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2                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER2

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability
 
May 2014

Dear Town Offi cials:

A top priority of the Offi ce of the State Comptroller is to help local government offi cials manage 
government resources effi ciently and effectively and, by so doing, provide accountability for tax 
dollars spent to support government operations. The Comptroller oversees the fi scal affairs of local 
governments statewide, as well as compliance with relevant statutes and observance of good business 
practices. This fi scal oversight is accomplished, in part, through our audits, which identify opportunities 
for improving operations and Town Board governance. Audits also can identify strategies to reduce 
costs and to strengthen controls intended to safeguard local government assets.

Following is a report of our audit of the Town of Richmondville, entitled Administration of Grant 
Moneys. This audit was conducted pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and the 
State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 3 of the General Municipal Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for local government offi cials to use in 
effectively managing operations and in meeting the expectations of their constituents. If you have 
questions about this report, please feel free to contact the local regional offi ce for your county, as listed 
at the end of this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
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Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State of New York

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Town of Richmondville (Town) is located in Schoharie County and has a population of 
approximately 2,600 residents. The Town is governed by an elected fi ve-member Town Board (Board) 
comprising the Town Supervisor (Supervisor) and four Board members. The Board is the legislative 
body responsible for the overall management of the Town, including oversight of grant awards. The 
Board is also responsible for auditing and approving claims against the Town prior to payment.

The Supervisor serves as the Town’s chief executive and chief fi scal offi cer. As chief fi scal offi cer, he 
is responsible for overseeing or performing all of the Town’s fi nancial duties. A bookkeeper assists the 
Supervisor with the maintenance of the accounting records. The Town also hired a grant consultant to 
provide grant administration services. 

The Maranatha Family Center Project (Project) redeveloped commercial property located in the Town. 
The redevelopment included the construction of a new recreational, medical and fi tness facility, along 
with the demolition of most of the existing vacant structures by a private developer (Developer). The 
Developer is the current owner of the facility.

The Project’s overall costs of approximately $5.6 million1 were funded with a variety of sources, which 
included private moneys from the Developer, bank fi nancing and two economic development grants 
awarded to the Town. The two grant applications were prepared by consultants hired by the Developer 
on the Town’s behalf. A $2.3 million grant from the New York State Empire Development Corporation 
(Restore NY grant) was awarded to the Town in September 2009, which was to be used for facility 
construction, land acquisition and soft development costs such as loan, legal and consulting fees. 
Also, a $650,000 Community Development Block Grant Program grant (CDBG grant), to be used for 
facility equipment and the purchase of additional land, was awarded to the Town in December 2010. 

In October 2011, Town offi cials hired their own grant consultant to assist in the administration of 
both grant agreements. In November 2011, the construction loan closed, the fi rst draw of money from 
the Restore NY grant was made and construction began in the following month. In October 2012, 
the facility was opened to the public; however, in September 2013, the facility was forced to close 
because the utilities were turned off due to failure to pay. Additionally, the facility is currently facing 
foreclosure. 

____________________
1  Total costs included $3.8 million for facility construction, $450,000 for construction overrun costs, $426,000 for land, 

$563,000 for equipment and $374,000 for soft costs.
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Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to review the Board’s administration of grant fund moneys for the 
period of May 4, 2009 through September 25, 2013. To provide perspective on events, we extended 
our audit period to November 14, 2013, when foreclosure notices were fi rst fi led on the facility. Our 
audit addressed the following related question:

• Did Town offi cials properly administer the Restore NY and CDBG grant funds awarded to the 
Town? 

 
Audit Results

Grant funds totaling nearly $3 million have been spent to build and equip a facility that currently is 
closed and in foreclosure due to lack of working capital. With the facility closed, the local community 
is receiving no benefi t from the grant moneys spent, and other projects throughout the State could have 
benefi ted more from these moneys.

Although the Board properly administered some aspects of the grants, it failed in certain key areas. 
For example, the Town may have to pay for a required audit because the Developer has yet to pay for 
this service. 

