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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government Services
and Economic Development

December 2006

Dear School District Offi cials:

One of the Offi ce 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 school district offi cials in 
making those improvements. Further objectives are to develop and promote short-term and long-term 
strategies to enable and encourage school district offi cials to reduce costs, improve service delivery 
and to account for and protect their school districts’ assets.

The reports issued by this Offi ce are an important component in accomplishing these objectives. These 
reports are expected to be a resource and are designed to identify current and emerging fi scally related 
problems and provide recommendations for improvement. The following is our report on the Center 
Moriches Union Free School District — Real Property Tax Increase and Procurement of Professional 
Services.

This audit was conducted pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article V, 
Section 1 of the State Constitution, and Article 3 of the General Municipal Law. The report contains 
opportunities for improvement for consideration by school district offi cials.

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 offi ce for your county listed at the back of this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Division of Local Government Services
and Economic Development
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Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State of New York

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Center Moriches Union Free School District (District) is governed by the Board of Education 
(Board) which comprises fi ve elected members. The Board is responsible for the general management 
and control of the District’s fi nancial and educational affairs. The Superintendent of Schools 
(Superintendent) is the chief executive offi cer of the District and is responsible, along with other 
administrative staff, for the day-to-day management of the District under the direction of the Board.

Scope and Objectives

The objectives of our audit were to determine the reasons for an unexpected 38.4 percent increase 
in the District’s 2004-05 tax rate and to examine the District’s internal controls over procurement of 
professional services for the period July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Our audit addressed the following 
related questions:

• What factors caused a 38.4 percent increase in the District’s tax rate for the 2004-05 fi scal year, 
when taxpayers thought they approved a budget with a 13.7 percent increase?

• Did the Board solicit requests for proposals (RFPs) when procuring professional services and 
did the District adhere to the contracted terms of these services?

Audit Results

The Board and District offi cials did not provide taxpayers with the required information, prior to the 
May 2004 budget vote, to make an informed decision before voting on the proposed 2004-05 fi scal 
year budget. In addition, there was a misconception among District taxpayers that the 13.7 percent 
increase in proposed spending also applied to the increase in the tax rate, when in fact, the tax rate 
increase was 38.4 percent.

Since the District’s procurement policy did not require the use of an RFP process to procure professional 
services, District personnel rarely used an RFP to obtain competitive proposals for professional services. 
The District did not solicit competitive proposals for seven of the 10 professional service contracts 
tested and did not enter into written agreements with three out of the 10 professional service providers. 
In addition, we found that although the District’s former School Business Administrator signed a 
contract with one fi rm, there was no documentation that the Board formally approved the contract. 
Finally, because approved contract rates were not adhered to, the District overpaid a professional 
$9,127.
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Comments of District Offi cials

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed with District offi cials and their 
comments, which appear in Appendix A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as 
indicated in Appendix A, District offi cials generally agreed with our recommendations and indicated 
they planned to initiate corrective action. OSC comments concerning the District’s response can be 
found in Appendix B.
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Background

Introduction

 

Objectives

The Center Moriches Union Free School District (District) is 
located in the Town of Brookhaven in Suffolk County. The District 
is governed by the Board of Education (Board) which comprises 
fi ve elected members. The Board is responsible for the general 
management and control of the District’s fi nancial and educational 
affairs. The Superintendent of Schools (Superintendent) is the chief 
executive offi cer of the District and is responsible, along with other 
administrative staff, for the day-to-day management of the District 
under the direction of the Board.

There are three schools in operation within the District, with 
approximately 1,400 students and approximately 250 employees. The 
District’s budgeted expenditures for the 2004-05 fi scal year were $27 
million, funded primarily with State aid and real property taxes.

The District’s internal controls consist of various processes created 
by the Board, department heads, and other District personnel, and 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 designed to help ensure that the District 
complies with laws and regulations, reports fi nancial data accurately, 
and operates effi ciently and effectively. A good system of internal 
control can result in the identifi cation of errors and/or irregularities in 
a timely manner.

The objectives of our audit were to determine the reasons for an 
unexpected 38.4 percent increase in the District’s tax rate for the 2004-
05 fi scal year budget and to examine the District’s internal controls 
over the procurement of professional services. Our audit addressed 
the following related questions: 

• What factors caused a 38.4 percent increase in the District’s 
tax rate for the 2004-05 fi scal year, when taxpayers thought 
they approved a budget with a 13.7 percent increase?

