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2                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER2

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

February 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 Syosset Central School District, entitled Administrative Costs. 
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 Syosset Central School District (District) is located in the Town 
of Oyster Bay, Nassau County. The District is governed by the Board 
of Education (Board) which comprises nine 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 10 schools in operation within the District, with 
approximately 6,686 students and 1,594 employees. The District’s 
budgeted expenditures of $178 million for the 2008-09 fi scal year 
and $185.6 million for the 2009-10 fi scal year were funded primarily 
with State aid, real property taxes, and grants.  

As is the case in other districts, the District’s payroll expenditures 
(salaries and benefi ts) represent the most signifi cant operating 
cost. According to District reports,1 salary and fringe benefi ts were 
approximately $121.5 million in the 2008-09 fi scal year and $124.3 
million in the 2009-10 fi scal year, or about 71 percent of the District’s 
general fund expenditures for both fi scal years.  

One overall objective of our audits of school districts across the 
State is to help districts identify possible savings in non-classroom 
costs so that they can maintain core educational programs. As such, 
we have issued audits that identifi ed cost savings in energy usage, 
transportation costs, contracting through the use of competitive 
procurements, and administrative costs. When our audits have 
periodically identifi ed school districts whose administrative costs are 
higher than those of other nearby school districts, we have examined 
the causes of these extra costs.  We have previously reported on the 
comparatively higher administrative costs in Katonah-Lewisboro 
Union Free School District, Lakeland Central School District, 
Hewlett–Woodmere Union Free School District and Ossining Union 
Free School District. 

Salary and fringe benefi ts for District administrative staff represent 
5 percent of the District’s payroll expenditures. The District’s 
administrators include the Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent, 
Assistant Superintendent for Business, Directors, Coordinators, 
Principals, and Assistant Principals.  

1  The Form ST-3 for fi scal year ended June 30, 2010 was used to determine actual 
salary and fringe benefi t expenditures.
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Comments of District 
Offi cials and Corrective 
Action

The objective of our audit was to assess the administrative costs that 
the District incurred for the period July 1, 2008 through June 30, 
2010. Our audit addressed the following related question:

• How do the District’s administrative expenses compare to 
those of other districts?

We examined the District’s administrative costs for the period July 1, 
2008 to June 30, 2010.

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 B 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. District offi cials 
generally agreed with our recommendation and indicated that they 
have already taken corrective action.

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.

Scope and
Methodology

Objective
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Administrative Costs

Board and school district offi cials are responsible for managing 
district operations as economically as possible. Because 
administrative costs comprise a signifi cant portion of school districts’ 
budgets, they need to be analyzed periodically to ensure they meet the 
educational needs of the district. 

We found that for 2008-09 and 2009-10, the District’s administrative 
salary costs were higher – by amounts ranging from $1.2 million to 
$2.7 million more - than the average costs of administrative salaries 
at comparable districts in four separate comparisons. We did multiple 
comparisons of the District’s costs to other Long Island school 
districts.  We did a comparison to districts with similar needs and 
resources that we selected and a separate comparison to a group of 
districts that the District selected. We also did separate comparisons 
to districts whose student enrollment numbers were similar to the 
District’s, and to other districts whose budgets were similar in size 
to the District’s budget. In all of these comparisons, the District 
had higher administrative costs. We found that the District’s higher 
costs were sometimes due to the fact that the District pays higher 
salaries to its staff,2 and sometimes the result of the District having 
more administrative staff than the other comparison districts.  We 
also found that, during this two-year period, the District paid almost 
$420,000 more for fringe benefi ts for its three top administrators than 
did the three comparison districts with similar needs and resources 
that we selected; further, the District paid about $432,000 more for 
fringe benefi ts for its three top administrators than did the comparison 
districts selected by District offi cials. 

District offi cials informed us that they believe their administrative 
costs are higher than those of the other districts used in our 
comparisons because of the length of time the District has employed 
its high-level administrators. According to District offi cials, because 
several top administrators have served the District for more than 20 
years, their salaries and benefi ts would likely be higher than those of 
administrators in districts with higher turnover rates. District offi cials 
also believe that the longevity of administrators plays a positive role 
in the high level of performance achieved by District students.

2  Generally, our previous audits of administrative costs have found that most 
administrative cost differences have been driven by differences in staffi ng levels, 
not salary differences.