The Board also relied on the Developer’s consultant to prepare grant applications on its behalf and did 
not review the consultant’s work to ensure that the Town was properly protected. Further, the Board 
hired its own consultant to monitor the Project and disburse grant moneys. However, it did not review 
this consultant’s work and ensure that moneys were disbursed for proper Project purposes. Instead of 
monitoring the entire Project as a whole, the consultant monitored grants individually, which resulted 
in a $75,000 duplicate payment being made using grant moneys. After our fi eldwork ended, Town 
offi cials were able to resolve this issue in March 2014 by obtaining an agreement with Empire State 
Development Corporation (ESDC) that, in effect, corrected the duplicate payment.2  

Furthermore, neither the Board nor Town offi cials ensured that the Project stayed within the original 
facility construction budgeted cost of $3.8 million, and the Project incurred signifi cant construction 
cost overruns totaling approximately $450,000, or 12 percent, over the original estimates. 

Had the Board adequately monitored this Project, some of these defi ciencies could have been avoided.

Comments of Town Offi cials 

The results of our audit and recommendation have been discussed with Town offi cials and their 
comments, which appear in Appendix A, have been considered in preparing this report. Town offi cials 
disagreed with many of the fi ndings contained in our report. Our comments on certain issues Town 
offi cials raised in their response are included in Appendix B.

____________________
2  The Town received approval from ESDC to substitute previously unreimbursed project construction costs for the 

duplicate land purchase cost originally charged to the Restore NY grant. 
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Background

Introduction

The Town of Richmondville (Town) is located in Schoharie County 
and has a population of approximately 2,600 residents. The Town is 
governed by an elected fi ve-member Town Board (Board) comprising 
the Town Supervisor (Supervisor) and four Board members. The 
Board is the legislative body responsible for the overall management 
of the Town, including oversight of grant awards. The Board is also 
responsible for auditing and approving claims against the Town prior 
to payment.

The Supervisor serves as the Town’s chief executive and chief fi scal 
offi cer. As chief fi scal offi cer, he is responsible for overseeing or 
performing all of the Town’s fi nancial duties. A bookkeeper assists 
the Supervisor with the maintenance of the accounting records. The 
Town also hired a grant consultant to provide grant administration 
services. 

The Maranatha Family Center Project (Project) redeveloped 
commercial property located in the Town. The redevelopment 
included the construction of a new recreational, medical and fi tness 
facility, along with the demolition of most of the existing vacant 
structures by a private developer (Developer). The Developer is the 
current owner of the facility.

The Project’s overall costs of approximately $5.6 million3 were 
funded with a variety of sources, which included private moneys from 
the Developer, bank fi nancing and two economic development grants 
awarded to the Town. The two grant applications were prepared by 
consultants on the Town’s behalf. A $2.3 million grant from the New 
York State Empire Development Corporation (Restore NY grant) 
was awarded to the Town in September 2009, which was to be used 
for facility construction, land acquisition and soft development 
costs such as loan, legal and consulting fees. This grant required a 
10 percent of matching funds contribution by the Developer. Also, 
a $650,000 Community Development Block Grant Program grant 
(CDBG grant), to be used for facility equipment and the purchase 
of additional land, was awarded to the Town in December 2010. The 
CDBG grant was awarded through the New York State Offi ce of 
Homes and Community Renewal and included a requirement that the 
Project should result in the creation of 44 new full-time jobs. 

____________________
3  Total costs included $3.8 million for facility construction, $450,000 for 

construction overrun costs, $426,000 for land, $563,000 for equipment and 
$374,000 for soft costs. 
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Comments of
Town Offi cials and
Corrective Action

Scope and
Methodology

Objective

In October 2011, Town offi cials hired their own grant consultant to 
assist in the administration of both grant agreements. In November 
2011, the construction loan closed, the fi rst draw of money from the 
Restore NY grant was made and construction began in the following 
month. In October 2012, the facility was opened to the public; 
however, in September 2013, the facility was forced to close because 
the utilities were turned off due to failure to pay. Additionally, the 
facility is currently facing foreclosure. 

