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State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government Services
and Economic Development

January 2006

Dear School District Officials:

One of the Office of the State Comptroller’s top priorities is to identify areas where school districts can
improve their operations and provide guidance and services that will assist district officials in making those
improvements. Further objectives are to develop and promote short-term and long-term strategies to enable
and encourage school district officials to reduce costs, improve service delivery and to account for and protect
their districts’ assets.

The reports issued by this Office are an important component in accomplishing these objectives. These reports
are expected to be a resource and are designed to identify current and emerging fiscally related problems and
provide recommendations for improvement. The following is our report on the audit of the Brentwood Union
Free School District — Internal Controls.

This audit was conducted pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 5, Section 1 of the
State Constitution and Article 3 of the General Municipal Law.  The report contains opportunities for
improvement for consideration by the School District’s Board of Education.

If we can be of assistance to you or if you have any questions concerning this report, please feel free to contact
the local regional office for your county listed at the back of this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Office of the State Comptroller
Division of Local Government Services
and Economic Development
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Office of the State Comptroller

ES-1

State of New York

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Brentwood Union Free School District (District) encompasses an area of nearly 21 square miles in western
Suffolk County. More than 15,000 students attend the District’s 11 elementary and seven secondary schools,
making it the largest school district on Long Island. During the 2003-2004 fiscal year, the District had
approximately 2,800 employees and operating expenditures of approximately $227 million.

Scope and Objectives

We examined the District’s control environment and internal controls over the Business Office, cash receipts
and disbursements, purchasing, payroll and capital assets for the period July 1, 2002 to August 31, 2004. The
scope of our audit related to the control environment. Our audit addressed the following related questions:

• Did the Board implement adequate internal controls to protect and account for District assets?

• Did the Board exercise its oversight responsibilities to ensure that its policies and procedures were
properly implemented?

Our audit also examined various taxpayer complaints received by our Office.

Audit Results

We found certain instances where the Board had either not established critical internal controls, or had
implemented controls that were improperly designed or operating ineffectively. These weaknesses in internal
controls could lead to errors and/or irregularities occurring and not being detected.

In addition, the Board did not properly exercise its oversight responsibilities when it was unaware of the fact
that an unauthorized individual and an individual who was unable to provide an independent audit of claims
approved $165.5 million of District claims. Between November 2002 and February 2003, the District’s
Superintendent and the Director of Business Services permitted the husband of the authorized Internal Claims
Auditor to approve four warrants1 containing 4,224 claims totaling $99,352,244. However, the Board did not
pass a resolution authorizing the Internal Claims Auditor’s husband to approve District warrants. In addition,

1 Warrants are a list of claims that the Internal Claims Auditor has approved for payment. After the Internal Claims Auditor
approves the warrants, this function provides the proper authority for the District to disburse payments to those parties
who made the original claims for payment.
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the Board appointed the daughter of the Director of Business Services as the District’s new Internal Claims
Auditor. She served in this capacity from late October 2003 to early December 2003. Board members were
unaware of the relationship because the two individuals did not share the same last name. During the fall of
2003, in her capacity as the Internal Claims Auditor, the daughter approved three warrants containing 3,102
claims totaling $66,189,163.

During our audit period, the Treasurer did not properly segregate the duties within her office to ensure that no
single person controlled most or all phases of certain transactions. The Treasurer acted as the District’s accounting
supervisor and, therefore, performed many inter-related financial duties. The Treasurer’s responsibilities included
preparing deposit slips, making cash adjustments, signing checks, reviewing and approving monthly bank
reconciliations, making transfers between bank accounts and funds, and preparing financial reports at month
end. The Treasurer’s duties as the accounting supervisor included recording transactions in the accounting
system, making journal entries and distributing payroll. All of these duties are incompatible when they are
performed by one individual.

Although District policies require that the Treasurer deposit all cash payments within 24 hours of receipt, in 25
percent of the transactions we tested the Treasurer did not follow this policy. We found that the Treasurer
deposited moneys (totaling $224,686) between 2 and 21 days after the Treasurer’s Office received those
moneys.

We tested 150 claims and found 74 total instances of missing purchase requisitions and unauthorized purchase
orders where the District needs to strengthen its claims processing controls. Of the 121 expenditures that
required completed purchase requisitions, 56 expenditures did not have purchase requisitions issued. In addition,
of the 121 expenditures that required purchase orders, 18 purchase orders contained dates that implied that
they were “confirming” purchase orders but District personnel did not write the word “confirming” or
“emergency” on these orders. A confirming purchase order happens when a District staff member places a
verbal order with a vendor, and then fills out a purchase order simply to confirm that they had made the
purchase. District policy allows confirming purchase orders only in the case of emergency purchases. In addition,
the District paid $4,585 each to two different vendors for the same service.

Due to the District’s poorly worded procurement policy, District personnel rarely use the requests for proposals
(RFP) process to obtain competitive proposals for professional services. The District did not solicit competitive
proposals prior to selecting any of the eight professional service providers we tested. In addition, based on an
unauthorized, unwritten policy in effect in the District’s psychological services department, the department did
not enter into written agreements with three out of the eight professional service providers.

As a result of internal control weaknesses in the District’s capital assets policies and procedures, the District’s
capital asset inventory records were overstated. Of the 552 assets listed on the District’s inventory record that
we attempted to locate, 122 items (costing approximately $180,000) were missing, and we found 275 items at
locations other than those listed on the inventory records.
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The Board did not have any policies that addressed cell phone usage, travel-related reimbursements, credit
card usage, and providing meals and refreshments at meetings. As a result, travel-related claims were not
adequately supported by paid bills or receipts, District personnel did not always follow proper claims processing
procedures when using District credit cards, and the claim vouchers that supported $1,537 in meal and
refreshments expenditures did not indicate who attended the meetings, or the reasons why the attendees
required meals and/or refreshments to conduct District business. However, subsequent to our audit, the Board
adopted policies for cell phone usage, and travel-related reimbursements. The Board also significantly reduced
the number of District credit cards used by District personnel.

Comments of District Officials

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed with District officials and their comments,
which appear in Appendix B, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as specified in Appendix
B, District officials generally agreed with our recommendations and indicated they planned to take corrective
action.
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Background

Introduction

Objectives

The Brentwood Union Free School District (District) encompasses an area
of nearly 21 square miles in western Suffolk County. More than 15,000
students attend the District’s 11 elementary and seven secondary schools,
making it the largest school district on Long Island. During the 2003-2004
fiscal year, the District had approximately 2,800 employees and operating
expenditures of approximately $227 million.