• Did the Board solicit requests for proposals (RFPs) when 
procuring professional services and did the District adhere to 
the contracted terms of these services?
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During this audit, we evaluated the District’s budgets from the 2001-
02 through the 2004-05 fi scal years. We examined the major revenues 
and expenditures for these years and analyzed trends and information 
distributed to the public to determine the reasons for the unexpected 
38.4 percent tax rate increase in the 2004-05 fi scal year.

In addition, we examined the District’s internal controls over the 
procurement of professional services for the period July 1, 2004 to 
June 30, 2005.

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

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed 
with District offi cials and their comments, which appear in Appendix 
A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as 
indicated in Appendix A, District offi cials generally agreed with our 
recommendations and indicated they planned to initiate corrective 
action. OSC comments concerning the District’s response can be 
found in Appendix B.

The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. Pursuant 
to Section 35 of the General Municipal Law, Section 2116-a (3)(c) 
of the Education Law and Section 170.12 of the Regulations of the 
Commissioner of Education, the Board must approve a corrective 
action plan that addresses the fi ndings in this report, forward the 
plan to our offi ce within 90 days, forward a copy of the plan to the 
Commissioner of Education, and make the plan available for public 
review in the District Clerk’s offi ce. For guidance in preparing the 
plan of action, the Board should refer to applicable sections in the 
publication issued by the Offi ce of the State Comptroller entitled 
Local Government Management Guide.

Comments of District 
Offi cials and Corrective 
Action

Scope and
Methodology
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Real Property Tax Increase

A good system of internal control includes the process of preparing 
and adopting a structurally balanced budget. A balanced budget exists 
when revenues and appropriated fund balance equal appropriations. 
A budget is structurally balanced when recurring costs are fi nanced 
with recurring revenues. The District’s budget is a plan of fi nancial 
operations, which provides a basis for planning, controlling, and 
evaluating District activities. The budget process usually begins 
with a series of public discussions that culminates in a budget being 
submitted to the school board for consideration. In the District, the 
budget approved by the Board is submitted to the District taxpayers 
for their approval. A number of disclosures and notice provisions 
are specifi ed in statutes which are intended to ensure that taxpayers 
receive pertinent information prior to the budget vote, in order for 
them to make an informed decision. However, these disclosures 
are only intended to be a bare minimum. In fact, to understand the 
causes of large changes in spending and tax rates, such as the District 
experienced in the 2004-05 fi scal year, usually requires a great 
deal more information. District taxpayers only vote on the amount 
proposed to be spent by the District. They do not vote to approve or 
disapprove a tax rate or a tax levy increase.

Along with the proposed budget, the District is required to make 
available to the public a property tax report card that must include 
the total tax levy that would result from the adoption of the proposed 
budget and the percentage increase or decrease in the total tax levy 
from the preceding year. A school district budget notice must also be 
mailed to all taxpayers in the District prior to the budget vote. It is 
generally understood that the tax levy is only an estimate at the time 
of the budget vote. It is an estimate because District offi cials may not 
know the exact amount of State aid revenues expected to be received 
in the ensuing year. Therefore, the amount of the taxes to be levied is 
subject to change.

A State Senator and an Assemblyman asked us to review the 
circumstances leading to the budget vote on the proposed 2004-05 
fi scal year budget. Numerous complaints received from taxpayers 
indicate that taxpayers believed that the District had proposed a 
budget with a 13.7 percent tax rate increase. As the law dictates, 
school budget votes are on appropriations and expenditures, and so 
the taxpayers actually voted on the budgeted increase in expenditures, 
which resulted in a tax rate increase of 38.4 percent.
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However, the Board and District offi cials did not provide the 
disclosures required prior to the budget vote in May 2004; both 
the school district property tax report card and the school district 
budget notice are intended to enable taxpayers to make an informed 
decision before voting on the proposed 2004-05 fi scal year budget. 
Additionally, there was a misconception among taxpayers that the 
13.7 percent increase in spending was the increase in the tax rate.

In May 2004, District offi cials provided the public with information 
showing that the proposed 2004-05 fi scal year budget ($26.8 million) 
had a spending increase of 13.7 percent over the 2003-04 fi scal year 
budget. The information provided to the public clearly showed that 
the $26.8 million amount was the proposed spending. In addition, a 
District newspaper issued in May 2004 stated: “We must place before 
you, the residents of our community, a budget for which we cannot 
project a tax impact.”