The objective of our audit was to review the Board’s administration 
of grant fund moneys. Our audit addressed the following related 
question:

• Did Town offi cials properly administer the Restore NY and 
CDBG grant funds awarded to the Town? 

 
We examined the Town’s records and reports regarding grant fund 
moneys for the period May 4, 2009 through September 25, 2013. 
To provide perspective on events, we extended our audit period to 
November 14, 2013, when foreclosure notices were fi rst fi led on the 
facility.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards (GAGAS). More information on 
such standards and the methodology used in performing this audit is 
included in Appendix C of this report.

The results of our audit and recommendation have been discussed 
with Town offi cials and their comments, which appear in Appendix 
A, have been considered in preparing this report. Town offi cials 
disagreed with many of the fi ndings contained in our report. Our 
comments on certain issues Town offi cials raised in their response 
are included in Appendix B.

The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. A 
written corrective action plan (CAP) that addresses the fi ndings and 
recommendations in this report should be prepared and forwarded 
to our offi ce within 90 days, pursuant to Section 35 of the General 
Municipal Law. For more information on preparing and fi ling your 
CAP, please refer to our brochure, Responding to an OSC Audit 
Report, which you received with the draft audit report. We encourage 
the Board to make this plan available for public review in the Town 
Clerk’s offi ce. 
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Administration of Grant Moneys

Direct responsibility for completion of grant activities, compliance 
with Federal and State requirements and proper fi nancial 
management of grant funds rests with the Board. Accordingly, the 
Town, as the recipient of grant funds, should properly evaluate 
the grant application before approval, enter into a detailed written 
agreement with any parties involved with the grant implementation, 
formally monitor the grant-related activities and establish effective 
controls to safeguard development funds and ensure their proper 
use. 

Although the Town can rely on others to provide information and 
insight about grant applications, the Board is still responsible for 
performing its own due diligence. To protect the Town from any 
liability, Town offi cials should ensure that written agreements obtain 
guarantees that are both legally enforceable and collateralized with 
assets of suffi cient available value to protect the Town from loss. 
If the Board hires a consultant to assist in the grant administration, 
the Board is ultimately responsible for monitoring the consultant’s 
performance and overall compliance with the grant requirements, 
completing the project in a cost effective manner, approving grant 
disbursements, and ensuring that any grant closeout requirements 
are completed in compliance with grant agreements and in a timely 
manner. 
 
Town offi cials did not properly administer all aspects of the Restore 
NY grant and CDBG grant funds awarded to the Town; they were 
successful in some aspects but failed in others. The Board failed to meet 
certain critical expectations regarding the application and screening 
process for awarding grant funds, protecting the Town’s fi nancial 
interests, monitoring the proper use of the moneys they awarded or 
auditing claims paid from the grant proceeds. However, the Board 
did properly ensure that Town policies were in compliance with 
grant agreements and that certain grant recordkeeping requirements 
and external reviews were met. The Board also received appropriate 
approvals from State agencies before it approved the demolition of 
the Dutch Barn. Finally, the Board has not closed out the CDBG grant 
in accordance with the grant requirements; this failure to close out the 
grant could jeopardize any future grant applications. 

Review and Approval of Grant Applications — While the Board 
can rely on consultants to prepare grant applications on the Town’s 
behalf, it is the Board’s responsibility to ensure that the Town and 
Developer will be able to meet the standards set forth by the grant 
application. The Board should review the applications prepared by 
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the consultants and verify the fi nancial viability of the applied-for use 
and that proposed goals are realistic and obtainable. Such verifi cation 
will ensure that the grant requirements are met and protect the Town’s 
fi nancial interests. 

