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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability
 
June 2015

Dear District Offi cials:

A top priority of the Offi ce of the State Comptroller is to help local government offi cials manage 
government resources effi ciently and effectively and, by so doing, provide accountability for 
tax dollars spent to support government operations. The Comptroller oversees the fi scal affairs of 
local governments statewide, as well as 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 operations and Board of Fire Commissioner governance. Audits also can 
identify strategies to reduce costs and to strengthen controls intended to safeguard local government 
assets.

Following is a report of our audit of the Lake Ronkonkoma Fire District, entitled Bidding and 
Treasurer’s Offi ce. 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 New York State General Municipal 
Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for local government 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

State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
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Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State of New York

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Lake Ronkonkoma Fire District (District) is located in the Town of Brookhaven (Town) in 
Suffolk County. The District is a district corporation of the State, distinct and separate from the Town, 
and is governed by an elected fi ve-member Board of Fire Commissioners (Board). The Treasurer is 
the District’s chief fi scal offi cer whose duties include the receipt, custody, deposit, disbursement, 
reconciliation and investment of District funds. The Treasurer is also responsible for maintaining 
fi nancial records and preparing monthly fi nancial reports. The District Secretary is responsible for 
recording Board meeting proceedings, maintaining custody of all District records and receiving cash 
collected at the District. The District’s operating budget totaled approximately $3.3 million in 2015. 

Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to review internal controls over selected fi nancial operations for the 
period January 1, 2013 through August 31, 2014. Our audit addressed the following related questions:

• Did the Board seek competition for bidding in compliance with New York State General 
Municipal Law (GML)?

• Did the Board ensure that the Treasurer properly accounted for cash receipts and disbursements?

Audit Results

District offi cials made purchases of goods and services totaling more than $1 million from 10 vendors1  
during our audit period that exceeded the statutory bidding threshold. We found that District offi cials 
did not consistently adhere to bidding or competitive offering requirements when procuring goods and 
services that cost more than the statutory bid threshold. As a result, we question whether the best price 
was obtained for more than $450,000 of purchases made. 

Specifi cally, District offi cials used bid specifi cations that may have created ambiguity as to whether 
the District intended to consider products that were reasonably equivalent when purchasing two 
ambulance vehicles for approximately $348,000. 

Further, goods and services totaling approximately $106,225 purchased from four vendors2 were for the 
same or similar commodities or services that, in the aggregate, exceeded the GML bidding thresholds. 

____________________
1  Excluding professional service providers
2  Goods purchased were uniforms and diesel fuel. 
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These items were not competitively bid and did not qualify as an exception to the GML competitive 
procurement requirements. As a result, District offi cials do not have adequate assurance that they 
are procuring goods and services of the desired quality in the most prudent and economical manner, 
and there is an increased risk that District offi cials are not effectively guarding against favoritism, 
extravagance and fraud.

We also found that the Board did not ensure that the Treasurer properly accounted for cash collected 
and needs to improve its internal controls over cash disbursements. The Treasurer’s offi ce did not 
maintain a record of all funds received. Additionally, the Treasurer deposited 44 checks totaling more 
than $72,000 from 12 to 196 days after the dates indicated on the checks. 

Finally, while cash disbursements were properly accounted for, the Board did not ensure that the 
duties within the Treasurer’s offi ce were adequately segregated and did not implement adequate 
compensating controls. As a result of these defi ciencies, there is a risk that money may be lost or 
misused, District offi cials cannot be sure that all cash collected was deposited and accounting records 
could be inaccurate. 

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. District offi cials 
disagreed with certain aspects of the fi ndings and recommendations in our report, but indicated they 
planned to take corrective action. Appendix B includes our comments on the issues raised in the 
District’s response letter. 
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Background

Introduction

Objective

Scope and
Methodology

Comments of
District Offi cials and
Corrective Action

The Lake Ronkonkoma Fire District (District) is located in the Town 
of Brookhaven (Town) in Suffolk County. The District is a district 
corporation of the State, distinct and separate from the Town. The 
District provides fi re protection and other emergency services in the 
community and maintains two buildings. The main building houses 
fi re trucks, ambulance vehicles and equipment and a banquet hall 
that is rented to fi re department members. The second building has a 
banquet hall that is rented to the general public. 

