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Scope of Audit

Audit Observations
and Conclusions

Executive Summary

State University of New York College at Cortland
Selected Financial Management Practices

The State University of New York (SUNY) College at Cortland
(College) is one of 13 colleges of arts and sciences in the SUNY
system.  Located in Cortland, New York, the College offers 45
undergraduate degree programs and 24 graduate programs.  During the
Spring 1999 semester, the College had 4,612 undergraduate students and
1,198 graduate students.  College expenditures during the 1998-99 State
fiscal year totaled about $44.6 million.

For the 12 month period ended June 30, 1999, the College collected
over $40 million from tuition, fees, room rent, meal plans, and other
sources and reported $1.2 million of student account receivables.  The
College’s Bursar’s Office deposited about $28 million of this revenue
into the College’s local depository bank.  The remaining revenue,
primarily student financial aid, is deposited directly into an account
maintained by SUNY System Administration.

Our audit addressed the following question about selected financial
management practices at the College for the period July 1, 1996
through June 30, 1999:

! Has College management established an effective system of
internal control over College revenues and equipment assets?

We found that College managers had not established a strong control
environment for revenue and equipment.  They did not implement
recommendations to correct some of the significant control deficiencies
cited in our previous audit reports and a recent review by the
University Auditor.  College management did not conduct formal risk
assessments, did not develop necessary control procedures to reduce
risks, and did not provide adequate training or guidance to some
employees with significant roles in the control system.  In addition,
management has not monitored the effectiveness of the existing system
of control over College revenues and equipment. We recommend that
College officials further develop and maintain an operating style that
formally recognizes and supports the control components of risk



assessment, control activities, communication, and monitoring for
revenue and equipment.  (See pp. 5-6)

College officials responded that they take their stewardship of State
resources very seriously, but they acknowledged the need to correct and
enforce control procedures.  They stated that budget cuts have
decreased staff resources for both the revenue and equipment control
functions, while other factors have increased the staff workloads.  They
also noted that their staff did do many things right, including collecting
large amounts of money reliably and treating the College’s students
courteously and efficiently.  While we commend officials for the many
things at the College that work well, we believe that College manage-
ment needs to assign a higher priority to its responsibilities for
implementing and maintaining an effective system of internal control
over both revenues and equipment.  (See p. 6)

We found that the functional organization of the Bursar’s Office does
not provide for appropriate separation of duties among staff to ensure
effective control over revenue collection and processing.  In addition,
the Bursar’s Office did not have adequate controls over hundreds of
undistributed student refund checks, thereby exposing them to significant
risk of loss or undetected theft.  Furthermore, College staff had not
successfully reconciled College revenue accounting records to the
monthly general checking account bank statements for the past nine
months.  Prompt bank account reconciliations are important for
detecting internal accounting errors, bank errors, and fraudulent check
transactions.  In addition, some College employees have computer
access authorizations that permit functions that are incompatible with
their other job duties, and we identified other control weaknesses that
lessen the security over computer access.  These control weaknesses
increase the risk that the integrity of student revenue and collection data
could be compromised.  We made several recommendations to address
the internal control weaknesses in these and other areas relating to
revenue.  (See pp. 7-12)

In addition, we found that College managers provided little guidance
and oversight to the equipment control function.  As a result, the
College’s equipment manager had not conducted an effective physical
inventory of equipment, department-level control over equipment was
inconsistent, and controls over the addition of new items and disposition
of old items to the inventory were weak.  We tested data recorded on
the College’s equipment record and found significant rates of errors and
omissions, including equipment items that could not be located or
otherwise accounted for.  The results of our sampling and testing of the



Comments of
SUNY Officials

College’s equipment record suggest that this record may not be
sufficiently reliable as a management tool.  College officials told us
they are taking action to strengthen controls over equipment assets.
Our report contains recommendations to improve control over equip-
ment.  (See pp. 13-15)

SUNY officials agree with our recommendations and indicate steps that
have been or will be taken to implement them.
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Background

Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

Introduction

The State University of New York (SUNY) College at Cortland
(College) is one of 13 arts and sciences colleges in the SUNY system.
Located in Cortland, the College offers 45 undergraduate degree
programs and 24 graduate programs.  During the Spring 1999 semester,
the College had 4,612 undergraduate students and 1,198 graduate
students.  College expenditures during the 1998-99 State fiscal year
totaled about $44.6 million.