6                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER6

Administrative Salary Comparison to Three Districts Selected by 
OSC - We compared the District’s administrative salaries with those 
of three other school districts (East Meadow UFSD, Half Hollow 
Hills CSD, and West Islip UFSD) that the New York State Education 
Department (SED) has determined are comparable to the District 
since they have the same Need-to-Resource-Capacity (NRC) index. 
According to the SED website, the NRC index is a combination of “…
demographic data for school districts that combines the best indicator 
of educational need (school district student poverty) with the fi nancial 
resources of the school district, district enrollment, and district land 
area, to place districts into six distinctly different categories.”3 The 
website also states that “Each district in a category faces similar 
challenges, and is able to draw on comparable levels of resources.” 

We found that, although the District’s total number of administrators 
was comparable to the average of these three similar districts, the 
District’s total salary costs for these administrators were higher. The 
District’s total base salary paid to its administrators exceeded the 
average base salary paid by these comparable districts by $827,693 
in the 2008-09 fi scal year and by $384,044 in the 2009-10 fi scal year, 
as shown in Table 1. On average, in 2008-09, the comparable districts 
paid an average salary of approximately $130,000 while the District 
paid an average salary of $159,000. 

Looking at administrative salaries on a per student basis, if the 
District’s administrative salary costs were in line with the average 
costs of these comparable districts, the District could have saved 
$234 per student (35 percent) or a total of $1,565,9284 in fi scal year 
2008-09 and $165 per student (more than 22 percent) or a total of 
$1,103,190 in fi scal year 2009-10 – or almost $2.7 million over this 
two-year period.

3 SED classifi es school districts across the State as one of six types of districts: (1) 
New York City; (2) Large City (Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, or Yonkers); (3) High 
NRC, Urban or Suburban; (4) High NRC, Rural; (5) Average NRC; and (6) Low 
NRC. 
4 We calculated these savings by multiplying the average cost per student by the 
District’s enrollment.
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Table 1:  Administrative Salary Costs - 2008-09 

Districts Number of 
Schools

Pupil 
Enrollment

Number of 
Administratorsa 

Total 
Administrative 

Salary Costs

Cost per 
Pupil

Half Hollow 
Hills CSD

11 10,277 53 $7,435,725 $724

East Meadow 
UFSD

9 7,501 36b $4,728,660 $630

West Islip 
UFSD

9 5,600 30 $3,479,946 $621

Average 10 7,793 40 $5,214,777 $669
Syosset CSD 10 6,692 38 $6,042,470 $903

Administrative Salary Costs - 2009-10 

Districts Number of 
Schools

Pupil 
Enrollment

Number of 
Administrators

Total 
Administrative 

Salary Costs

Cost per 
Pupil

Half Hollow 
Hills CSD

11 10,116 53 $7,659,777 $757

East Meadow 
UFSD

9 7,368 38c $5,175,325 $702

West Islip  
UFSD

9 5,540 32 $3,886,975 $702

Average 10 7,675 41 $5,574,026 $726
Syosset CSD 10 6,686 35 $5,958,070 $891
a Administrators include Superintendents, Assistant and Deputy Superintendents, Directors, Assistant Directors, 
Coordinators, Deans, Principals, and Assistant Principals in each district reviewed.
b  East Meadow UFSD had Chairpersons whom we did not include in our count of administrators because no other district 
had comparable positions.  If we had included Chairpersons, this district would have had 56 administrators and total 
administrative salary costs of $6,885,449 in the 2008-09 fi scal year. The average count for all districts then would have been 
46 administrators, with total average administrative salary costs of $5,933,707, and an average cost per student of $761. The 
District’s potential cost savings then would be $946,863 rather than $1,565,928.
c  Again, if Chairpersons were included, this district would have had 58 administrators, and total administrative salary costs 
of $7,430,378 for the 2009-10 fi scal year. The average count for all districts then would have been 48 administrators, with 
total average administrative salary costs of $6,325,710, and an average cost per student of $824. The District’s potential cost 
savings for 2009-10 then would be $447,251 rather than $1,103,190.

Administrative Salary Comparison to Three Districts Selected by 
District Offi cials5 - District offi cials disagreed that East Meadow 
UFSD, Half Hollow Hills CSD, and West Islip UFSD were 
comparable school districts and asserted that their District was more 
comparable to three other school districts: Great Neck UFSD, Port 
Washington UFSD, and Three Village CSD. However, when we 
did the same salary comparison, we found that the District had on 
average fi ve more administrators, and paid salaries of $7,134 more 
per administrator, than these comparison districts in 2008-09; the 
5  Data is based on information self-reported by school districts to the New York 
State Education Department. This information has not been audited.
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District had three more administrators, with salaries of $11,897 more 
per administrator, in 2009-10. As a result, the District still spent  
$890,169 more in 2008-09 and $602,370 more in 2009-10 - about 
$1.5 million over the two-year period – than it would have if its cost 
per student for administrative salaries had been equal to the average 
cost per student at these other districts. 