The District is governed by an elected fi ve-member Board of Fire 
Commissioners (Board). The Treasurer is the chief fi scal offi cer, 
whose duties include the receipt, custody, deposit, disbursement, 
reconciliation and investment of District funds. The Treasurer is also 
responsible for maintaining fi nancial records and preparing monthly 
fi nancial reports. The District Secretary is responsible for recording 
Board meeting proceedings, maintaining custody of all District 
records and receiving cash collected at the District. The District’s 
operating budget totaled approximately $3.3 million in 2015. 

The objective of our audit was to review internal controls over 
selected fi nancial operations. Our audit addressed the following 
related questions:

• Did the Board seek competition for bidding in compliance 
with New York State General Municipal Law (GML)?

• Did the Board ensure that the Treasurer properly accounted 
for cash receipts and disbursements?

We examined internal controls over selected District fi nancial 
operations for the period January 1, 2013 through August 31, 2014. 

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. District offi cials 
disagreed with certain aspects of the fi ndings and recommendations 
in our report, but indicated they planned to take corrective action. 
Appendix B includes our comments on the issues raised in the 
District’s response letter. 
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The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. Pursuant 
to Section 181-b of the New York State Town Law, a written corrective 
action plan (CAP) that addresses the fi ndings and recommendations 
in this report must be prepared and forwarded to our offi ce within 90 
days. 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 Secretary’s offi ce.
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Bidding

Unless an exception applies, New York State General Municipal 
Law (GML) requires that purchase contracts in excess of $20,000 
be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder or on the basis of best 
value (e.g., competitive offer),3 and that contracts for public work in 
excess of $35,000 be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder. In 
determining whether the dollar threshold will be exceeded, the District 
must consider the aggregate amount reasonably expected to be spent 
on all purchases of the same4 commodities, services or technology 
to be made within the 12-month period beginning on the date of the 
purchase, whether from a single vendor or multiple vendors. 

When seeking competition by publicly advertising for bids 
from vendors, the District generally has discretion to establish 
reasonable standards and requirements that bidders must observe. 
Bid specifi cations5 must be specifi c enough so that vendors have 
enough information to formulate sound bids, but not so restrictive 
that they stifl e fair and open competition among qualifi ed vendors. 
Similarly, specifi cations may not contain conditions or restrictions 
which arbitrarily tend to limit the list of otherwise qualifi ed bidders 
to achieve objectives not within the intent of GML. District offi cials 
generally must be prepared to justify any specifi cations as being in 
the public interest and consistent with the purposes of the bidding 
statute that tends to favor a particular bidder or otherwise has an 
anticompetitive impact.

When a brand name product represents an industry-wide standard, the 
brand name product may be specifi ed as a standard of supply in lieu 
of drafting specifi cations containing a detailed product description, 
provided a statement is included in the specifi cations indicating that 

____________________
3  A fi re district may elect to award “purchase contracts” which exceed the statutory 

threshold (i.e., $20,000) to a responsive and responsible offeror on the basis 
of “best value” as an alternative to an award to the lowest responsible bidder. 
However, the fi re district must fi rst authorize the use of best value by rule, 
regulation or resolution adopted at a public meeting. In assessing best value, non-
price factors may be considered when awarding the purchase contract. The basis 
for a best value award must refl ect, whenever possible, objective and quantifi able 
analysis.

4  For this purpose, commodities, services or technology that are similar or 
essentially interchangeable should be considered the same.