The Board of Education (Board) has the overall responsibility for District
operations, with the Superintendent of Schools (Superintendent) and other
administrative staff having the responsibility for overseeing and managing day-
to-day operations. The Board appoints an Internal Claims Auditor who
assumes the powers and duties of the Board in regard to approving or
disapproving claims against the District. Responsibilities relating to the District’s
finances, accounting records and reports are largely those of the Director of
Business Services and the District’s Treasurer. The District’s annual financial
statements are audited each year by independent auditors. Our examination
of the quality of the District’s annual financial audits is the subject of a separate
audit report.

The District’s internal controls consist of various processes created by the
Board, department heads, and other District personnel that are designed to
provide reasonable assurance that the Board’s objectives are being achieved.
These processes are essentially a coordinated set of policies and procedures
developed to help ensure that the District complies with laws and regulations,
reports financial data accurately, and operates efficiently and effectively. A
good system of internal controls can result in the timely identification of errors
and/or irregularities.

We examined the District’s control environment and internal controls over
cash receipts and disbursements, purchasing, payroll and capital assets for
the period July 1, 2002 to August 31, 2004. Our audit addressed the following
related questions:

• Did the Board implement adequate internal controls to protect and
account for District assets?

• Did the Board exercise its oversight responsibilities to ensure that its
policies and procedures were properly implemented?

Our audit also examined various taxpayer complaints received by our Office.
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Comments of
Local Officials and
Corrective Action

Scope and
Methodology

We examined the District’s control environment and internal controls over
cash receipts and disbursements, purchasing, payroll and capital assets for
the period July 1, 2002 to August 31, 2004.

We conducted our audit in accordance with Generally Accepted Government
Auditing Standards (GAGAS). More information on such methodology and
the standards used in performing this audit are included in Appendix C of
this report.

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed with
District officials and their comments, which appear in Appendix B, have
been considered in preparing this report. Except as specified in Appendix B,
District officials generally agreed with our recommendations and indicated
they planned to take corrective action.

The District’s Board of Education has the responsibility to initiate corrective
action. Pursuant to Section 35 of the General Municipal Law, the Board
should prepare a plan of action that addresses the recommendations in this
report and forward the plan to our office within 90 days. For guidance in
preparing your plan of action, you may refer to applicable sections in the
publication issued by the Office of the State Comptroller entitled Local
Government Management Guide. We encourage the Board to make this
plan available for public review in the District Clerk’s office.
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Internal Controls

An internal control system is established by management and implemented by
District officials. It integrates the activities, plans, attitudes, policies and efforts
of the people of the District, and is designed to provide reasonable assurance
to District officials that the District will achieve its objectives. The foundation
of any effective control environment is competent managers with integrity
who attentively monitor operations. Having a good control environment helps
District officials ensure that all employees follow District policies and
procedures.

We identified several weaknesses in the District’s operations, including the
Internal Claims Auditor function and the operations of the Treasurer’s office
that could lead to errors and/or irregularities occurring and not being detected.
As a result, District officials were unaware that an unauthorized individual and
an individual who was unable to provide an independent audit of claims
approved $165.5 million of District claims, the Treasurer did not properly
segregate the duties within her office to ensure that no single individual controlled
most or all phases of a transaction, and she did not deposit cash receipts in a
timely manner.

An important aspect of the District’s control environment rests with the position
of the Internal Claims Auditor. The Internal Claims Auditor assumes the powers
and duties of the District’s Board with regard to approving or disapproving
claims against the District. It is necessary for the Internal Claims Auditor to
report regularly and directly to the Board and not to District management or
staff. As an agent of the Board, the Internal Claims Auditor provides an
independent and objective audit of District claim vouchers. The Internal Claims
Auditor approves each District warrant2 prior to payment. If the authorized
Internal Claims Auditor is temporarily unavailable, the Board can either resume
its audit function or appoint an individual to serve as the interim Internal Claims
Auditor. During the 2002-03 and 2003-04 school years, District officials
were unaware that an unauthorized individual and an individual who was unable
to provide an independent audit of claims approved $165,541,407 of District
claims.

Internal Claims Auditor

2 Warrants are a list of claims that the Internal Claims Auditor has approved for payment.
After the Internal Claims Auditor approves the warrants, this function provides the
proper authority for the District to disburse payments to those parties who made the
original claims for payment.
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The District’s authorized Internal Claims Auditor was on leave during a portion
of the 2002-2003 school year. Between November 2002 and February
2003, the District’s Superintendent and the Director of Business Services
permitted the husband of the Internal Claims Auditor to approve four warrants
(containing 4,224 claims totaling $99,352,244) without consulting the Board.
Although the Superintendent told us that the former Board President was
aware of the situation, we were unable to confirm this because the former
Board President is deceased. The Board did not pass a resolution authorizing
the Internal Claims Auditor’s husband to approve District warrants and, in
fact, was unaware that the Internal Claims Auditor’s husband was approving
District warrants. Our limited test of claims paid during this three-month
period disclosed four claims that this unauthorized individual approved which
were not adequately supported by documentation, such as paid bills or
receipts. Refer to the Other Policies section for further information.

The Superintendent and the Director of Business Services did not have the
authority to allow someone other than the Board-appointed Internal Claims
Auditor to approve the warrants. The authority to appoint an interim Internal
Claims Auditor rests solely with the Board. If the Board had met with the
Internal Claims Auditor periodically and reviewed the signed warrants, Board
members would have been aware that their authorized appointee was not
auditing and approving claims for payment during the winter of 2002-2003.

At the request of the Director of Business Services, the Board appointed his
daughter as the District’s Internal Claims Auditor during the 2003-04 school
year. She served as the District’s Internal Claims Auditor from late October
2003 to early December 2003. Although the Superintendent knew she was
the Director of Business Services’ daughter, Board members were unaware
of the relationship between the Director of Business Services and the new
Internal Claims Auditor because the two did not share the same last name.
The Director of Business Services’ daughter resigned her position after
realizing that the Board discovered that she was related to the Director of
Business Services. During the fall of 2003, in her capacity as the Internal
Claims Auditor, the Director of Business Services’ daughter approved three
warrants containing 3,102 claims, which totaled $66,189,163. We conducted
a limited test of claim vouchers included in the warrants that were approved
by the Director of Business Services’ daughter and found no significant errors
or irregularities.

