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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

November 2012

Dear School District Offi cials:

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

Following is a report of our audit of the City of Hornell School District, entitled Capital Improvement 
Project Expenditures. This audit was conducted pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State 
Constitution and the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 3 of the General Municipal 
Law.

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

Respectfully submitted,

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

Introduction

The Hornell City School District (District) is located in the City of 
Hornell and the Towns of Fremont, Hornellsville, and Howard in 
Steuben 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 
fi ve schools in operation within the District, with approximately 2,000 
students and 500 employees. The District’s budgeted appropriations 
to date for the 2011-12 fi scal year are $13.7 million, which are funded 
primarily with State aid, sales tax, real property taxes, and grants.

In the fall of 2005, the District retained an Architect-Engineering fi rm 
(Architect) to complete the District’s required Building Condition 
Survey (BCS) of its facilities. The BCS identifi ed approximately 
$40 million in improvements that were needed, and the Architect 
developed a fi ve-year plan to address them.  In December 2006, the 
District contracted with the Architect and a construction management 
company (CMC) to develop and oversee a future Capital 
Improvement Project (CIP) in conjunction with the Board-appointed 
Facilities Committee.  

In December 2007, District voters rejected the proposed $75.2 million 
CIP, which included the purchase of land for a new bus maintenance 
and storage facility, demolition of the old maintenance building and 
bus maintenance/storage facility, and various site improvements.  At 
a special vote in March 2008, District voters authorized a CIP for 
additions, reconstruction, and renovations of the school buildings at a 
maximum cost of $52.7 million.1   

Upon voter approval, the Architect and CMC began to plan, 
design and engineer the six individual projects. As the CIP designs 
were refi ned, budget amendments occurred to reallocate funds. As 
projects were closed for the fi rst phase of the CIP, and bids were 
received and approved for the second phase of the CIP, it became 
evident that the entire CIP would be $6 million under budget. On 
May 18, 2010, the Board adopted budget amendments to refl ect the 

1  The six individual projects included in the CIP were the Bryant Elementary School 
for $4,397,434, the Jr/Sr High School for $25,300,083, the District Wide Technology 
(DWT) for $6,703,500, the Columbian School for $1,178,466, the Intermediate 
School (IS) for $11,313,180, and the North Hornell School for $2,744,323.
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Comments of District 
Offi cials and Corrective 
Action

$6 million in unallocated funds and revised the Intermediate School’s 
project budget. Because the voters approved a $52.7 million CIP, 
the Architect and CMC proposed expanding on the CIP’s original 
scope to address some of the $18.3 million in renovations identifi ed 
in the 2010 BCS that had been removed. On June 6, 2011, the Board 
approved expanding the scope of the CIP. (See Appendix A for a 
detailed breakdown of the CIP budget and amendments.) 

The objective of our audit was to examine the controls over the 
capital improvement project. Our audit addressed the following 
related question:

• Are capital project expenditures properly supported and 
within the amount authorized and approved?

We examined the CIP project for the period November 10, 2006, 
through November 9, 2011. 

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

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed 
with District offi cials and their comments, which appear in Appendix 
B, have been considered in preparing this report. According to the 
District’s response letter, District offi cials disagreed with the fi ndings 
and recommendations in our report. Appendix C includes our 
comments on the issues raised in the District’s response letter.

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, a written corrective action plan 
(CAP) that addresses the fi ndings and recommendations in this report 
must be prepared and provided to our offi ce within 90 days, with 
a copy forwarded to the Commissioner of Education. To the extent 
practicable, implementation of the CAP must begin by the end of 
the next fi scal year. For more information on preparing and fi ling 
your CAP, please refer to our brochure, Responding to an OSC Audit 
Report, which you received with the draft audit report. The Board 
should make the CAP available for public review in the District 
Clerk’s offi ce.