For the 12 month period ended June 30, 1999, the College collected
over $40 million from tuition, fees, room rent, meal plans, and other
sources and reported $1.2 million of student account receivables.  The
College’s Bursar’s Office deposited about $28 million of this revenue
into the College’s local depository bank.  The remaining revenue,
primarily student financial aid, is deposited directly into an account
maintained by SUNY System Administration. 

Since 1985, the College has been using an integrated database computer
system called Triton for student registration and revenue accounting.
At the time of our audit, the College was undergoing a major
conversion to a new database computer system called Banner.  Banner
training has been underway for College staff, and Banner was used for
pre-registration and student billing for the Fall 1999 semester.  In
addition, the College uses SUNY’s Property Control System, a
statewide, computerized database system, to account for equipment items
that cost over $1,500 and all computer equipment items that cost over
$500.

We audited selected financial management practices at the College for
the period July 1, 1996 through June 30, 1999.  The objectives of our
financial related audit were to evaluate whether management had
established an adequate internal control environment and effective
internal control procedures over revenues and equipment.  To accom-
plish these objectives, we interviewed College staff and officials;
reviewed relevant policies, procedures, rules and regulations; and
examined appropriate records.  To help us assess management’s
accountability and control over student revenues and equipment assets,
we used database diagnostic software to examine both the College’s
revenue transaction database and the College’s equipment database for
the year ended June 30, 1999.  We obtained this information from both
SUNY System Administration and from the College’s administrative
computing center.  As part of our review of revenue, we examined the
controls over access to computerized student account data, isolated
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Internal Control
and Compliance
Summary

certain adjustments that were made to student account balances, and
examined supporting documentation for a sample of adjustments.  We
also selected and we tested random and judgmental samples of College
disbursement checks and equipment records.  In addition, we reviewed
the status of findings and recommendations related to internal controls
from our audit reports that were issued in 1980 (Report AL-ST-35-80),
1986 (Report 85-S-156), and 1990 (Report 89-S-118) and from a report
issued by the University Auditor in 1997. 

We conducted our audit according to generally accepted government
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and do our
audit to adequately assess those operations of the College which are
included in our audit scope.  Further, these standards require that we
understand the College’s internal control structure and compliance with
those laws, rules, and regulations that are relevant to the College’s
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.  

We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be audited.
This approach focuses our audit efforts on those operations that we
have identified through a preliminary survey as having the greatest
probability for needing improvement.  Consequently, by design, finite
audit resources are used to identify where and how improvements can
be made.  Thus, we devote little audit effort to reviewing operations
that may be relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, our audit
reports are prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore,
highlights those areas needing improvement and does not address
activities that may be functioning properly.  

Our consideration of the College’s internal control structure focused on
revenue and equipment controls.  We identified certain weaknesses in
these controls which we identify in the sections of this report entitled
“Revenue Control” and “Equipment Control.”
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Response of SUNY
Officials to Audit

A draft copy of this report was provided to College and SUNY System
Administration officials for their review and comment.  Their comments
have been considered in the preparation of this report and are included
as Appendix B.

Within 90 days after the final release of this report, as required by
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Chancellor of the State
University of New York 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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Internal Control Environment

The Office of the State Comptroller (OSC) has issued Standards for
Internal Control in NYS Government to guide government employees
in carrying out their responsibilities to implement a good internal
control system.  Those standards address five specific control compo-
nents: control environment, communication, assessing and managing
risk, control activities, and monitoring.  Control environment is the
attitude toward internal control and the control consciousness established
and maintained by the management and employees of an organization.
It is a product of management’s philosophy, style, and supportive
attitude, as well as the competence, ethical values, integrity, and morale
of the organization’s people.  Control environment is unique because of
its pervasive influence on all the decisions and activities of an
organization. A positive internal control environment is the foundation
for all other standards of internal control, providing discipline and
structure.  

We concluded that a strong control environment has not existed in the
past at the College with respect to certain aspects of revenue and
equipment.  We reached this conclusion because management had not
demonstrated a sufficient level of control consciousness to establish the
necessary communication, risk management, control activities and
monitoring as follows:

! Management neither implemented recommendations to correct
certain revenue control and equipment deficiencies that were
made in our prior audit reports issued in 1980, 1986, and 1990,
nor implemented similar control recommendations made by the
University Auditor in 1997.  