Administrative Salary Comparisons Based on Enrollment and 
Budget Similarities6  - We also did a third comparison of the District’s 
administrative salary costs with four other school districts whose 
enrollment (an average of 6,637 in 2008-09 and 6,646 in 2009-10) was 
similar to the District’s enrollment: Central Islip UFSD, Commack 
UFSD, Freeport UFSD, and Uniondale UFSD. As we found in our 
comparison of the District’s salary costs to those of its self-selected 
peer districts, the District had fi ve more administrators and paid 
$13,963 more per administrator than the comparison districts in 2008-
09 and had three more administrators and paid $19,100 more per 
administrator than the comparison districts in 2009-10. The District 
could have saved $1.2 million in 2008-09 and $1.1 million in 2009-
10 – or about $2.3 million over the two-year period – if its cost per 
student for administrative salaries had been equal to the average cost 
per student at these districts with similar enrollment numbers.

Lastly, we did a comparison of the District’s administrative salary 
costs with those of three other districts that had similar budgets 
(an average of $177 million in 2008-09 and $181 million in 2009-
10). The districts included in this comparison were Levittown 
UFSD, Massapequa UFSD, and William Floyd UFSD. The District 
had seven more administrators and paid $12,592 more in salaries 
per administrator for the 2008-09 school year, and had six more 
administrators with costs of $18,304 more per administrator in 2009-
10.  We found that the District could have saved $823,239 in 2008-
09 and $989,528 in 2009-10 – about $1.8 million over the two-year 
period – if its cost per student for administrative salaries had been 
equal to the average cost per student at these districts.

District offi cials pointed out that administrative staffi ng was reduced 
for the 2011-12 fi scal year. Offi cials told us that they reduced the 
number of administrative staff by fi ve positions in an attempt to 
decrease costs. Our audit does not account for the effect of these 
actions because they occurred subsequent to our audit period.    

Comparison of Administrative Fringe Benefi t Costs – Another 
component of administrative costs, besides direct salaries, is the 
fringe benefi ts provided to these employees. We found that the 

6  Data is based on information self-reported by school districts to the New York 
State Education Department. This information has not been audited.
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District’s fringe benefi t costs for its administrators were higher than 
the average costs of East Meadow UFSD, Half Hollow Hills CSD, 
and West Islip UFSD, three districts with similar needs and resources 
that we selected as comparison districts. As shown in Table 2, the 
District’s total fringe benefi t costs for all administrators exceeded the 
average total administrative fringe benefi ts costs at the other three 
districts by $61,148 in 2008-09 and by $67,248 in 2009-10. 

 Table 2: Fringe Benefi t Costs - 2008-09

Item
Half 

Hollow 
Hills CSD

East 
Meadow 

UFSD

West Islip 
UFSD Average Syosset 

CSD

Fringe Benefi tsa $216,165 $128,086 $78,050 $140,767 $80,673
Unused Sick/vacation $160,931 $13,382 $9,229 $61,181 $123,090
Tax-Sheltered 
Annuityb/Deferred 
Compensation Plans

$98,000 $32,667 $92,000

Total Benefi ts $377,096 $239,468 $87,279 $234,615 $295,763
Fringe Benefi t Costs - 2009-10

Item Half Hollow 
Hills CSD

East 
Meadow 

UFSD

West Islip 
UFSD Average Syosset 

CSD

Fringe Benefi ts $212,249 $143,145 $72,447 $142,614 $75,784
Unused sick/vacation $184,631 $31,076 $102 $71,936 $130,014
Tax Sheltered 
Annuityb/Deferred 
Compensation Plans

$48,000 $16,000 $92,000

Total Benefi ts $396,880 $222,221 $72,549 $230,550 $297,798
a  Excludes pensions, health insurance, unused sick/vacation pay, and tax-sheltered annuity
b  Includes tax-sheltered annuities and Economic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act (EGTRRA) 
401(a) is a form of tax-sheltered annuity used by East Meadow UFSD to make payments for employees who 
have irrevocably agreed to resign and have only three to fi ve years to put their accumulated sick days in a 
403(b).