Objective

Scope and
Methodology
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Capital Improvement Project Expenditures

A capital project is a plan for the acquisition and/or construction 
of capital facilities, capital improvements, and major equipment 
purchases. All the fi nancial activities related to capital projects 
are recorded and reported in the capital projects fund. The Board 
is responsible for establishing procedures to properly authorize, 
fi nance, and monitor the status of individual capital projects to ensure 
that moneys are properly accounted for and used only for their intended 
purposes. Such procedures also include maintaining complete and 
accurate accounting records and retaining documentation to support 
payments made.  

In March 2008, District voters authorized a CIP for additions, 
reconstruction, and renovations of the school buildings at a maximum 
cost of $52.7 million. As of June 30, 2011, the District’s total CIP 
expenditures were approximately $34 million, which was under 
budget by $18.7 million. We found that the District awarded 37 
construction contracts totaling approximately $29.3 million after 
seeking competition and that the 249 proposed change orders2 
totaling approximately $1.3 million were properly approved and all 
were proper CIP expenditures. 

However, we found that the District did not seek competition for 
the approximately $5.4 million in CIP-related professional services. 
In addition, we found that these professional service expenditures 
were not properly supported and fees for construction management 
services totaling approximately $255,500 were paid in advance of an 
audit.

An effective procurement process includes confi rming that vendors/
consultants are eligible to provide necessary services, obtaining 
requests for proposals (RFPs)3 from providers of professional 
services, and requiring written contracts detailing contract terms and 
deliverables, such as the contract period, services to be provided, 
and the basis for compensation for these services before services are 
provided to the District. Written contracts also help to protect the 
District in the event that contractors default on their obligations or 
make excessive claims.

Procurement of Services 

2  A change order is used to offi cially make changes to a signed contract for capital 
construction.
3  An RFP is a highly structured document that specifi es minimally acceptable 
functional, technical, and contractual requirements and the evaluation criteria that 
will govern the contract award.
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District policy indicates that goods and services which are not 
required by law to be procured through competitive bidding will be 
procured in a manner to ensure the prudent and economical use of 
public moneys in the best interests of the taxpayers, to ensure that 
goods and services are procured in the most prudent and economical 
manner, that goods and services of desired quality are being acquired 
at the lowest possible price, and to protect against favoritism, 
improvidence,  extravagance, fraud, and corruption. Board policy 
indicates that alternative proposals or quotations will be secured by 
using an RFP process or by obtaining written or verbal quotations. 
Alternative proposals secured by using an RFP process benefi t the 
District by providing a comparison of the qualifi cations and fee 
structure for various professional services.

Although the Board adopted a comprehensive purchasing policy 
requiring the use of an RFP process to procure professional services, 
the District neglected to do so when it retained the Architect and the 
CMC for the CIP. The previous Superintendent stated that the Board 
agreed to use the Architect for the CIP because the fi rm was already 
providing services (2005 BCS) to the District when he started, and 
the fi rm knew the buildings. The previous Superintendent also stated 
that the CMC was retained based on recommendations from other 
superintendents in the area and was approved by the Board. Because 
District offi cials failed to seek competition for these professional 
services, we reviewed the two professional service contracts to 
determine if the contracts were properly authorized and represented 
the prudent and economical use of District moneys.

Construction Management Services and Fees – On December 18, 
2006, the Board approved a contract with a company for construction 
management services for the next capital project that was approved 
by the voters of the District. According to the contract, the scope of the 
CMC’s basic services was broken out between the pre-construction 
phase and construction phase. As part of the pre-construction phase, 
the CMC was responsible for preparing and updating the CIP 
completion schedule and cost estimates after reviewing and analyzing 
bids. During the construction phase, the CMC was responsible for 
overall management of the CIP by coordinating scheduled CIP 
activities, preparing and maintaining accounting records and reports, 
and monitoring the cost and completion of the CIP through the review 
and approval of individual contractors’ requests for payments. The 
CMC’s compensation for these basic services was based on the direct 
salaries of CMC personnel engaged on the CIP as described in an 
attached schedule. Although the CMC contract did not specifi cally 
include a clause stipulating the payment of a construction management 
fee, the attached schedule included a construction management fee 

Professional Service Fees



77DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY    

based on a percentage of the construction cost.4 The CMC contract 
also allowed for the payment of reimbursable expenses, such as out-
of-town travel, long distance communication, and postage.  As the 
scope of the CIP changed, the CMC contract was amended by change 
orders that were approved by the Board. 