! Management neither conducted formal risk assessments, nor
developed necessary control procedures to ensure that revenue
and equipment assets would be adequately accounted for and
safeguarded.

! Management did not provide training or communicate specific
job duties or expectations to the employee designated as the
College’s part-time Equipment Manager or to other employees
who should have a role in controlling equipment assets.
Management also did not develop local operating procedures or
communicate specific expectations for employees with key
revenue control duties.
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Recommendations

1. Further develop and maintain an operating style and philosophy
that formally recognizes and supports the control components of
risk assessment, control activities, communication, and
monitoring for revenue and equipment.  

2. Demonstrate management support toward good internal control
by being responsive to information developed through prior
external audits.

(College and SUNY System Administration officials generally
agree with recommendation number 1 and recommendation
number 2.)

! Management did not adequately monitor the effectiveness of the
existing system of control over revenues and College-owned
equipment.  Responsible managers were not aware of either a
large number of unclaimed refund checks that had accumulated
at the Bursar’s Office or significant equipment record keeping
problems.

College officials responded that they take their stewardship of State
resources very seriously, but they acknowledged the need to correct and
enforce control procedures.  They stated that budget cuts have
decreased staff resources for both the revenue and equipment control
functions, while other factors have increased the staff workloads.  They
also noted that their staff did do many things right, including collecting
large amounts of money reliably and treating the College’s students
courteously and efficiently.  While we commend officials for the many
things at the College that work well, we believe that College manage-
ment needs to assign a higher priority to its responsibilities for
implementing and maintaining an effective system of internal control
over both revenues and equipment.  The following sections of this
report detail our observations about College control procedures for
revenue and equipment.  
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Separation of
Duties

Revenue Control

For the 12 month period ended June 30, 1999, the College collected
over $40 million from tuition, fees, room rent, meal plans, and other
sources and reported $1.2 million of student account receivables.  The
College’s Bursar’s Office deposited about $28 million of this revenue
into the College’s local depository bank.  The remaining revenue,
primarily student financial aid, is deposited directly into an account
maintained by SUNY System Administration.  During our audit period,
the College used the Triton computer system for student revenue
accounting and general ledger accounting.  At the time of our audit, the
College was converting to a new computer system, Banner.  Similar to
Triton, Banner, which affords on-line access to update and to view
information, contains all student information including course registra-
tions, student billings and collections, financial aid, refunds, room
assignments, meal plans, and holds on student accounts.  Both Banner
and Triton are designed to restrict user access to various data screens
and to various functions such as changing student accounts.  Our audit
addressed the Triton system that was in place at the time of our audit.
In implementing the Banner system, College officials must ensure that
the findings we identified are addressed in the new system.

We found management had not established adequate controls over
revenues.  For example, we found that the functional organization of
the Bursar’s Office does not provide for appropriate separation of
duties.  In addition, we noted internal control weaknesses over student
refund checks, bank account reconciliations, and access to computerized
student account records. We designed testing to obtain reasonable
assurance that significant losses had not occurred because of these
weaknesses.  Our testing did not identify any refund checks that were
improperly negotiated or improper adjustments to student account
balances. 

To reduce the risk of error, waste or wrongful acts and the risk of
such acts not being detected, no one individual should control all key
aspects of a transaction or event.  Rather, duties and responsibilities
should be assigned to a number of individuals to ensure effective
checks and balances exist.  However, we found that duties were not
adequately separated among the staff of the Bursar’s Office, as follows.

Bursar’s Office employees who process cash receipts and adjust student
account balances also have unrestricted access to refund checks,
including those that remain unclaimed for a long period of time.  As
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a result, there is considerable risk that these employees could, without
timely detection, substitute cash receipts with unclaimed refund checks,
or could make a fraudulent student account adjustment in order to
produce and obtain a refund check that could be misappropriated later.
Our testing did not identify any suspicious endorsements, unsupported
refund transactions, or cash substitutions among the transactions that we
examined.

Two of our prior audit reports (89-S-118 and 85-S-156) recommended
that the College reassign the check distribution process to employees
who do not have cash receipt processing or record keeping duties.
College management’s response to both audits was that they did not
have sufficient staff resources to implement the recommendations.
However, if the check distribution function cannot be adequately
segregated, management should implement compensating controls.  Such
controls include using supervisors who are independent of other cash
processing duties to periodically review the support for a sample of
refund transactions.  Also, paid checks could be routinely examined for
suspicious endorsements as part of the bank account reconciliation
process.  College management had not formalized such compensating
controls to address the problems posed by not being able to separate
duties.