Although there are no laws that prohibit the District from hiring an individual
to audit and approve claims that are initiated and prepared by that individual’s
relative, this situation gives the appearance of impropriety. In addition, such
an arrangement defeats the intent of internal controls – that call for one
employee to provide an “independent” review of another employee’s work.
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The Board told us that it plans to implement a new policy regarding conflicts
of interest in the Business Office that would address this issue.
The Treasurer’s Office is a vital component of the District’s financial operations.
The Treasurer is the District’s chief accounting officer and is appointed each
year by the Board. The Treasurer is the custodian for all District moneys. As
such, the Treasurer is responsible for the custody, receipt and disbursement
of District moneys. Our audit disclosed that the Treasurer did not properly
segregate the duties within her office to ensure that no single individual controlled
most or all phases of a transaction. The Treasurer also did not deposit cash
receipts in a timely manner.

Segregation of Duties – An effective system of internal controls requires the
separation of duties so that no single individual controls most or all phases of
a financial transaction. Concentrating key duties (i.e., authorization,
recordkeeping and custody) with one individual who has little or no oversight
weakens internal controls and significantly increases the risk that errors and/
or irregularities might occur, and go undetected and uncorrected.

During our audit period, the Treasurer acted as the District’s accounting
supervisor and, therefore, performed many inter-related financial duties. The
Treasurer’s responsibilities included preparing deposit slips, making cash
adjustments, signing checks, reviewing and approving monthly bank
reconciliations, making transfers between bank accounts and funds, and
preparing financial reports at month end. The Treasurer’s duties as the
accounting supervisor include recording transactions in the accounting system,
making journal entries and distributing payroll. All of these duties are
incompatible when they are performed by one individual.

The Treasurer’s failure to properly segregate duties in her office weakened
the District’s internal controls and increased the risk that errors and/or
irregularities might occur and go undetected and uncorrected. After our audit
began, the District made changes to the job duties performed by various
individuals in the Treasurer’s Office. Currently, the Treasurer does not make
journal entries and does not distribute payroll. In addition, a District official
other than the Treasurer reviews bank reconciliations that are completed by
the accounting clerk.

Deposits – One of the objectives of a good internal control system over cash
receipts is to ensure that cash is safeguarded. The District receives cash
payments at various locations, including the Treasurer’s Office, individual school
buildings and the adult education department. It is important for the District to
ensure that all moneys received are deposited as soon as possible to prevent

Treasurer’s Office
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the loss or misuse of cash. In addition, delays in depositing cash payments
tend to misrepresent the actual flow of cash in the District’s financial records.
We examined policies and practices regarding cash receipts and
disbursements and found that the District’s internal controls over cash deposits
were not operating effectively.

District policies require that the Treasurer deposit all cash payments within
24 hours of receipt. We tested 100 press-numbered receipts issued by the
Treasurer’s Office between December 2002 and June 2004 and found that
in 25 instances (totaling $224,686) the Treasurer deposited these moneys
between 2 and 21 days after the Treasurer’s Office received the payments.
For example, on February 3 and February 4, 2003, the adult education
department received a total of $1,365 from a number of District residents.
The adult education department kept these moneys, which were in the form
of both cash and checks, for about 10 days and then transmitted them to the
Treasurer’s Office. The Treasurer issued a receipt form to the adult education
department on February 14, 2003 indicating that she had received the $1,365.
However, the Treasurer did not deposit these moneys until February 26,
2003, which was 12 days after the Treasurer’s Office received them. The
Treasurer did not provide us with an explanation for this delay in deposits.

When the Treasurer’s Office does not deposit District moneys in a timely
manner, it increases the risk that cash will be lost or misused, and that the
District may incur overdraft charges.

1. The Board should ensure that the Internal Claims Auditor position always
is filled with a qualified, independent person of the Board’s choosing.
The Board also should not allow the Director of Business Services to
select the Internal Claims Auditor.

2. The Board should meet with the Internal Claims Auditor periodically
and review all warrants approved by the Internal Claims Auditor.

3.  The Treasurer should continue to segregate duties in her office so that the
work of one individual will be independently verified by another individual
in the course of their regular duties. In particular, the Treasurer should
keep separate the duties of cash custody (e.g., signing checks) and
recordkeeping.

4. The Treasurer should deposit cash payments within 24 hours of receipt,
in accordance with the District’s cash receipt policy. If the 24 hour
requirement is found to be impractical, the Board should revise its policy
regarding cash deposits. The Director of Business Services also should
ensure that the individual District schools and the adult education
department transmit cash payments to the Treasurer in a timely manner.

Recommendations
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Claims Processing and Procurement

Another main component of the District’s internal controls system relates to
policies and procedures governing claims processing and procurement. An
effective claims processing system ensures that every claim contains enough
supporting documentation for District personnel to determine whether it
complies with statutory requirements and District policies, and that the amounts
claimed represent actual and necessary District expenses. In general, an
effective procurement process helps the District obtain services, materials,
supplies and equipment of the right quality, in the right quantity, from the right
source, at the right price, in compliance with all applicable Board and legal
requirements. This process helps the District ensure that it expends taxpayer
dollars in the most efficient manner.

We found that the Board’s adopted policies relating to claims processing and
procurement were not operating effectively, and could result in undetected
errors and irregularities. As a result, District personnel made unauthorized
payments to vendors, acquired professional services without using the request
for proposal (RFP) process, and made a duplicate payment to two different
vendors for the same service.

An efficient claims processing system ensures that payments contain sufficient
documentation to show that they have been made in accordance with statutes,
regulations and internal controls. To avoid making duplicate payments, it is
important for District officials to perform a proper audit of claim vouchers
that includes verifying that each claim is supported by an original invoice and
that the payee’s name matches the name on the invoice. The District uses a
purchase requisition and purchase order system for its purchases of goods
and services. A purchase requisition is an internal document prepared by
District personnel at the department level. The District’s departments use
purchase requisitions to request goods or services and sometimes to suggest
possible vendors. The departments send their purchase requisitions to the
purchasing department, where the requisitions are approved or denied. If the
purchasing department approves a purchase requisition, purchasing
department personnel complete a purchase order for that requisition, which
they then issue to a vendor. The purchase order serves as the source document
for claims for payment entered into the District’s accounting system. District
policy does not require that purchase requisitions and purchase orders be
used for expenditures such as postage, utilities and insurance payments, and
judgments and claims. The District’s Internal Claims Auditor audits and
approves claims for payment.

Claims Processing
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We tested 150 claims and found 74 total instances of missing purchase
requisitions and unauthorized purchase orders where the District needs to
strengthen its claims processing controls. Of the 121 expenditures that
required completed purchase requisitions, 56 expenditures (totaling
$532,450) did not have purchase requisitions issued. For example, District
personnel purchased food costing $691 (August 2002) and automotive
repairs costing $3,463 (April 2003) but did not complete purchase
requisitions for either purchase.