The Town was awarded nearly $3 million in total grant moneys for 
the Project from the Restore NY and CDBG grants as a result of grant 
applications prepared by consultants. There is no evidence that the 
Board performed a signifi cant review of the consultant-prepared grant 
applications, such as assessing the fi nancial viability of the project, 
before approving either grant application for submission. None of the 
current Board members were on the Board at the time the Restore 
NY grant application was fi led. However, the Town’s attorney told us 
he was unaware of any signifi cant review performed. Additionally, 
based upon our discussion with current Town offi cials, the Board did 
not review the CDBG grant application in any detail before it was 
approved and, instead, relied upon the representation and analysis 
provided by the Developer’s consultant. 

Our review of the grant applications found that they included a 
detailed business plan and forecast which predicted that approximately 
$400,000 in working capital would be needed in the fi rst three years of 
operations and the Project would not realize positive cash fl ow until 
the fourth year of operations. The plan also assumed that the Developer 
would contribute the land for the facility site plus approximately $1 
million from the sale of other real estate. The Board did not perform its 
own evaluation of the business plan assumptions and predictions and 
did not ensure that the Developer’s capital contributions were secure 
before approving the grant applications. Current Town offi cials told 
us they believed their detailed review was not needed, as the Project 
was well-supported by various politicians and community members 
and had private fi nancing. 

Written Agreements — The Board must enter into a written agreement 
with the Developer to defi ne the nature of activities to be carried out, 
the manner in which grant funds may be used, the timeframe for 
completing activities and the records or reports the Developer must 
submit to the Town, as grant recipient, to demonstrate compliance. 
In addition, these agreements should limit the Town’s liability by 
pledging specifi c collateral that is suffi cient to reimburse the Town 
against any potential losses. 

The Board did properly obtain the written agreements that defi ned the 
Developer’s obligations and afforded the Town proper protections. 
The $5.6 million in project costs were funded by grants of nearly 
$3 million and moneys provided by the Developer, including private 
bank fi nancing of $2.4 million and the Developer’s own assets of 
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$237,000.4 The Developer’s $2.4 million in bank debt is collateralized 
by the Project facility and additional real estate property owned by 
the Developer that has a total taxable value of $807,000.5  

Monitoring Grant Activities — The Board is responsible for 
monitoring grant activities, which includes ensuring that the terms 
of the agreements (including any changes) are being complied with. 
The Board should require that reports of grant activities, including 
fi nancial reports, be prepared and review such reports for compliance 
with agreement stipulations. The Board should also ensure that the 
overall Project stays within budget and is completed. One way to 
ensure that the Project stays within budget is to include a contingency 
allowance in the Project plan that would help to fund any cost overruns 
or unforeseen expenses. If a consultant is hired to assist, the Board 
should ensure that the consultant provides and verifi es suffi cient 
oversight of the Project to satisfy the Board’s responsibility. 

In October 2011, the Board hired a grant consultant to monitor the 
Project’s activity. As part of the agreement with the Town, the grant 
consultant ensured that Town policies, environmental and historic 
preservation reviews and grant recordkeeping were in compliance 
with grant requirements. The agreement also required the consultant 
to coordinate administration of the two grants, including monitoring 
the Project’s budget. 

With little exception, the Board relied solely on the consultant 
to monitor the Project’s activity. The Board did not monitor the 
consultant’s work to ensure that it was accurate and complete. Further, 
the Board did not ensure that the consultant monitored the Project 
as a whole so that both grants were appropriately charged for grant-
related activities. As a result, instead of monitoring the entire Project 
and ensuring that grants were not over-charged, the consultant only 
monitored each individual grant. The consultant did not compare 
expenditures charged to each grant to ensure that duplicate payments 
were not made. As discussed in the Grant Receipts and Disbursements 
section below, a land purchase totaling $75,000 was claimed as an 
expense for both grants because the consultant failed to coordinate 
the payment of grant expenditures.6 The Board was unaware of this 
error until our audit because it relied on the consultant’s verbal reports 
and did not request any grant-related fi nancial or performance reports 
for its review. 