However, we found that the District’s fringe benefi t package for most 
of its administrators generally costs much less, per administrator, 
than the packages provided by the other three districts – except 
for the packages provided to the District’s Superintendent, Deputy 
Superintendent, and Assistant Superintendent for Business 
(See Table 3). Fringe benefi ts for these three employees included 
contributions to tax-sheltered annuities,7 the value of the use of a 

7  A tax-sheltered annuity is a type of annuity that allows an employee to make 
contributions to his or her retirement plan. It also allows the employer to make 
direct contributions to the plan. As authorized in the employment contracts for 
the Superintendent and Deputy Superintendent, the District makes an annual 
contribution (of $40,000 each) to a tax-sheltered annuity plan on their behalf. 
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District-provided vehicle or car allowances provided in lieu of a 
vehicle, premiums for life and disability insurance, health insurance 
buyouts, payments for unused sick/vacation days, professional 
development stipends, and others. Total fringe benefi ts for these 
three administrators accounted for 89 percent of the District’s total 
administrative fringe benefi t costs in the 2008-09 fi scal year and 91 
percent of these costs in 2009-10. 

Table 3:  Fringe Benefi t Costs - 2008-09

Item Half Hollow 
Hills CSD

East Meadow 
UFSD

West Islip 
UFSD Average Syosset CSD

Fringe Benefi tsa $38,401 $19,702 $19,881 $25,995 $  48,674
Unused Sick/
vacation

$38,888 $  8,580 $ - $15,823 $123,090

Tax-Sheltered 
Annuityb/Deferred 
Compensation 
Plans

$ - $50,000 $ - $16,667 $  92,000

Total Benefi ts $77,289 $78,282 $19,881 $58,484 $263,764
Fringe Benefi t Costs - 2009-10

Item Half Hollow 
Hills CSD

East Meadow 
UFSD

West Islip 
UFSD Average Syosset CSD

Fringe Benefi ts $43,584 $20,061 $22,239 $28,628 $  48,964
Unused sick/
vacation

$42,143 $26,275 $ - $22,806 $130,014

Tax-Sheltered 
Annuityb/Deferred 
Compensation 
Plans

$ - $15,000 $ - $  5,000 $ 92,000

Total Benefi ts $85,727 $61,336 $22,239 $56,434 $270,978
a  Excludes pensions, health insurance, unused sick/vacation pay, and tax-sheltered annuity
b  Includes tax-sheltered annuities and EGTRRA, 401(a)

The District chose to pay these three administrators fringe benefi ts 
that cost almost fi ve times more than the fringe benefi ts provided for 
the three top administrators in the comparison districts in both years: 
the District’s costs were $205,280 higher for these administrators in 
2008-09, and $214,544 higher in 2009-10.  

Finally, we compared the fringe benefi t packages the District 
provided to its top three administrators to the packages offered 
by the three districts that District offi cials selected as comparable 
districts, specifi cally, Great Neck UFSD, Port Washington UFSD, 
and Three Village CSD. As shown in Table 4, the District’s total 
fringe benefi t costs for the Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent, 
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and Assistant Superintendent for Business exceeded the average 
total administrative fringe benefi ts costs at the other three districts 
by $201,322 in 2008-09 and by $231,162 in 2009-10. Therefore, the 
District’s total fringe benefi t costs for these administrators were four 
times higher than the average cost paid by these districts in 2008-09, 
and nearly seven times higher in 2009-10.  

Table 4: Fringe Benefi t Costs - 2008-09

Item Great Neck 
UFSD

Port 
Washington 

UFSD

Three Village 
CSD Average Syosset CSD

Fringe Benefi tsa $29,847 $18,602 $22,056 $23,502 $48,674
Unused Sick/
vacation

$29,462 $22,248 $17,237 $123,090

Tax-Sheltered 
Annuityb/
Deferred 
Compensation 
Plans

$48,613 $16,500 $21,704 $92,000

Total Benefi ts $78,460 $64,564 $44,304 $62,443 $263,764
Fringe Benefi t Costs - 2009-10

Item Great Neck 
UFSD

Port 
Washington 

UFSD

Three Village 
CSD

Average Syosset CSD

Fringe Benefi ts $13,209 $18,602 $10,623 $14,145 $48,964
Unused sick/
vacation

$20,317 $14,436 $11,584 $130,014

Tax-Sheltered 
Annuityb/
Deferred 
Compensation 
Plans

$23,761 $18,500 $14,087 $92,000

Total Benefi ts $36,970 $57,419 $25,059 $39,816 $270,978
a  Excludes pensions, health insurance, unused sick/vacation pay, and tax-sheltered annuity
b  Includes tax-sheltered annuities and 401(a)

Although District offi cials indicated that they review other districts’ 
administrative costs, they could not provide us with any evidence that 
they had actually done such reviews to evaluate the reasonableness 
of either administrative salaries or fringe benefi ts for its top 
administrators.  