The District’s purchase order system also was not operating effectively. The
District’s purchasing policy states that “confirming” purchase orders “may
only be issued in cases where a bona fide emergency situation exists.” A
“confirming” purchase order happens when a District staff member places a
verbal order with a vendor, and then fills out a purchase order simply to
confirm that they had made the purchase. It is important for District personnel
to identify confirming orders by writing “confirming” or “emergency” on the
orders. This practice allows District officials to track confirming orders and
ensure that District personnel use them only for emergency purposes. District
officials must restrict the use of confirming orders because these purchases
are generally made outside of the normal purchasing process and, therefore,
there is limited assurance that these purchases are made at the best price
and quality, and are for legitimate and authorized District purposes.

Of the 121 expenditures that required purchase orders, 18 purchase orders
contained dates that implied that they were confirming purchase orders but
District personnel did not write the word “confirming” or “emergency” on
these orders. For example, the District paid $1,969 to a vendor on August
5, 2002 for the purchase of a computer. Though the purchase order
supporting this payment was dated July 3, 2002, the invoice submitted by
the firm indicated that District personnel had ordered the computer on June
28, 2002. The purchase order did not have the word “confirming” written
on it to indicate whether it was a confirming purchase order, nor did it have
the word “emergency” written on it to indicate whether this was an emergency
purchase.

In addition, of the eight professional service providers we tested (refer to the
Professional Services Contracts findings), we found that the District made a
duplicate payment to two different vendors for the same service. On May 3,
2004, the District paid $4,585 to a company (Firm A) which provided home
tutoring services to students during the 2003-04 school year. This payment
was supported by an original invoice submitted by a different company (Firm
B), which actually indicated that Firm B had provided the home tutoring
services.
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On September 15, 2004, the District paid $4,585 to Firm B for the same
home tutoring services for which it paid Firm A. This payment was supported
by a photocopy of Firm B’s original invoice (which was used to support
the District’s May 3, 2004 payment to Firm A). Our examination of
payments made to the two firms between July 2002 and September 2004
disclosed no other instances of duplicate payments. After bringing this matter
to the attention of District officials, they contacted Firm A which then agreed
to give the District a $4,585 credit on future billing statements.

The failure of District personnel to consistently use written purchase
requisitions and purchase orders (prior to ordering goods and services)
limits management’s ability to exercise timely and effective budgetary control,
and to prevent unauthorized purchases. It also reduces management’s ability
to properly plan and coordinate its procurement of goods and services.

A written agreement for professional services provides the District and the
individual or firm furnishing services to the District with a clearly defined
and mutually agreed-upon basis for determining entitlement to payments.
Therefore, it is important for District officials and professional service
providers to enter into written agreements that indicate the contract period,
the service(s) to be provided, and the basis for compensation for those
services. A request for proposal (RFP) process helps the District receive
the desired services for the best price.

The District’s purchasing policy states that the District can award
professional services contracts without soliciting alternate proposals if certain
criteria are met, including “continuity of service, confidence of the expertise
of the provider and the provider’s knowledge of District needs.” However,
the purchasing policy does not define the concepts of “continuity of service,”
“confidence of the expertise,” or “the provider’s knowledge of District
needs.” Because the District’s purchasing policy is poorly worded and
causes confusion, District personnel rarely solicit RFPs when seeking to
obtain professional services.

We tested eight professional service providers that performed services for
the District during our audit period. The District collectively paid these
service providers a total of approximately $748,000. The District did not
solicit competitive proposals prior to selecting the eight professionals.

In addition, District management does not provide adequate oversight of
this purchasing function, allowing District personnel to neglect the requirement
in the purchasing policy of creating written agreements with professional

Professional Services
Contracts
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service providers. We found that the District did not enter into written
agreements with two home tutoring service providers and an educational
consultant. The District collectively paid these three professionals a total of
approximately $170,000. Although the District’s purchasing policy indicated
that the District should award contracts for professional services, the
coordinator of the psychological services department stated that he did not
believe that such contracts were necessary or required when the District
worked with home-tutoring service providers. After we brought this matter
to the attention of District officials, the District entered into agreements with
each of the two home tutoring firms that the District had paid more than
$147,000.

5.   The Board should ensure that the District’s purchasing agent enforces
the District’s policy requiring purchase requisitions and purchase orders.
For expenditures that require a purchase requisition and a purchase order,
the purchasing agent should require that District personnel issue a
purchase requisition and a purchase order and that District officials have
reviewed and approved both before the District purchases goods and
services.

6.   District officials should limit the use of confirming purchase orders only
to emergency situations. District officials also should ensure that the
individuals who make confirming purchase orders indicate on the purchase
orders the reason(s) why these purchases must be confirming purchase
orders. Also, District officials should ensure that District personnel clearly
mark confirming purchase orders as “confirming.”

7.   District officials should ensure that District personnel verify that the
original invoice is attached to each claim and the payee’s name matches
the name on the invoice prior to submitting claims to the Internal Claims
Auditor for approval for payment.

8.   The Board should revise the District’s procurement policy to require that
the District award all professional services contracts only after soliciting
requests for proposals.

9.   The Board should enter into written agreements with all individuals and
firms that provide professional services to the District. The Board also
should ensure that these agreements clearly stipulate the services to be
provided and the basis for compensation.

Recommendations
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Capital assets are those assets that have a useful life of more than one year
and include such things as land, buildings and building improvements, furniture
and equipment. The District’s inventory of capital assets represents a significant
investment of resources. It is essential that District officials ensure that the
District’s capital assets are protected from loss, their value is maintained, and
that they are used effectively. This protection can be accomplished by adopting
policies, maintaining perpetual inventory records, conducting periodic
inventories and establishing other safeguards.

As of June 30, 2004, the District had approximately $153 million in capital
assets of which about $130 million was for land, and buildings and building
improvements, and $23 million represented furniture and equipment. We
examined the District’s policies and practices relating to capital assets and
found that the District’s capital assets inventory records overstated the District’s
capital assets.

The District’s capital assets policy requires that District personnel maintain an
inventory of the District’s capital assets, which includes recording sufficient
information to identify individual assets. The policy requires the receiving
warehouse to tag all incoming assets and forward this information to the
purchasing department. Also, the policy requires the District to hire an assets
appraisal company to conduct physical inventories every five years. However,
the policy does not designate a property control manager (or capital assets
custodians) to maintain accurate and perpetual capital assets inventory records.
The policy also does not require that the District’s departments perform
periodic physical inventories. Some of the individual District schools do maintain
inventory records of computer-related equipment, but they do not share these
internal documents with the Business Office.