Even though District offi cials did not mislead the public into thinking 
that the tax increase would be 13.7 percent, they could have more 
clearly informed taxpayers that the tax impact could be signifi cant. We 
reviewed the information distributed to the District taxpayers for the 
proposed budgets for the fi scal years 2001-02 through 2004-05. For 
years prior to the 2004-05 fi scal year, budget information distributed 
to taxpayers by District offi cials included the estimated tax levy that 
would have resulted. In the information distributed for the proposed 
2004-05 fi scal year budget, the amount of the resulting tax levy and 
tax rates were listed as “NA.” A note described this designation as, 
“Pending uncertainties regarding issues that will directly impact the 
proposed tax levy and tax rate have made it impossible to calculate 
an estimate of this amount at this time. These issues include State 
aid, the results of the pending New York State court case brought 
by the Campaign for Fiscal Equity, and the assessed values of the 
properties located within the District. Therefore, the amount is 
currently considered, not available.” We believe that this statement 
was not accurate. It is a generally accepted fact that the exact amount 
of State aid and the assessed values of properties in school districts are 
often fi nalized after the budget vote takes place. Therefore, the real 
property tax fi gure given in the property tax report card is an estimate. 
However, this estimate is essential to the taxpayers because it gives 
them an indication of how their approval of the budget impacts the 
property tax rate and tax levy, particularly in a case such as Center 
Moriches in the 2004-05 fi scal year, where a very large tax increase  
was pending.
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Real property taxes increased by $4.47 million, or 38.4 percent, 
from $11.63 million in the 2003-04 fi scal year to $16.1 million in the 
2004-05 fi scal year. We found that the reasons for the increase were 
a proposed $3.2 million increase in 2004-05 spending, the inability 
to use fund balance as a fi nancing source, and the anticipated loss of 
other estimated revenues.

District offi cials used $840,000 of available fund balance to help 
fi nance the operating expenditures in each of the 2002-03 and 2003-
04 fi scal year budgets. The use of fund balance in those budgets 
helped reduce the District’s tax increases. For example, in the 2002-
03 fi scal year, the tax increase would have been approximately 18 
percent rather than 9 percent had fund balance not been appropriated 
to reduce property taxes. Similarly, in the 2003-04 fi scal year, the tax 
increase would have been approximately 22 percent rather than 14 
percent.

In September 2003, the Board was informed by its external auditors 
that unless steps were taken to reduce spending in the 2003-04 fi scal 
year, there would be no fund balance available to appropriate for 
the 2004-05 fi scal year budget. Even though the Board attempted 
to reduce spending, no fund balance was available to fi nance the 
2004-05 fi scal year budget. At the same time, District offi cials were 
struggling with a reduction in certain building aid as well as the 
uncertainty of the amount of State aid to be included in the budget 
because the State Legislature had not adopted a budget. During the 
period of the budget preparation, presentations by the administration 
to the Board indicated an expected decrease in State aid. Therefore, 
once the decision was made to increase spending by $3.2 million, 
the uncertainty of estimated revenues and the unavailability of fund 
balance left District offi cials with only one alternative, to increase 
property taxes.

At the time of the budget vote, the Board and District offi cials knew 
that just the proposed $3.2 million increase in spending would result 
in a 29 percent tax increase. The Board also should have known that 
fund balance had been exhausted and was not available to be used as 
a budget fi nancing source. These two factors combined would cause 
the estimated tax levy to increase by $4.1 million, or 36 percent. Since 
there were uncertainties as to the anticipated decrease of State aid and 
other revenues in the following fi scal year, the Board may not have 
been able to project the remaining tax increase of 2.4 percent before 
the budget vote. However, at a minimum, an estimated tax increase, 
within the 29 to 36 percent range, could have been disclosed to the 
taxpayers before the 2004-05 fi scal year budget vote. This estimate 
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would have been a conservative estimate of the real property tax 
increase and not a “guess” or “overly optimistic” estimate, as the 
Board indicated. As a result, taxpayers did not have the required 
information to make an informed decision before voting on the 2004-
05 fi scal year budget.

1. The Board should provide the taxpayers with legally required 
information prior to the budget vote. The Board should also seek 
training and information on best practices to improve its budget 
process.

 

Recommendation
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Professional Services

A main component of the District’s professional services internal 
controls system relates to policies and procedures governing related 
claims processing and procurement. An effective claims processing 
system for professional services 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 effi cient manner.

We found that the Board’s adopted policies relating to professional 
services claims processing and procurement were not operating 
effectively. As a result, District personnel acquired professional 
services without using an RFP process and paid four fi rms a total of 
$29,000 without written contracts or Board resolutions. In addition, 
the District overpaid a vendor $9,127.