1. While it is the prerogative of each school district to make its own 
decisions on staffi ng and salary levels, the Board should explore 
administrative staffi ng alternatives to bring their administrative 
costs in line with those of comparable districts.

Recommendation
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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.
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APPENDIX B

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. 

During the initial assessment, we interviewed appropriate District offi cials, and reviewed pertinent 
documents, such as District policies and procedures manuals, Board resolutions, transportation 
records and employment agreements.  We also performed limited tests of administrative costs by 
comparing student population size, District wealth, and administrator information for school districts 
on Long Island.  After reviewing the information gathered during our initial assessment, we 
determined where weaknesses existed, and decided on the reported objective and scope by selecting 
for audit those areas most at risk.  We selected administrative costs for further audit testing. 

We reviewed data for the District and other districts on Long Island to determine if the District 
had higher-than-average administrative costs per student. We obtained Long Island school district 
administrative and enrollment information from the Property Tax Report Card data and School 
Administrator Salary Disclosure on the New York State Education Department’s (SED) website 
and refi ned the population of school districts by their Needs Resource Capacity (NRC) and student 
populations. Since Syosset school district has an NRC indicator of six, we specifi cally identifi ed 
districts with NRC six and student enrollment above 5,000.  We reviewed the budgeted spending 
and student enrollment (as reported on SED’s website), and number of schools in each district.  We 
then selected the district with the highest budgeted spending (Half Hollow Hills), the district with the 
lowest budgeted spending (West Islip) and a district with budgeted spending and geographic location 
similar to Syosset (East Meadow).  We also obtained the following information from the District and 
the comparable districts for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 fi scal years:

• Number of schools and student enrollment

• List of Administrators and key personnel, including Superintendent, Assistant 
Superintendents, Deputy Superintendents, Directors, Assistant Directors, Coordinators, 
Deans, Principals, Assistant Principals, and Department Chairpersons  

 
• Employment contracts for key personnel

• Collective bargaining agreements for principals and department chairpersons

• Payroll records from July 1, 2008 - June 30, 2010

• Benefi ts schedule for key personnel.

For the additional comparisons, we obtained the school districts’ administrative information from the 
School Administrator Salary Disclosure, the information about total budgeted expenditures from the 
Property Tax Report Card data on SED’s website, and student enrollment information from the New 
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York State Testing – Accountability Reporting Tool (NYStart).  We provided District offi cials with the 
names of all Long Island school districts with the same NRC index as their district.  District offi cials 
selected three districts (Great Neck UFSD, Port Washington UFSD, and Three Village CSD) for 
comparison because they believed these districts were more comparable to their district than the ones 
we had selected.  We later selected four other school districts (Central Islip UFSD, Commack UFSD, 
Freeport UFSD, and Uniondale UFSD) that had pupil enrollment that was within 500 students of 
Syosset’s enrollment for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 fi scal years. We also selected three school districts 
(Levittown UFSD, Massapequa UFSD, and William Floyd UFSD) whose total budgeted expenditures 
for the 2008-09 and 2009-10 fi scal years were roughly within $10 million of Syosset’s budgeted 
expenditures for those years.

We computed total administrative costs and cost per pupil for each district, calculated the average 
administrative cost and cost per pupil for the three comparable districts, and compared the District’s 
costs to the groups’ averages.  We calculated cost savings based on administrative costs per student 
and student enrollment. 

We computed total fringe benefi t costs (excluding health insurance) for all administrators in each 
district. We calculated the average fringe benefi ts costs for the three comparable districts and compared 
Syosset’s fringe benefi ts costs to the comparable district’s average.  The excess of the District’s benefi t 
costs over the average of the group’s costs was determined to be the cost savings total.

We computed total fringe benefi t costs (excluding health insurance) for the three highest paid offi cials 
in each district. We calculated the average fringe benefi ts costs for the three comparable districts 
and compared Syosset’s fringe benefi ts costs to the comparable district’s average.  The excess of the 
District’s benefi t costs over the average of the group’s costs was determined to be the cost savings total. 
We then did the same comparison to the three districts that District offi cials selected as comparable 
districts.

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 
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our fi ndings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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APPENDIX C

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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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
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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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