Although the District has a policy that describes the methods required to
dispose of District assets, the policy does not address the means by which
District personnel can update the capital assets inventory records to reflect
the disposal of the assets. Furthermore, the District has no procedures to
ensure that when it relocates its assets that District personnel will update the
inventory records to reflect those changes.

Capital Assets
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The District established its “physical location report” (capital assets inventory
record) using a physical inventory performed by an appraisal company in
2001, which the District updated to reflect subsequent additions and deletions
through January 31, 2005. To determine the accuracy of the inventory records,
we attempted to physically observe 552 items from the District’s capital
assets inventory records, and found that:

• 430 items were available for examination. However, 275 of these
430 items were physically located in different places than what was
stated on the inventory records.

• 122 items were missing. The 122 items included computers, cameras,
projectors, television sets, and copiers, and had a total original cost
of approximately $180,000. District personnel told us that three of
the 122 items (two digital cameras and a computer which collectively
cost approximately $3,000) were stolen, but they had reported the
theft of only one of these items to the police. After we completed
our fieldwork, District officials conducted an investigation into the
missing 119 items (the original 122 missing items minus the three
stolen items). They told us that they located 78 of the 119 items in
different locations than those listed in the inventory records. District
officials also told us that the remaining 41 assets (totaling
approximately $80,000) were either discarded, missing, stolen, were
being repaired, or had previously been replaced. However, District
officials did not provide us with documentation (e.g., police reports,
or discard documentation in the minutes of the Board proceedings)
that supported these claims, and we did not verify the accuracy of
the District’s claims.

• Eight computers (total original cost approximately $17,847) were
signed out by evening school teachers. However, the sign-out log
for these computers did not identify which computer was signed out
to which teacher.

In addition, although the capital assets inventory records indicated that there
were 178 items totaling more than $857,000 at the District’s east warehouse,
District officials told us that District assets were no longer kept at that location.
The Director of Business Services told us that the District had transferred
these assets to other sites, but District personnel did not update the capital
assets inventory records to indicate where each asset was relocated. Our
visit to the east warehouse confirmed that all but one of the 178 items had
been removed from the site. A fork lift costing $15,884 (which appeared on
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the capital assets inventory records) and another fork lift of indeterminate
cost (which was not listed in the inventory records) were the only two capital
assets located in the warehouse. We were unable to determine the location of
the other 177 items that previously had been stored in the warehouse. These
items included computers, copiers, servers, vehicles and grounds-keeping
equipment.

Incomplete and outdated information on capital assets can result in the District
having inaccurate accounting records, and can cause the District to incur
unnecessary insurance costs. After our fieldwork was completed, the District
Superintendent told us that the District had an appraisal company conduct a
physical inventory and that the resulting inventory record would be available
by the end of 2005.

10. The Board should update the capital asset policy to designate an individual
to be responsible for maintaining an up-to-date and complete capital assets
inventory record. Also, the Board should ensure that this individual updates
the District’s current capital assets inventory records.

11. The Board should revise its capital assets policy to ensure that District
personnel accurately report all of the District’s dispositions and transfers
of fixed assets in a timely manner.

12. District officials should ensure that each of the District’s departments
takes periodic physical inventories and compares those inventories to the
capital assets inventory records. District officials should then investigate
and resolve any discrepancies. At times, District officials should ensure
that someone who is outside of each department performs the periodic
departmental physical inventories.

13. The District should update its inventory records to accurately reflect the
items that are missing, stolen, or discarded; and investigate the missing
inventory items and take appropriate action.

Recommendations
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Other Policies

Policies are important to overall District operations. They should provide
clear guidelines for a particular segment of operations that all District personnel
should follow. Without policies, there is no common standard for employees
to follow which can result in misunderstandings by staff, and operations not
being performed according to management’s expectations.

During our audit period, the District did not have policies governing the use
of cell phones and credit cards. In addition, the District had no policies
regarding meal and refreshment purchases, and its travel expense policy
was inadequate. As a result, four travel-related claims were not adequately
supported by paid bills or receipts, District personnel did not always follow
proper claims processing procedures when using District credit cards, and
the claim vouchers that supported $1,537 in meal and refreshments
expenditures did not indicate who attended the meetings, or the reasons
why the attendees required meals and/or refreshments to conduct District
business. However, the Board has taken action to correct certain of these
deficiencies by adopting or amending District policies.

Cell Phone Policy – Because the District provides cell phones to its
employees, it is important for the Board to adopt a written cell phone policy
that outlines which employees need cell phones to conduct business, and
how those employees should use the phones. The District provided
approximately 38 cell phones to various District employees at cost of about
$30,000 from July 1, 2002 to August 31, 2004. During our audit, the District
did not have a written policy addressing cell phone usage.

The Board adopted a cell phone policy on January 24, 2005. The policy
provides cell phones to a select number of employees based on the person’s
job description and the District’s need for these employees to be on call 24
hours a day. The policy states that District-owned cell phones are intended
for business-related calls, but District employees are permitted occasional
and brief personal use of these phones. The policy describes the employees’
required reimbursement to the District for the personal use of the cell phones,
and it addresses the issue of employees exceeding the allotted monthly usage
of the District’s calling plan.

Credit Card Policy – A good system of internal controls includes implementing
policies and procedures for the use of District credit cards. During our audit
period, the Board did not provide written policies and procedures on the
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use of District credit cards. The District had five credit cards used by
employees of the buildings and grounds department, Business Office and
food services department. Employees charged a total of $15,430 in expenses
to the five credit cards between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2004.

We examined the 54 credit card charges made by District employees to
the five credit cards during that two-year period and found that District
personnel did not always follow proper claims processing procedures. Of
the 54 credit card charges, four charges totaling $884 were not supported
by receipts or paid bills. Although we identified one of the four charges as
a valid expense (a credit card statement indicated a District employee
charged $480 for a hotel room while on District business), we could not
determine the nature of the remaining $404 of expenses incurred. These
expenditures were audited and approved during the time period when an
unauthorized Internal Claims Auditor was auditing and approving District
claim vouchers. Refer to the Internal Controls section for further information.

The Director of Business Services told us that as of October 24, 2004, the
District cancelled all of its credit cards except for a local hardware store
card used by employees of the buildings and grounds department. As a
result, credit card payments decreased significantly during the school year
ending June 30, 2005.

Travel Expenses – It is necessary for the District to have travel policies to
monitor and control travel expenses incurred by District officials and
employees. A comprehensive travel policy clearly describes which travel
and meal-related expenses the District will reimburse, and it sets limits for
how much the District will pay. Periodic reviews of the travel policies will
help District officials ensure that reimbursement rates are realistic. The Board
did not have an adequate travel policy and, as a result, four travel-related
claims were not adequately supported by paid bills or receipts.