Bank accounts should be independently reconciled by an employee who
does not have access to cash receipts or disbursements.  We found that
the employees who reconcile the general checking account also have
incompatible cash processing and record keeping functions. 

An employee who is not otherwise involved in processing cash should
do the daily cash reconciliation as a check on the work of the cashiers
who collect and record the receipts.  We noted that a Bursar’s Office
cashier reconciles daily cash receipts to the bank deposits. This lack of
separation of duties becomes more significant because we found that
mail remittances are not restrictively endorsed or recorded before they
are given to the cashiers for processing.

Employees who collect and process cash should not be able to adjust
charges on student accounts receivable records.  Ideally, the Bursar’s
Office should collect payments, and other College departments should
be responsible for adjusting charges.  For example, adjustments to
tuition charges that result from changes in the number of credit hours
taken by students should originate only in the Registrar’s Office, and
adjustments to room charges should originate only in the Residence Life
Office.  However, five of the six Bursar’s Office employees who
collect and record student payments, also have computer authorization
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Undistributed
Student Refund
Checks

Reconciliations

levels that allow them to adjust certain charges on the student account
records. In addition, two other administrative employees who occasion-
ally help out in the Bursar’s Office also have computer authorization to
both record cash receipts and to adjust student charges.  Specifically,
all of these employees can adjust student accounts to eliminate charges
for various billed fees and can adjust tuition charges.  We examined the
supporting documentation for a sample of 25 of 749 student account
adjustments made for the period July 1, 1998 through June 23, 1999
to verify that the adjustments were proper.  Although our sample did
not identify any transaction that was unsupported or inappropriate, the
combining of incompatible processing functions lessens management’s
assurance that all adjustments are proper.

The College’s Bursar’s Office routinely produces refund checks for all
student accounts with a credit balance.  The Bursar’s Office stores the
signed checks in a box to await pick up by the student who is due the
refund.  At the time of our audit, the box contained hundreds of
refund checks on hand for extended periods of time.  As of March 31,
1999, the College’s outstanding check list included 524 checks, totaling
more than $179,000, that had been outstanding more than three months.
Of these, 100 checks, totaling $5,572, had been outstanding over 15
months with some dating back to 1996.  Having so many refund checks
available for so long greatly increases the risk of loss or theft of these
assets.  It appears that the reason for this risk exposure is that College
management has not established written procedures for properly
controlling and distributing the checks.  For example, there were no
requirements for routinely notifying students that they have checks
waiting, for mailing unclaimed checks to the students, or for redeposit-
ing checks that remain unclaimed.  Moreover, the stored checks are
easily accessible to all Bursar’s Office employees, including those who
process cash receipts and adjust student account balances. 

Prompt bank account reconciliations are important for detecting staff
errors, bank errors, and fraudulent check transactions.  In 1997, the
SUNY University Controller issued a memorandum to SUNY campus
administrators noting that check fraud activity had increased substantially
due to changes in Federal banking regulations and the availability of
low-cost, high-quality document reproduction technology.  Prompt
detection of fraudulent activity is important so that timely action can be
taken to minimize exposure to additional losses.

The Bursar’s Office did not have written policies, procedures, or
specific expectations for the timely completion of bank reconciliations,
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Access to
Computerized
Student Account
Records

and completed reconciliations were not reviewed by responsible
managers.  As of June 4, 1999, College staff had not successfully
reconciled College records to the previous nine monthly general
checking account bank statements.  After we discussed these findings
with the responsible College managers, College staff were assigned to
bring the reconciliations up-to-date.

Also, the people responsible for reconciling the checking account should
examine check signatures and endorsements to detect any unusual items
that might indicate an improperly authorized or improperly negotiated
check.  The employees who currently reconcile the checking account do
not examine the endorsements.

College officials told us that staff had fallen behind on the bank account
reconciliations because of increased workload demands caused by the
College’s conversion to Banner, a vacancy in one of the clerical
positions, and the inexperience of two recently hired clerical employees.
One of our prior audit reports (89-S-118) also identified that the
College checking account was not being reconciled in a timely manner.
College management needs to determine ways to improve the timeliness
and efficiency of the reconciliation, such as the use of computerization
to prepare outstanding check lists, realignment of reconciliation duties
to other employees, etc.