____________________
4  The Developer told us some of these assets were retirement funds that she had 

cashed in. 
5  The Developer has pledged three properties: a residential property, a commercial 

offi ce property and undeveloped land. Based on 2013 real property tax records, 
the three properties’ total taxable value is $807,000.

6  See footnote 2.  
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Furthermore, neither the Board nor Town offi cials ensured that the 
Project stayed within the original facility construction budgeted cost 
of $3.8 million. The Board did not ensure that the Project plan had a 
contingency allowance to assist with cost overruns. In fact, the Project 
incurred signifi cant construction cost overruns totaling approximately 
$450,000, or 12 percent, over the original estimates. The majority 
of the additional cost was $260,000 for stone, which was originally 
planned to be donated to the Project, but this did not occur due to 
major fl ooding in the area. Construction changes due to unforeseen 
circumstances are not unusual and the loss of the stone donation 
was out of the Developer’s control. However, a prudent Project 
plan would have made allowances for cost overruns by including 
a contingency allowance. Such an allowance could have provided 
some funding for the unbudgeted stone cost and the other unplanned 
costs, such as landscaping and certain site testing. The end result is 
that the Developer had to obtain additional private fi nancing to cover 
cost overruns, which contributed to the cash fl ow problems and the 
subsequent closing of the facility. These overruns occurred because 
the Board did not ensure that the initial Project had a contingency for 
potential unanticipated costs and because no one oversaw the Project 
as a whole, just each individual grant. 

The Board also ensured a signifi cant scope change to the project was 
approved. Originally, the Dutch Barn (Barn) was to be restored and 
be a focal point for the exterior building design. However, when the 
structure was later evaluated, after the other vacant structures had 
been demolished and the new facility constructed, it was determined 
to be cost-prohibitive to restore the Barn. Before the Board approved 
the scope change relating to the demolition of the Barn, the Board 
properly ensured that it was approved by both State agencies that 
were involved with the Project. Town offi cials also confi rmed that 
the Barn timbers were donated after demolition, as stipulated in the 
Project change agreement. 

Board members told us they relied on the grant consultant to ensure 
that the grant requirements were met, including the preparation of any 
grant performance reports. The Board did not request fi nancial reports 
because it believed the grant funds were the Developer’s money and 
not part of the Town’s fi nancial activity. Therefore, the Board did not 
feel it was subject to the same restrictions as Town moneys. However, 
as the original grant recipient, the Town is ultimately responsible for 
ensuring that these moneys are expended for appropriate purposes, in 
the best interest of the taxpayers.

Grant Receipts and Disbursements — The Board should ensure that 
the receipts and disbursements of grant funds are properly accounted 
for. The Board should audit claims prior to payment to verify that 
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amounts disbursed are allowable under the grant agreement, are 
documented and approved and are not paid multiple times. Only 
authorized Town offi cials should have the ability to disburse moneys 
from Town bank accounts. 

Town offi cials accounted for money received for the grants by 
depositing the money for each grant in its own, separate bank account. 
However, the Board did not ensure that grant disbursements were 
for proper purposes because it did not audit the claims associated 
with the grants prior to those claims being paid. Payments from the 
Restore NY grant were made directly by bank personnel (to facilitate 
the use of grant moneys and the Developer’s private money), while 
the CDBG grant moneys were disbursed by the Town’s consultant 
and bookkeeper. Due to the lack of oversight over the grant 
disbursements, Town offi cials did not know that the fi rst Restore NY 
grant disbursement of $300,546 was made by bank offi cials until the 
Town bookkeeper attempted the bank reconciliation the following 
month. Subsequently, the Supervisor required that the bank obtain 
written authorization prior to withdrawing any Restore NY grant 
funds. For the CDBG payments, the consultant compiled a list of 
the claims to be paid and prepared the request for reimbursement, 
which was approved and signed by one Board member; checks were 
issued by the Town bookkeeper, and these checks were reviewed and 
approved by two7  Board members. 