We reviewed all 71 of the CMC’s claims to determine if they were 
proper District expenditures.  As of June 30, 2011, the CMC was 
paid almost $1,985,000. We found that the hourly rates charged by 
the CMC for its direct personnel costs were in agreement with those 
provided for in the contract and its amendments. However, we were 
unable to verify if the approximately $1,243,000 in direct personnel 
costs were for actual hours worked. Time sheets were not provided 
to the District to support the amount charged. Also 12 claims totaling 
$255,500 were paid before an audit by the claims auditor, including 
one $9,500 claim that we could not fi nd any indication that it was 
ever audited and approved for payment. 

Architectural Services and Fees – On December 19, 2006, the Board 
approved a contract for architectural, engineering, and surveying pre-
construction and construction services for the next CIP. According 
to the contract, the scope of the Architect’s basic services included 
fi ve phases for each of the buildings, and each phase was assigned a 
percentage of the basic compensation fee.5  According to the contract, 
the basic compensation fee is calculated based on a percentage of the 
construction cost for each building, which is defi ned as the total cost 
or estimated cost of all elements of the CIP designed or specifi ed by 
the Architect. For example, if a building’s construction cost is $2.5 
million, the Architect’s total basic compensation would be $232,500 
(9.3 percent) for this building’s renovations. 

The contract also states that if the building’s work will be completed 
in phases, the basic compensation fee will be calculated for each 
phase. For example, if the building’s construction was broken 
into two phases of $1,700,000 and $800,000, the Architect’s basic 
compensation would be $242,400,6 or $9,900 more. Therefore, 
it is advantageous for the Architect to separate each building’s 
renovations into individual phases. As the Architect completed 
tasks in each of the fi ve phases, it would bill and receive progress 
payments.  In the fi rst example, the basic compensation would be 

4  According to the CMC contract, when compensation is based on a percentage of 
construction cost, compensation is based on the lowest bid, or if no such bids are 
received, the latest approved estimate of the project.
5  The percentage assigned to each phase was as follows: schematic design (15 
percent), design development (25 percent), construction documents (35 percent), 
bidding (3 percent), and construction (22 percent).
6 The basic compensation fee is calculated by multiplying the $1.7 million phase by 
9.6 percent and the $800,000 phase by 9.9 percent.
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divided among the fi ve phases as follows: schematic design ($34,875), 
design development ($58,125), construction documents ($81,375), 
bidding ($6,975), and construction ($51,150).  

During our audit period, the Architect submitted 23 claims totaling 
$3,421,942, which included $3,046,295 for basic compensation fees, 
$185,744 for additional services, $115,797 for reimbursable expenses, 
and $74,106 for pre-referendum services. Because the Architect’s 
invoices were not detailed or contained insuffi cient supporting 
documentation, we were unable to verify whether the amounts 
charged were appropriate District expenditures. Furthermore, because 
the contract allows for the basic compensation fee to be calculated 
based on cost or estimates by building or individual building phases, 
and the Architect’s invoices do not specify which method is used, 
we determined that the Architect’s basic compensation fee could be 
between $2.36 million and $4.07 million. It appears that the basic 
compensation fee charged by the Architect was in the middle of this 
range (See Table 1). However, without clear contract language and 
detailed invoices, we were unable to determine if the fees paid were 
in compliance with contract terms.

Table 1: Architect Basic Compensation Feesa

Per 
Architect 
Invoice

Per 
Building 

Cost

Per Building 
Cost by 
Phase

Per Bid by 
Building

Per Bid by 
Building 

Phase

Per Original 
Budget by 
Building

Per Adjusted 
Budget by 

Building Phase
$3,468,406 $3,319,175 $3,485,263 $2,360,455 $2,462,794 $4,018,060 $4,072,390

a Compensation fees, other than per architect invoice fees, were recalculated by OSC.