Computer access security controls should provide reasonable assurance
that computer resources are protected against unauthorized modification,
disclosure, loss or impairment.  This is accomplished by providing
users with only the access they need to perform their duties; limiting
access to sensitive resources, such as security software programs; and
by not establishing access that permits employees to perform incompati-
ble functions.  At the College, some employees have computer access
authorizations that permit functions that are incompatible with their other
job duties, and we identified other control weakness that lessen security
over computer access.  These control weaknesses represent a significant
risk that the integrity of student revenue and collection data could be
compromised.

Management should establish effective controls to restrict the access to
on-line computer functions to authorized persons, for authorized
purposes.  Computer access controls include: the use of user IDs and
passwords to restrict transaction functions to employees based on their
job duties; restricting terminals to the appropriate functions for the users
at that location; system programming that limits invalid login attempts
and disconnects unattended terminals; and routine monitoring of security
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violation logs to detect attempts to gain unauthorized access to the on-
line system.  Similar to our audit observations in 1990, we identified
several weaknesses related to access to sensitive College revenue
records.  

The system security administrator for the College’s computerized
revenue accounting system has attempted to control user access.
However, College management has not established comprehensive
policies and procedures for determining and monitoring access levels
and otherwise controlling computer access.  For example, there is no
set policy or procedure for reviewing the continued appropriateness of
access levels once a user ID has been assigned, and there is no
procedure to ensure that computer access is canceled for employee
terminations and transfers.  We found that the user ID and password
for the prior Bursar, who resigned 18 months prior to our audit, were
still on the system.  Although the user ID and password had not been
used to initiate any transactions, they could have been used to process
revenue transactions. We also found that the user ID for a terminated
employee in the Registrar’s Office had been used by a new employee
to process 228 transactions after the former employee left State service.
Employees should use individually assigned user IDs to provide proper
accountability.

We also observed that there is no set policy addressing the use of
generic user IDs which limit management’s ability to determine who
initiated a transaction. We identified 21 generic user IDs on the system.
For example, there was a generic user ID available for use by all staff
in the Bursar’s Office and one available for use by employees in the
Registrar’s Office.  Of the 21 generic user IDs we identified, 7 had
authority to process revenue transactions.  We also noted that security
violation logs are not printed and reviewed, and that the computer
system has not been programmed to limit the number of invalid
attempts to sign on or to disconnect idle terminals.
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Recommendations

3. Adequately separate duties within the Bursar’s Office to address
the control weaknesses discussed in our report.  Where adequate
separation of duties is not practical, implement compensating
controls.

4. Restrictively endorse mail remittances upon receipt.

5. Establish policies and procedures that restrict access to refund
checks and ensure timely distribution or redeposit of unclaimed
checks.

6. Establish policies and procedures for performing bank
reconciliations in a timely, accurate and efficient manner,
including the requirement that check signatures and endorsements
be reviewed during the reconciliations.

7. Establish comprehensive policies and procedures for
strengthening access controls over computerized revenue records
by:

! requiring that established user IDs be periodically
reviewed to determine that they continue to be
appropriate;

! deleting in a timely manner those user IDs that pertain to
former employees;

! discontinuing the practice of using generic user IDs; and

! providing for the review and follow up of security
violation logs, limiting the number of potential invalid
sign-on attempts, and disconnecting computer terminals
that remain connected, but idle for predetermined
periods. 

(College and SUNY System Administration officials generally
agree with recommendations number 3 through number 7.)
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Equipment Control

Consistent with guidance from SUNY System Administration, College
policy is to centrally record and control individual equipment items that
cost over $1,500 and all computer equipment items that cost over $500.
The College uses SUNY’s Property Control System (PCS) to account
for these assets.  As of June 9, 1999, the PCS listed 3,858 College
equipment items with a value of $11.8 million.  Forty-four percent of
the items were categorized as computer equipment costing between $500
and $1,500.