A written agreement for professional services provides the District and 
the individual or fi rm furnishing services with a clearly defi ned and 
mutually agreed-upon basis for determining entitlement to payments. 
Therefore, it is important for District offi cials and professional service 
providers to enter into written agreements that indicate the contract 
period, the services to be provided, and the basis for compensation for 
those services. An RFP process helps the District receive the desired 
services for the best price.

The District’s purchasing policy regarding professional service 
contracts states that, “the Board may decide if the solicitation of 
request for proposals is in the best interest of the District.” Because 
the District’s purchasing policy leaves the decision of whether to 
solicit RFPs to the Board’s discretion, District personnel generally do 
not solicit RFPs when seeking to obtain professional services. 

We tested payments to 10 professional service providers, totaling 
about $179,000. We found that the District did not solicit competitive 
proposals prior to selecting seven of the providers, which were paid 
approximately $110,000. While the District is not required to issue 

Professional Services 
Contracts
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RFPs for professional services, doing so would help ensure the District 
was obtaining specifi ed needed services at a reasonable price.

In addition, we found that, in some instances, there was no Board 
resolution approving the professional services to be provided and 
District personnel did not consistently create written agreements for 
these services. For example, of the 10 professional service providers, 
four providers were hired even though there were no Board resolutions 
authorizing the hiring. There were no written agreements with three 
of the four services providers. The District collectively paid these 
four professionals a total of $29,000, as follows:

• Two home tutoring fi rms were paid $18,725. The fi rms both 
submitted itemized invoices indicating hourly fees charged. 
However, there was no Board resolution or written agreement 
approving the hourly rate.

• A consulting fi rm was paid a lump sum of $2,250 to prepare 
the “non-allowable pupil decimal calculation” for the State 
Education Department. Although the former School Business 
Administrator signed an agreement with the fi rm, there was no 
Board resolution authorizing the execution of this contract.

• In August 2004, the District paid a legal fi rm $2,500 for 
services rendered regarding the authorization and issuance 
of a revenue anticipation note. In September 2004, the same 
legal fi rm was paid $5,525, “as the District’s bond counsel for 
the 2004-05 school year, relative to Tax Anticipation Notes.” 
Although the Board appointed the fi rm by resolution for the 
services relative to the tax anticipation notes on July 6, 2004, 
the resolution did not indicate the fees to be paid.

Without written agreements or Board resolutions approving services 
to be provided and fees to be paid, there is no way for District offi cials 
to properly audit claims and determine if the fees charged were correct 
and for properly authorized services.

A good system of internal controls over claims processing includes 
procedures that ensure that before any claims are paid, claims are 
properly itemized, goods or services have been received, and amounts 
charged are accurate. They also ensure that prices or fees claimed are 
compared to those contained in contracts or Board resolutions. Proper 
management oversight and monitoring of policies and procedures 
ensures that controls are in place and operating effectively. Failure 
to establish good internal controls may result in the District making 
overpayments.

Payments Not in 
Accordance With Board-
Approved Rates
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Our examination disclosed that the internal claims auditor was not 
able to properly audit the claims from three vendors because, as noted 
above, there were no contracts or Board resolutions which detailed 
the services or costs. In addition, on September 8, 2004, the Board 
adopted a resolution approving the hiring of a fi rm to provide special 
education home services at $50 per hour.1  However, our examination 
of the nine invoices, totaling $24,340, paid to the fi rm indicated that 
the fi rm charged the District $30 more per hour than the Board had 
approved.  As a result, the District overpaid the fi rm $9,127 during 
the 2004-05 school year.

2. The Board should revise the District’s procurement policy to 
require that the District award all professional services contracts 
only after soliciting RFPs.

3. The Board should enter into written agreements with all individuals 
and fi rms 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.

4. The claims auditor should compare invoices to corresponding 
contracts before any payments are made to ensure that hourly 
rates and services performed are in accordance with contract 
provisions, and that contractual maximum payments are not 
exceeded.

 

Recommendations

1The Business Offi ce Manager told us that this fi rm was hired at $80 per hour 
based on a court stipulation that also specifi ed that this particular fi rm be used. Our 
review of the court stipulation disclosed that although the District was ordered to 
use the fi rm, the District could pay the fi rm “up to and including $100 per hour.” 
The Board resolution approved the hourly rate of $50 per hour.
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE FROM DISTRICT OFFICIALS

The District offi cials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.

