the Board members.  In each 
case, the Board's decision was supported.  
Notification letters were also in each of the 
files we reviewed. 
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AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
We did our audit according to generally 
accepted government auditing standards.  We 
audited the Department’s and the Board’s 
procedures for reviewing and approving 
hazard abatement training and safety grants 
for the period January 1, 2005 through 
January 12, 2007.  
 
To accomplish our objective we reviewed the 
applicable laws.  We obtained application 
review criteria established by the Department 
and Board.  We interviewed Department 
officials in the Safety Unit to understand the 
application receipt and review procedures. 
 
We also spoke with a member of the Board to 
understand his review and decision-making 
procedures.  In addition to speaking with a 
Board member, we obtained and reviewed all 
Board meeting minutes for the scope period. 
We obtained a list of all grant applicants for 
the 2005-06 and 2006-07 grant periods.  We 
separated the list into approved and declined 
applicants and selected a random sample of 
25 approved applicants for each year and 10 
declined applicants for each year.  We then 
reviewed the file of each grant applicant 
selected to see that documentation supporting 
the application review procedures was present 
and also, that the documentation supported 
the Board’s decision to approve or decline the 
application.  
 
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 
Office of Operations.  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 according to the 
State Comptroller’s authority under Article V, 
Section 1, of the State Constitution; and 
Article II, Section 8, of the State Finance 
Law. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
A draft copy of this report was provided to 
Department and Board officials for their 
review and comment.  Their comments were 
considered in preparing this report, and are 
included as Appendix A.  The Department 
agreed with the information in our report, and 
advised us in a separate communication that 
the Board concurs with its response and has 
no further comments.   
 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 
 
Major contributors to this report include 
William Challice, Richard Sturm, Todd 
Seeberger, Brian Krawiecki, Thierry Demoly, 
Sunny Jeong, Mark Breunig and Sue Gold. 
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APPENDIX A - AUDITEE RESPONSE 
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