College management is responsible for ensuring that equipment assets
are accounted for and utilized efficiently.  Our audit of College
equipment practices and control procedures shows that College
management has not adequately fulfilled these responsibilities.  Most of
the weaknesses we found in our current audit had been reported in
previous audits of the College.  The following summarizes the
weaknesses with control procedures and practices:

! Among the five College departments with the highest recorded
equipment costs according to the PCS, we identified widely
varying levels of equipment accountability and control.  One
department, Physical Education, had no department-level controls
over equipment.  Another department, Classroom Media
Support, had assigned equipment control to a designated staff
person, took physical inventories to verify the location of
equipment, and maintained the computerized record of equip-
ment.  

! The College has not developed and communicated adequate
written equipment control procedures specific to the campus.

! The College has designated a part-time campus Equipment
Manager, but has not officially designated an employee to be
responsible for equipment assigned to each unit location.
Accountability at the unit level must be established to adequately
establish responsibility for the safekeeping and accurate record
keeping for equipment at all times.

! The last complete physical inventory for College equipment was
taken in 1998.  However, the effectiveness of this physical
inventory is questionable since it look 1.5 years to complete and
the PCS was not updated to reflect missing items or incorrect
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information.  Furthermore, the overall results were not summa-
rized for follow-up action nor communicated to management. 

! College management does not monitor whether the Equipment
Manager is correctly updating PCS for new items or whether he
is ensuring that surplus or scrapped items are removed from
PCS and are disposed of properly in accordance with State
policies.

! The College maintains a large storeroom called the Auditeria
which contains hundreds of used computers and computer
components as well as upwards to 100 personal computer
systems.  While we were informed that the Auditeria is kept
locked when unattended, tighter controls such an intrusion alarm
system and/or use of a secured inner cage for highly valuable
items would appear to be warranted.  

In addition to evaluating equipment control procedures and practices, we
selected a random sample of 120 PCS items of equipment from the five
College department with the highest total equipment costs.  The 120
items had an original cost $305,876. Our objective was to test the
accuracy of the PCS record and to determine whether any of the
sampled items were missing.  Results showed that College staff were
not able to locate or otherwise account for 27 items (23 percent), with
an original cost of $61,970 (20 percent).  Also, 13 other items (11
percent) were old computer items coded as “storage” or “cannibalized”
on the PCS record.  The Equipment Manager told us that these items
had since been discarded, but he had not removed them from the PCS
record. 

The results of our sampling and testing of the College’s PCS record
suggest that this record may not be sufficiently reliable as a manage-
ment tool.  We selected a judgmental sample of 14 College equipment
purchases made during the three year period July 1996 through June
1999 to test whether new equipment items were being properly added
to the PCS record.  We found that five items (36 percent) had not
been added.  We also selected a judgmental sample of 11 equipment
items that were in use and labeled with a PCS property tag.  We tested
whether these items were recorded on the PCS record and found that
two items (18 percent) were not. Furthermore, we analyzed equipment
deletion transactions on the PCS record and identified 69 deletions of
items that were less than 1.5 years old.  We sampled 12 of these
transactions for further review.  The Equipment Manager told us that
all 12 items had been deleted in error and should have been added
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Recommendations

8. Develop and communicate adequate written equipment control
procedures specific to the campus.

9. Formally assign administrative responsibility for equipment
control to specific individuals at the location unit level.

10. Fulfill the commitment to perform annual physical inventories of
the College’s equipment assets and monitor the reported results.

11. Monitor the activities of the Equipment Manager to ensure
equipment acquisitions and disposals are processed properly.

12. Improve security over equipment stored in the Auditeria.

13. Follow up on equipment items that could not be located or
otherwise accounted for, and correct the record keeping errors
identified in this report.

(College and SUNY System Administration officials generally
agree with recommendations number 8 through number 13.)

back onto the PCS record.  However, 6 items (50 percent) had not
been added back to the PCS record.

Officials informed us that some improvements in property control have
been made recently, including the institution of new procedures for the
removal of College property off campus. The new procedure restricts
the use of College property for authorized College purposes only, while
the old procedure permitted employees to borrow assets for personal
use.  The College plans to conduct annual physical inventories every
January and will require every campus unit to designate an individual
as property coordinator.  In addition, officials will consider utilizing an
interior locking cage area and an alarm system for the Auditeria.
Officials further advised us that the College will create and fill the
position of Campus Property Control Manager.  The Manager will
conduct an identification and a formal risk assessment of the College’s
valuable equipment assets.  A plan will be devised to exercise controls
commensurate with the value of the equipment and risk of loss.  We
commend officials for the important steps they are taking to control and
to account for their valuable assets.
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