The District’s response letter makes reference to an attachment that supports the response letter. 
Because the District’s response letter provides suffi cient detail of its actions, we did not include the 
attachment in Appendix A.

In addition, the District’s response letter refers to page numbers that appeared in the draft report. The 
page numbers have changed during the formatting of this fi nal report.









20                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER20

APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S RESPONSE

Note 1

The audit report does not state that the entire electorate was under the impression that they were voting 
on a 13.7 percent tax increase. Our report does point out that we received numerous complaints from 
taxpayers on this issue as well as requests from State Legislators to initiate an audit. As detailed in 
the report, the District did not provide the required disclosures prior to the May 2004 budget vote 
and could have more clearly informed taxpayers that the tax impact of its proposed budget would be 
signifi cant. For years prior to 2004, budget information distributed to District taxpayers included the 
estimated tax levy. In 2004, the District did not provide tax levy information, even though available 
information showed that the expected tax levy increase would be in the range of 29 to 36 percent.

Note 2

The District confuses good management practices with legal requirements. All the details of good 
management practices are not mandated by statute. For example, the law does not mandate that duties 
be segregated or that bank reconciliations be performed. Our report clearly states that the District is 
not legally required to issue RFPs for professional services. However, we believe that an RFP process 
is a good management practice that should be followed and would help ensure that the District obtains 
needed services at a reasonable price.

Note 3

As noted in the report, our review of the court stipulation disclosed that the District could pay “up 
to and including $100 per hour.” The Board resolution approved an hourly rate of $50. Because the 
additional $30 per hour was not approved by the Board, the resulting additional costs resulted in 
$9,127 being paid without Board approval.

Note 4

Our comments were not intended to imply that the District’s use of fund balance was used to artifi cially 
lower the tax rate. Rather, we simply reported that the effect of using fund balance in 2002-03 and    
2004-04 was to signifi cantly reduce the potential tax levy. After the fund balance was exhausted, the 
District no longer had the option of funding a portion of the budget with fund balance, resulting in a 
higher tax levy for the 2004-05 fiscal year.
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

Our overall goal was to assess the adequacy of the internal controls put in place by offi cials to safeguard 
District assets. To accomplish this, we performed an initial assessment of the internal controls so 
that we could design our audit to focus on those areas most at risk. Our initial assessment included 
evaluations of the following areas: cash receipts and disbursements, purchasing, payroll and personal 
services, and capital assets and consumable inventories.

During the initial assessment, we interviewed appropriate District offi cials, performed limited tests of 
transactions and reviewed pertinent documents such as District policies and procedures manuals, Board 
minutes and fi nancial records and reports. In addition, with the help of District personnel, we obtained 
information directly from the computerized fi nancial databases and then analyzed it electronically 
using computer-assisted techniques. This approach provided us with additional information about the 
District’s fi nancial transactions as recorded in its databases. Further, we reviewed the District’s internal 
controls and procedures over the computerized fi nancial databases to help ensure that the information 
produced by such systems was reliable.

After reviewing the information gathered during our initial assessment, we determined where 
weaknesses existed, and evaluated those weaknesses for the risk of potential fraud, theft and/or 
professional misconduct. We then decided upon the reported objectives and scope by selecting for 
audit those areas most at risk. We selected procurement of professional services for further audit 
testing.

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

• We reviewed the key control activities of the Treasurer’s offi ce including the manner in which 
bank accounts are reconciled, duties are assigned, checks are signed and journal entries are 
accomplished.

• We verifi ed 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 selected records and transactions, and examined pertinent documents including 
cancelled checks.

• We examined paid claims for compliance with Board policy and bidding laws.

Also, to determine the reasons for the 38.4 percent tax increase in the District’s 2004-05 property 
taxes, we examined appropriate District records for the period July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2005, 
including audited fi nancial statements, documentation for preparing the District’s budgets, property 
tax report cards, and revenue and expenditure trends.
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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 fi ndings, conclusions and recommendations contained in this report.
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APPENDIX D

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

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

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Public Information Offi ce
110 State Street, 15th Floor
Albany, New York  12236
(518) 474-4015
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/
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BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE
Robert Meller, Chief Examiner
Offi ce 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
Offi ce 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
Eugene A. Camp, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce 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
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce 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
Offi ce 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
Offi ce 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
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
NYS Offi ce 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
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Mark P. Pattison, Deputy Comptroller
Steven J. Hancox, Assistant Comptroller

John C. Traylor, Acting Assistant Comptroller
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