The District’s travel policy in effect during our audit period applied only to
Board members who attended conferences. Although other District officials
and employees incurred travel expenses while conducting business, we
found no separate travel policies for District officials or employees who
were not Board members. The District’s travel policy stated that “vouchers,
receipts, invoices, etc., must accompany all allowable claims for
reimbursement.” However, the policy did not set limits on how much the
District would pay for lodging and meals. In addition, the policy did not
indicate that District officials or employees would be entitled to
reimbursement for mileage costs related to the use of their personal vehicles
while on District business.3

3  It generally is normal practice for most governmental organizations to reimburse
employees for the use of their personal vehicles at a predetermined cost per mile.
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We limited our test of travel-related expenditures to nine travel-expense
claims (totaling $4,943) submitted by District officials and employees. Of
the nine claims, four claims totaling $2,384 were not adequately supported
by paid bills or receipts. Instead, District personnel attached credit card
statements to the claims as documentation for reimbursement. In addition,
two of the four claims included reimbursement requests for mileage incurred
by two employees who used their personal cars to travel to events. Because
the District does not have a mileage reimbursement policy, there is no
automatic entitlement to reimbursement for these expenses. The travel policy
contains no mileage reimbursement rates and no guarantee of mileage
reimbursement. The four claims included:

• On February 3, 2003, the District paid its Mathematics and Science
Coordinator $656 for travel expenses that she incurred during a
two-day conference in Atlantic City, New Jersey. Documentation
provided to support this payment included a personal credit card
statement showing a $289 charge paid to the conference sponsor
for admission, and a District credit card statement showing a $142
charge paid to an Atlantic City hotel for lodging. The claim voucher
did not contain any supporting documentation for $81 in meal
expenses. Although the travel policy did not state that mileage costs
were a valid reimbursable expense, the claim contained $143 in
mileage expenses.

• On November 19, 2002, the District paid $480 to one if its credit
card providers for a lodging charge incurred by a Board member.
Although a District credit card was used to pay for the lodging, the
Board member did not provide any supporting documentation that
proved he was conducting District business while incurring this travel
expense. The only supporting documentation provided with this claim
voucher was the Board member’s name and the District credit card
statement. After our fieldwork ended, the Board member provided
documentation that showed these expenses were for District business.
However, when the District was auditing the claim it did not have
this documentation.

• On April 17, 2004, the District paid a hotel bill for $411 for lodging
costs incurred by an employee who attended a District-approved
conference in Saratoga Springs, New York. The only supporting
documentation provided with this claim voucher was a printed
e-mail confirmation that indicated that the hotel had reserved a room
at the rate of $137 per night for three nights. The supporting
documentation did not include a paid bill or receipt from the hotel.
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• On June 1, 2004, the District paid the head of the music department
$837 for expenses that he incurred while attending a May 2004
conference. Although the travel policy did not state that mileage
costs were a valid reimbursable expense, the claim contained $100
in mileage expenses.

Despite the fact that the travel policy required Board members to submit
vouchers, receipts, and invoices to obtain reimbursement for their District-
related travel expenses, the District’s policy administrator told us that it
was “standard practice” to allow all of its officials and employees to submit
credit card statements as valid supporting documentation for reimbursement
for travel-related expenses. The Board adopted a new travel policy at their
May 17, 2005 meeting. However, the new travel policy does not address
the issue of mileage reimbursements for the use of personal vehicles.

Meals and Refreshments Policy – It is not generally an allowable expense
for the District to provide meals and refreshments for Board members
while they are attending Board of Education or other District meetings.
However, situations can occur when events prevent Board members from
taking time off for meals, or when there is a pressing need to complete the
District’s business. Therefore, it is necessary for the Board to adopt a
written policy that describes when meals and refreshments should be
provided to help control meal and refreshment expenses.

The Board does not have a written policy that outlines when it is appropriate
to provide meals and refreshments at District meetings. We tested 18 meal
and refreshments expenditures (totaling $1,537) for Board meetings during
the period July 1, 2002 and September 30, 2004. The claim vouchers that
supported these expenses did not indicate who attended the meetings, or
the reasons why the attendees required meals and/or refreshments to conduct
District business.

14. The Board should monitor cell phone usage to ensure compliance with
the District’s new cell phone policy.

15. The Board should adopt a written policy that describes which personnel
are authorized to use District credit cards, the limits for use of the
credit cards, and the type of required supporting documentation that
personnel must produce.

Recommendations
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16. The Board should require the Internal Claims Auditor to ensure that
every District credit card claim contains enough supporting documentation
to determine whether it complies with District policies, and that the
amounts claimed represent actual and necessary expenses.

17. The Board should adopt a policy governing the allowable reimbursements
for automotive expenses. The policy should indicate the cost per mile
that personnel will be reimbursed for authorized use of their personal
vehicles.

18. The Board should adopt a written policy for providing meals and
refreshments at District meetings.
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APPENDIX A

TAXPAYERS’ COMPLAINTS

We reviewed the following complaints from taxpayers that pertained to the scope of our examination.

1.   A number of complaints alleged that the District withheld money belonging to the Brentwood Library
(Library). The complaints alleged that the District received payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT) payments
from several public authorities in the Town of Islip that rightfully belonged to the Library. The PILOT
payments for the 2002-03 school year reportedly totaled $109,000. Although the District agreed to pay
the Library $109,000 for the 2002-03 school year PILOT payments, the complaint alleged that the District
did not distribute the money to the Library.

Audit Conclusion: The District and the Library entered into an agreement in June 2004 that provided for a
resolution of the matter. The District agreed to distribute $108,978 to the Library. This amount represented
the Library’s share of the 2002-03 PILOT moneys received from the Town of Islip Industrial Development
Agency and the Town of Islip Community Development Agency. The District further agreed that thereafter
it would distribute to the Library the Library’s share of the Town of Islip public authorities’ PILOT moneys,
including 2003-04 year PILOT funds. As per this agreement, on October 1, 2004, the District made a
payment to the Library of $108,978, which represented the Library’s share of the 2002-03 PILOT
payments. On December 1, 2004, the District made a payment of $85,778 to the Library. The District’s
cash disbursement records noted that this payment represented the Library’s share of 2003-04 year
PILOT moneys.

2.   Several individuals alleged that the District had an apparent conflict of interest during 2003. In the fall of
2003, the District’s Director of Business Services convinced the Board to hire his daughter as the District’s
Internal Claims Auditor. Board members initially were unaware of this father-daughter relationship because
the Director of Business Services and Internal Claims Auditor did not share the same last name.