In addition, we were unable to verify the amounts paid to the Architect 
for reimbursable expenses. For example, the Architect charged 
$27,738 for mileage reimbursement but did not provide documented 
support for these expenses such as the dates of travel and the actual 
miles traveled. We requested additional information from the Architect 
related to the reimbursable expenses for fi ve claims totaling $115,797. 
Upon receipt of the additional information, we were still unable to 
verify that the reimbursements were appropriate. We question the 
veracity of these reimbursable expenditures because it appears that 
some may already be included in the basic compensation fee. For 
example, the Architect charged the District $3,094 for submissions 
to the New York State Education Department (SED).  However, the 
contract includes a clause under the basic compensation services 
section stating that the Architect will assist with the preparation, 
fi ling for licenses, approvals, permits and authorizations required 
by SED. Because the District’s claims auditor relied on the CMC to 
review and approve the Architect’s invoices, these inconsistencies/
discrepancies were not detected. Had the auditor performed an 
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appropriate audit of these vouchers, these inconsistencies could have 
come to light during construction.

When the terms of a contract are not clearly stated, District offi cials 
cannot be certain that they are paying for the agreed-upon services 
and that the services are delivered in accordance with District 
requirements.

1. The Board should ensure that District offi cials comply with the 
District’s purchasing policy and award professional services 
contracts only after soliciting for RFPs, or document a justifi able 
reason for not soliciting competition.

2. The Board should ensure that all professional service agreements 
clearly state the terms of the contracts such as the services to be 
provided and the basis for the compensation.

3. The claims auditor should ensure that all invoices for professional 
services are properly detailed, supported, and verifi ed with 
contracts prior to payment.

Recommendations
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APPENDIX A

CIP BUDGET AND AMENDMENTS

Table 2: CIP Budget and Amendments

Project Name

Board 
Approved 

Referendum 
Budget 1st Revision

2nd Revision 
1/26/09

3rd Revision 
11/16/09

4th Revision 
5/18/10

5th Revision 
6/6/11

Bryant Elem $4,397,434 $4,397,434 $4,397,434 $3,647,434 $3,375,807 $3,325,659
Bryant 2 $1,075,000
Jr/Sr High School $25,300,083 $25,300,083 $25,300,083 $25,300,083 $21,883,677 $25,433,759
1-Roof $259,178 $259,178 $241,583 $242,715 $242,715
2-Reno/Adds $25,040,905 $25,040,905 $22,026,421 $18,608,883 $18,607,883
3-Interactive   
classroom

$3,032,079 $3,032,079 $3,951,263

4-Stadium $1,106,898
5-BCS $1,525,000
DWT (District 
Wide Technology)

$6,703,500 $6,703,500 $6,703,500 $7,453,500 $6,185,530 $6,328,071

DWT-I $2,132,459 $2,567,502 $2,053,502 $2,215,333 $2,293,999
DWT-II $2,933,441 $990,626 $2,254,626 $824,825 $923,700
DWT-III $1,637,600 $3,145,372 $3,145,372 $3,145,372 $3,110,372
Intermediate $11,313,180 $11,313,180 $11,313,180 $11,313,180 $11,314,655 $12,291,725
Pool $72,000 $55,049
  Reno/Recons $11,242,655 $10,379,650
Maint. Bldg Demo $100,000
BCS $1,757,026
Columbian Elem $1,178,466 $1,178,466 $1,178,466 $1,178,466 $1,178,466 $1,490,945
North Hornell $2,744,323 $2,744,323 $2,744,323 $2,744,323 $2,744,323 $2,744,323
Capitalize Interest $1,063,014 $1,063,014 $1,063,014 $1,063,014
Unallocated Project 
Contingency

$6,017,542 $10,518

    TOTAL $52,700,000 $52,700,000 $52,700,000 $52,700,000 $52,700,000 $52,700,000



1111DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY    

APPENDIX B

RESPONSE FROM DISTRICT OFFICIALS

The District offi cials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.
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See
Note 1
Page 20

See
Note 2
Page 20
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See
Note 3
Page 20

See
Note 4
Page 20

See
Note 5
Page 20
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Note 1 

District offi cials never expressed any disagreement with the audit fi ndings during the multiple meetings 
we had with them to discuss our audit results.  During these meetings, we sought clarifi cation and 
understanding, and we are confi dent that the facts in our report are accurate.