Board members said that they did not audit the claims because they 
were only pass-through moneys, and the Board members did not 
feel that pass-through moneys were subject to the same restrictions 
as Town moneys. Again, because the Town was the initial grant 
recipient, the Board was responsible for auditing associated claims to 
ensure that they were expended for proper purposes.

Due to the lack of audit of claims, we reviewed 43 payments totaling 
$885,053 and found that the costs of a land purchase for the Project, 
totaling approximately $75,000, were paid for twice.8 Town offi cials 
were unaware that these costs had been incorrectly charged to both 
grants until we informed them of our fi ndings. After our fi eldwork 
ended, Town offi cials were able to resolve the duplicate payment by 
an agreement made in March 2014 with Empire State Development 
Corporation which substituted the land costs originally claimed on 
the Restore NY claim with Project construction costs that had not 
previously been reimbursed. 

____________________
7  At times, one of these Board members was the same Board member approving 

the list of claims.
8 The $75,000 in land acquisition costs were paid using $41,742 in Restore NY 

grant funds and the balance from private fi nancing. Later, CDBG grant funds 
were used to reimburse the Developer for the same $75,000 in costs.
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The remaining payments we tested, totaling $810,053, were disbursed 
for proper Project purposes and included supporting documentation. 
Additionally, we observed 34 pieces of equipment that were purchased 
with $274,247 of CDBG grant moneys. 

Final Closing — The Board should ensure that each grant is timely 
and properly closed out. The closeout of grant activities is the 
fi nal step and should be done in accordance with grant agreement 
requirements. Town offi cials should ensure that the necessary data 
from the Developer is obtained so that the grant closeout can be 
completed in a timely manner. 

The Restore NY grant has been fully expended and the grant has been 
closed out. However, the fi nal closeout report has not been prepared 
for the CDBG grant because the Board is waiting for job creation 
numbers from the Developer. The CDBG grant ended December 9, 
2012, and the closeout report was due within 30 days. Town offi cials 
have been unable to obtain job creation numbers from the Developer 
as of the end of our fi eldwork. The CDBG grant offi cer told us that she 
is aware that the Project has not been closed out and she will continue 
to monitor the Project status until the fi nal report is submitted. The 
CDBG grant offi cer also told us that, currently, there is no penalty 
for the late fi ling of the report, but the failure to fi le timely may be 
considered if the Town applies for other funding. 

The Town is also required to have an audit performed by an 
independent auditor for the fi scal year ended December 31, 2012, 
due to the amount of Federal grant money received. The audit would 
have normally been due within nine months of the end of the year, 
but the Town received an extension for performing the audit until 
March 30, 2014. According to the written agreement, the Developer 
is required to pay for the audit but has not yet provided the money. 
The Town is required to have the audit performed and may have to 
pay the cost itself. 

Although the Board properly administered some aspects of the grants, 
it failed in certain key areas which could result in unanticipated 
losses, such as incurring audit fees. Grant funds totaling nearly $3 
million have been spent to build and equip a facility that currently 
is closed and in foreclosure due to lack of working capital. With the 
facility closed, the local community is receiving no benefi t from the 
grant moneys spent, and other projects throughout the State could 
have benefi ted more from these moneys. 

1. The Board should provide more oversight over reviewing 
and approving grant applications, awarding and monitoring 
performance and ensuring a timely and proper grant closeout. If 

Recommendation
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the Board engages a consultant to perform these duties, the Board 
is ultimately responsible for the administration of Town grants. 
This oversight should include the overall Project itself  and not 
just each individual grant. Such administration should ensure 
that:

• Board members exercise due diligence in reviewing grant 
applications and enter into written agreements to ensure that 
the grant is in the Town’s best interest,

• The Board monitors grant activities and performance and 
compliance with grant requirements, including staying within 
estimated costs and verifying the estimated costs have a 
contingency allowance to cover additional unanticipated 
costs,

• Grant fi nancial activity is reported to the Board,

• Grant expenditures are subject to Board audit to avoid 
inappropriate or duplicate payments,