Audit Conclusion: The Internal Claims Auditor resigned when the Board became aware of the relationship
between the Director of Business Services and the Internal Claims Auditor. The Internal Claims Auditor
worked for the District for about two months. We conducted a limited test of claim vouchers included in
the warrants that were approved by the Director of Business Services’ daughter and found no significant
errors or irregularities. Refer to the Internal Controls findings for further information.

3.   A complaint alleged that the District had not accounted for moneys raised for a building renovation. Several
years ago the “Brentwood Historical Society” (Society) was incorporated to raise funds for the restoration
of an old school house. A District official and a District employee reportedly served as president of this
corporation. The current estimate for repairs is reportedly $700,000. The complainant implied that the
Society turned over the money that it raised for the school house restoration to the District.

Audit Conclusion: The District has no affiliation with the Brentwood Historical Society. We found no
indication that the District received any moneys from the Society. The District did apply for a $75,000
grant from New York State for the renovation of a building, but we found no indication that the District
received any moneys from the State.
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4.   A complaint alleged that the District’s cell phone bills total $6,000 per month, and that in 2004 the District
expensed its 32 cell phones to the “special education” account code to make the expenditures eligible for
State aid reimbursements.

Audit Conclusion: From July 1, 2002 to August 31, 2004, the District’s monthly cell phone bills averaged
approximately $1,160. Refer to the Other Policies section for further information. On May 17, 2004,
District personnel incorrectly charged two months of cell phone bills (totaling approximately $3,500) to a
special education account code. On June 23, 2004, District personnel corrected this error by several
journal entries, and reclassified the charge to the proper account code.

5.   A complaint alleged that since the District hired its new purchasing manager, the District has made improper
purchases. The complaint alleged that the District’s purchase of golf clubs was improper because the
District does not teach golf.

Audit Conclusion: The District hired its current purchasing agent in 1996. We found no instances of im-
proper purchases made by the purchasing agent. In addition, we found that the District’s athletic program
includes golf programs for the students. During the 2003-04 school year, the District offered a boys’ golf
program in the fall and a girls’ golf program in the spring. The District offered these programs in prior years
as well.

6.   A complaint alleged that the District hired an interim business manager who was a retired superintendent
from a neighboring school district. The District reportedly paid the interim business manager $3,000 per
week, but his contract was never submitted to the New York State Retirement System for review. The
Retirement System prohibits “double-dipping” without a waiver.

Audit Conclusion: Any retired person may continue as retired and, without loss or diminution of his retire-
ment allowance, earn up to $27,500 in any calendar year in a public service position (Retirement and
Social Security Law, Section 212). The District paid the interim business manager a total of $26,400
during calendar year 2004. Therefore, the District did not need to obtain a waiver from the Retirement
System.

7.   A complaint alleged that since the current Superintendent was hired in 1994 the Board did not perform
annual evaluations of the Superintendent, as required by law.

Audit Conclusion: The Board did not perform an evaluation of the Superintendent during 2003 or 2004.
However, the Board did perform an evaluation of the Superintendent on February 2, 2005.

8.   A complaint questioned the need for a reserve for teacher retirement in the amount of $54 million.

Audit Conclusion: The District does not have a reserve for teacher retirement, as per the audited financial
statements for fiscal year ended June 30, 2004. The audited financial statements do not report any reserve
accounts that are even as large as the amount indicated in the complaint.
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9.   A complaint alleged that the District made payments to the teachers’ retirement dinner for years, which is a
possible misappropriation of public funds.

Audit Conclusion: We reviewed expenditure records for the period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2004
and found a payment of $2,000 made to the Brentwood Teachers Association on May 12, 2003.
Documentation attached to the claim voucher indicated the money was used for a staff recognition dinner
honoring current and retired teachers. The Superintendent and Director of Business Services told us that
the association requested the money to defray a portion of the cost of plaques for 76 teachers who had
recently retired, or who had provided service to the District for 15, 20, 25, 30 and 35 years. District
officials told us that in the future, the Brentwood Teachers Association would provide itemized documentation
to the District to indicate that it used the money solely for the plaques.

10. A complaint alleged that a close friend of a Board member works in the District’s buildings and grounds
department. This employee reportedly has a very poor attendance record. The Superintendent allegedly
holds the threat of firing this individual over the head of the Board member to obtain the member’s vote on
important matters.

Audit Conclusion: Our review of payroll records disclosed no evidence that the named individual works
for the buildings and grounds department, or any other department in the District.

11. A complaint alleged that the District’s accounting supervisor also functions as the District’s Treasurer.

Audit Conclusion: The duties of the accounting supervisor and Treasurer should be segregated. The Treasurer
did not properly segregate the duties within her office to ensure that no single person controlled most or all
phases of certain transactions. The Treasurer acts as the District’s accounting supervisor and, therefore,
performs many inter-related financial duties. The Treasurer’s responsibilities include depositing moneys,
making cash adjustments, signing checks, reviewing and approving monthly bank reconciliations, making
transfers between bank accounts and funds, and preparing financial reports at month end. The Treasurer’s
duties as the accounting supervisor include recording transactions in the accounting system, making journal
entries and distributing payroll. All of these duties are incompatible when they are performed by one
individual. Refer to the Internal Controls section for further information.

12. A complaint indicated that in September 2003, the Board voted to increase the budget by approximately
$2.8 million. However, this matter did not go to the Brentwood community for a vote.

Audit Conclusion: The District increased its budget by at least $2.8 million over the amount approved by
voters in May 2003. The Town of Islip recalculated its assessment rolls after the District’s budget vote and
found that it had incorrectly computed the proportion of homesteaders to businesses. As a result, businesses
would be shouldering a greater portion of the total tax levy, and the total tax levy would be approximately
$5 million greater than the amount estimated in the budget. In addition, residential homeowners would see
a lower tax rate than they anticipated if the District’s budget remained the same. District officials decided to
provide additional appropriations in the budget for retirement system contributions and health insurance
premiums. Education Law allows school districts to increase their budgets after the taxpayers have voted
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on the budget only if district officials make a mistake in properly budgeting for “ordinary contingent expenses.”
The District’s budget for 2003-04, which was approved by the voters in May 2003, included only $382,226
for Teachers’ Retirement System (TRS) contributions. However, the Director of Business estimated that
the District would need $2,389,043 for TRS contributions during the 2003-04 year because of a rate
increase. In addition, although the District had budgeted $9,639,270 for health insurance premiums in the
2003-04 budget, the Director of Business estimated that the District would need $10,450,050 for the
2003-04 year to cover an expected 16 percent increase in health insurance costs starting in January 2004.
The budget was prepared by District officials in April 2003 and approved by the Board in May 2003.
After our fieldwork ended, the current Board President (who was a Board member at the time that the
2003-04 budget passed) told us that District officials were aware of the need for the additional funding
prior to the preparation of the budget in April 2003. We were unable to verify this because the former
Director of Business is deceased. In the future, District officials should properly and appropriately address
the District’s budgeting needs before sending the budget to the taxpayers for a vote.