Note 2

The District’s procurement policy states that “the Purchasing Agent will not be required to secure 
alternative proposals or quotations for professional services, which, because of the confi dential nature 
of the services, do not lend themselves to procurement through solicitation.”  Architectural and 
construction management services are not confi dential services like those provided by an attorney. 
Accordingly, District offi cials should have followed the Board’s procurement policy or sought its 
approval for an exception. 

Note 3

Offi cials have a responsibility to ensure that the amounts listed on the CMC invoices are true and 
actual District expenses prior to payment.  Because the CMC’s fees are based on direct personnel 
costs, obtaining suffi cient supporting documentation, such as time sheets, would have been necessary 
during the proper audit of the claims.  Having this information available for inspection at the CMC’s 
offi ces after payment is unacceptable.  Furthermore, we requested time sheets directly from the 
CMC project manager on multiple occasions, because District offi cials expressed concerns about his 
unavailability during various months of construction.

Note 4

Because this point was not raised prior to the completion of our fi eldwork, we are not in a position to 
comment on its accuracy. However, issuing checks prior to the claims auditor’s approval increases the 
risk that payments could be made in error.

Note 5

We have revised our report to refl ect this new interpretation of the contract terms. 

APPENDIX C

OSC’S COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S RESPONSE
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APPENDIX D

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: fi nancial oversight, cash receipts and disbursements, purchasing, 
payroll and personal services, and information technology.

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, 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 on the reported objective and scope by selecting for audit 
the area most at risk. We selected the CIP for further audit testing.

To accomplish the objective of this audit:

• We interviewed appropriate current and former District offi cials and employees, including a 
former Superintendent. These discussions allowed us to gain an understanding of the District’s 
internal control environment.

• We reviewed pertinent documents available, including applications and certifi cates of payment, 
applications for examination and approval of fi nal plans and specifi cations, change orders, 
claims, contracts, and Board construction reports. We examined change orders to determine 
whether they were approved, signed, and dated by the appropriate District offi cials and paid 
accordingly.

• We selected a random sample of a completed project for any items that appeared to be split to 
avoid Board approval.

• We selected a random sample of 23 claims of a completed project totaling approximately 
$355,500 to determine if CIP claims were properly authorized and audited prior to payment.

• We selected a random sample of 31 claims of all projects totaling approximately $753,900 to 
determine if they were properly authorized and audited prior to payment.
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• We selected all payments made to the CMC, totaling $686,611, to compare construction 
management fees to project costs to determine if they were appropriate.

• We selected all payments made to the Architect totaling $3,421,942 to verify if the payments 
were properly supported, reviewed, approved, and allowed by the contract. 

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

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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BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE
H. Todd Eames, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce Building - Suite 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

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE
Robert Meller, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
295 Main Street, Suite 1032
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

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE
Jeffrey P. Leonard, 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: Albany, Clinton, Essex, Franklin, 
Fulton, Hamilton, Montgomery, Rensselaer, 
Saratoga, Schenectady, Warren, Washington Counties

HAUPPAUGE REGIONAL OFFICE
Ira McCracken, 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 and Suffolk Counties

NEWBURGH REGIONAL OFFICE
Christopher Ellis, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 103
New Windsor, New York  12553-4725
(845) 567-0858  Fax (845) 567-0080
Email: Muni-Newburgh@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Orange, 
Putnam, Rockland, Ulster, Westchester 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
Rebecca Wilcox, 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

STATEWIDE AND REGIONAL PROJECTS
Ann C. Singer, Chief Examiner
State Offi ce Building - Suite 1702 
44 Hawley Street 
Binghamton, New York 13901-4417
(607) 721-8306  Fax (607) 721-8313
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DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
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Andrew A. SanFilippo, Executive Deputy Comptroller

Steven J. Hancox, Deputy Comptroller
Nathaalie N. Carey, Assistant Comptroller