• Only designated Town offi cials or employees are allowed to 
disburse grant funds and 

• The grants are closed out in a timely manner.
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE FROM TOWN OFFICIALS

The Town offi cials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.  
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 See
 Note 1
 Page 23
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 See
 Note 2
 Page 23
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 See
 Note 3
 Page 23
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APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE TOWN’S RESPONSE

Note 1

Throughout their response letter, Town offi cials state that this project was well-supported by politicians 
and the community. They also indicate that all of the project’s associated grant funds were pass-through 
moneys and, therefore, not the Town’s responsibility to monitor. However, it is our position that the 
Town, as the named recipient of the grant funds, was responsible for performing its due diligence to 
ensure that these funds were expended for proper purposes and in the best interest of the taxpayers.

Note 2

Subsequent to fi eldwork, we deleted that the Town may be liable to repay a portion of CDBG grant 
funds based on informal job numbers created.

Note 3

CDBG funds are federal funds that are subject to the requirements of the Single Audit Act of 1996 
(Act).  The Act requires recipients that receive $500,000 or more of federal funds to obtain a single 
or program-specifi c audit in accordance with the Offi ce of Management and Budget Circular A-133. 
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

The objective of our audit was to review the Town’s grant administration policies and procedures for 
the period of May 4, 2009 through September 25, 2013. To provide perspective on events, we extended 
our audit period to November 14, 2013, when foreclosure notices were fi rst fi led on the facility. Our 
audit procedures included the following steps:

• We interviewed Town offi cials and other key parties about the grant activities and administration 
of grant funds. We reviewed grant applications and award documents and documented any 
grant compliance requirements. 

• We evaluated written agreements between the Town and the Developer to document what 
efforts were made to protect the Town from fi nancial losses. We made inquiries of our legal 
department regarding the written agreements and potential Town liabilities in relation to the 
grants. 

• We performed a search for liens and other legal documents fi led under the Developer’s name 
and the names of her businesses using the public record search on the County Clerk’s website. 

• We reviewed the Town’s grant consultant procurement process and compared it to Federal 
procurement standards to determine if the process was in compliance with the requirements. 

• We reviewed Town policies, such as affi rmative action and code of ethics, for agreement with 
grant requirements. 

• We reviewed documentation of environmental and historical preservation reviews for 
compliance with grant requirements. 

• We examined the Town’s grant accounting records for compliance with grant recordkeeping 
requirements. 

• We reviewed fi nancial and performance reports required under the CDBG grant agreement for 
timely fi ling. 

• We summarized the change orders issued on the construction contract and compared the amount 
of the change orders to the original contract to identify any signifi cant contract changes. 

• We documented changes in the Project plans by comparing descriptions of the Project in 
the grant applications to Project site drawings and grant performance reports. We reviewed 
documentation and correspondence received by the Town regarding the demolition of the 
Dutch Barn to determine if it was appropriate. 

• We determined if all grant revenues were properly deposited into a separate bank account by 
tracing deposit records and reconciliations of the grant amounts awarded to accounting and 
bank records. 
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• We judgmentally selected a sample of three of the nine Restore NY grant draw down requests 
and traced amounts claimed to supporting documentation. We determined if all contractor 
forms required under the Restore NY grant agreement were obtained for those three draw 
down requests. 

• We randomly selected a sample of seven disbursements from the CDBG grant bank account; 
we reviewed corresponding documentation for appropriateness and, for any item of equipment 
purchased, observed the physical location of the item. 

• We scanned the CDBG grant request for reimbursement forms for items with an individual cost 
of $5,000 or more. We observed the physical location of the items identifi ed. 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GAGAS. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain suffi cient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis 
for our fi ndings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our fi ndings and conclusions based on our audit objective.
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APPENDIX D

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Public Information Offi ce
110 State Street, 15th Floor
Albany, New York  12236
(518) 474-4015
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/

To obtain copies of this report, write or visit our web page: 
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