13. The District allegedly continued to pay the prior business manager’s Internet access account until early
2005, even though the business manager stopped working for the District in the spring of 2004.

Audit Conclusion: The District made its last payment for the business manager’s internet access account in
April 2004.
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APPENDIX B

RESPONSE FROM DISTRICT OFFICIALS

The district officials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.
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APPENDIX C

OSC RESPONSE TO THE DISTRICT’S COMMENTS

Note 1

The functions of the Internal Claims Auditor and Internal Auditor are incompatible, and should not be performed
by the same individual or firm. The District’s Internal Auditor should be independent and should not audit their
own work, perform management functions, or make management decisions. As the Internal Auditor, the
accounting firm of Cerini and Associates would, in effect, be auditing its own work as the Internal Claims
Auditor. District officials should contact the State Education Department for further guidance on this issue.

Note 2

After we completed our fieldwork, District officials conducted an investigation into 119 items that we were
unable to locate during our audit. The District’s own investigation shows that its capital asset inventory was
inaccurate. They told us that they located 78 of the 119 items in different locations than those listed in the
inventory records. District officials also told us that the remaining 41 assets were either discarded, missing,
stolen, were being repaired, or had previously been replaced. However, District officials did not provide us
with documentation (e.g., police reports, or discard documentation in the minutes of the Board proceedings)
that supported these claims, and we did not verify the accuracy of the District’s claims.

Note 3

Our test to determine the accuracy of the capital asset inventory record included visits to 18 school buildings
located throughout the District. In all but a few instances, we were accompanied by school personnel assigned
by the building Principal to assist in our search.
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APPENDIX D

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS

During this audit, we examined the Brentwood Union Free School District’s control environment and internal
controls over the Business Office, cash receipts and disbursements, purchasing, payroll and capital assets for
the period July 1, 2002 to August 31, 2004.

To accomplish the objectives of this audit and obtain valid audit evidence, our procedures included the following
steps:

• We interviewed appropriate District officials and employees regarding operating policies and procedures.
These discussions allowed us to analyze the District’s internal control structure governing the processes
for: cash receipts; the procurement and disbursement process; inventory and capital assets tracking
and monitoring; and the payroll process.

• We assessed the District’s established internal controls to determine whether they were sufficient to
provide assurance that District resources were protected from possible loss or improper use, to minimize
the risk that errors and irregularities could occur, and to ensure compliance with applicable rules and
regulations.

• We interviewed appropriate District officials and tested financial transactions made during the two
months the Internal Claims Auditor (the former Director of Business Services’ daughter) was employed
by the District to determine whether she made any significant errors or caused any irregularities to
occur.

• We reviewed pertinent documents including the minutes of the Board’s proceedings, cancelled checks,
bank statements, payrolls, claims, inventory listings, and various other accounting records and interim
financial reports.

• We reviewed bank reconciliations for accuracy, completeness and timeliness.

• We verified that selected receipts were deposited in the District’s banks on a timely basis by comparing
dates that the District received moneys, to the dates noted on the Treasurer’s receipts, to the deposit
dates.

• We tested 150 claims, by reviewing the documents attached to the claims, to determine whether they
were adequately itemized to permit a proper audit by the Board.

• We compared vendor contact information with employee address lists.

• We attempted to verify that selected items listed in the District’s inventory lists were in the indicated
location and custody by physically finding and viewing them.
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• We analyzed payroll disbursements for unusual payments and verified that selected payments were in
accordance with union contracts and employment agreements.

We conducted our audit in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (GAGAS).
Such standards require that we plan and conduct our audit to adequately assess those District operations
within our audit scope. Further, those standards require that we understand the District’s management controls
and those laws, rules and regulations that are relevant to the District’s operations included in our scope. An
audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transactions recorded in accounting and operating
records and applying such other auditing procedures, as we consider necessary in the circumstances. We
believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for the findings, conclusions and recommendations contained
in this report.
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APPENDIX E

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

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

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



42                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER42

APPENDIX F

OFFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLER
DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES

AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Mark P. Pattison, Deputy Comptroller

Steven J. Hancox, Assistant Comptroller
John Clarkson, Assistant Comptroller

LOCAL REGIONAL OFFICE LISTING

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE
Robert Meller, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
295 Main Street, Room 1050
Buffalo, New York  14203-2510
(716) 847-3647  Fax (716) 847-3643
Email: Muni-Buffalo@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Allegany, Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie,
Genesee, Niagara, Orleans, Wyoming counties

ROCHESTER REGIONAL OFFICE
Edward V. Grant, Jr., Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
The Powers Building
16 West Main Street – Suite 522
Rochester, New York   14614-1608
(585) 454-2460  Fax (585) 454-3545
Email: Muni-Rochester@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Cayuga, Chemung, Livingston, Monroe,
Ontario, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Wayne, Yates
counties

SYRACUSE REGIONAL OFFICE
Debora Wagner, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
State Office Building, Room 409
333 E. Washington Street
Syracuse, New York  13202-1428
(315) 428-4192  Fax (315) 426-2119
Email:  Muni-Syracuse@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison,
Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence counties

BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE
Patrick Carbone, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
State Office Building, Room 1702
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton, New York  13901-4417
(607) 721-8306  Fax (607) 721-8313
Email: Muni-Binghamton@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Broome, Chenango, Cortland, Delaware,
Otsego, Schoharie, Sullivan, Tioga, Tompkins
counties

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE
Karl Smoczynski, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
One Broad Street Plaza
Glens Falls, New York   12801-4396
(518) 793-0057  Fax (518) 793-5797
Email: Muni-GlensFalls@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Hamilton,
Montgomery, Rensselaer, Saratoga, Warren, Washington
counties

ALBANY REGIONAL OFFICE
Christopher J. Ellis, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
22 Computer Drive West
Albany, New York   12205-1695
(518) 438-0093  Fax (518) 438-0367
Email: Muni-Albany@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Albany, Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Orange,
Putnam, Rockland, Schenectady, Ulster, Westchester
counties

HAUPPAUGE REGIONAL OFFICE
Richard J. Rennard, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
NYS Office Building, Room 3A10
Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York  11788-5533
(631) 952-6534  Fax (631) 952-6530
Email: Muni-Hauppauge@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Nassau, Suffolk counties