5  A bid specifi cation is the document which lists the standards and requirements 
and provides bidders with the information necessary to prepare their bids. A 
specifi cation generally may include, among other things, a description of the 
required item, the physical or functional characteristics of the item and the terms 
and conditions under which the procurement will be made. 
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products which are reasonably equivalent to the standard are acceptable. 
When a product is determined to be reasonably equivalent to the brand 
name, the District must accept that product as being in compliance with 
the specifi cations. Alternatively, the Board may adopt a standardization 
resolution that includes a full explanation as to why there is a need 
for standardization; after doing so, the District may provide in its 
specifi cations for a particular make or brand, to the exclusion of other 
competitors.6  District offi cials may reject a low bid if it does not comply 
with the specifi cations or if the bidder is found not to be a responsible 
bidder. In that case, the District should document its reasons for rejecting 
the bid to demonstrate that it acted in the best interest of the taxpayers. 

District offi cials made purchases of goods and services totaling more 
than $1 million from 10 vendors7  during our audit period that exceeded 
the statutory threshold. District offi cials did not consistently adhere to 
bidding or competitive offering requirements when procuring goods 
and services that exceeded the statutory threshold. As a result, we 
question whether the best price was obtained for more than $450,000 of 
purchases the District made. 

Restrictive Specifi cations – We reviewed purchases made from all 
10 vendors that exceeded the statutory bidding threshold during our 
audit period. District offi cials used bid specifi cations for a purchase 
totaling approximately $348,000 that may have created ambiguity as to 
whether the District intended to consider products that were reasonably 
equivalent.

During 2014, District offi cials purchased two ambulance vehicles for 
approximately $348,000. Bids were solicited for this purchase and 
District documentation indicated that the successful bidder prepared 
the bid specifi cations.8 Bid specifi cations included specifi c brand names 
and model numbers for component vehicle parts but allowed bidders 
to take exception to any part of the bid and indicated that alternative 
products would be considered. District offi cials explained that the 
specifi cations were written specifi cally to require the exact placement 
____________________
6  The Board may adopt a resolution to “standardize” and award purchase contracts 

for particular types or kinds of equipment, material, supplies or services. The 
standardization resolution must state that, for reasons of effi ciency or economy, there 
is a need for standardization, and it must include a full explanation of the reasons for 
its adoption. Using a standardization resolution, however, is not an exception to the 
competitive bidding and competitive offering requirements of GML.

7  Excluding professional service providers
8  Courts have held that there is no absolute prohibition against a prospective bidder 

preparing specifi cations for the political subdivision, and the fact that specifi cations 
are prepared by a potential bidder does not necessarily mean the specifi cations have 
been tailored to that bidder to the exclusion of others or that they otherwise impair 
the competitive process.  Such specifi cations, however, may at least be considered 
suspect in this regard and, therefore, warrant careful scrutiny.  In this case, the 
Treasurer told us that the District had a vendor draft the bid specifi cations for the 
ambulances because the District did not have the technical knowledge to do so.
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and size of supply cabinets because it reduced ambulance response 
times. For example, response times could be reduced if District 
personnel could fi nd medical supplies in the same location regardless 
of which ambulance they were in. However, the Board members said 
they did not want or need to adopt standardization resolutions because 
the included specifi cations would allow the District to get the exact 
chassis and design they wanted.

In addition, certain bid specifi cation provisions may have created 
ambiguity for potential bidders. For example, bid specifi cations state 
that the District would consider any valid concern by any bidder and 
consider minor exceptions to the specifi cations or alternates of equal 
or better performance, provided the exception or exceptions were 
steered towards meeting the “core design” intent and the exceptions 
were addressed no less than two days before the bid opening date. 

Further, bid specifi cations included a caution that any bidder who 
submits a bid that takes “total exception” to the specifi cations or “bids 
submitted using standard designs or stock units” would be viewed as a 
bidder who did not make a valid bid and that alternate bids would not 
be considered. By suggesting that the District would consider minor 
exceptions and that “total exceptions” would not be considered, it 
is possible that potential bidders were uncertain whether reasonably 
equivalent products or alternates of equal or better performance would 
be accepted by the District. This could have resulted in vendors not 
submitting bids. 

The District received two bids for this purchase. The unsuccessful 
bidder submitted two letters to District offi cials during the bidding 
process which alleged that the specifi cations were “proprietary” for 
a particular ambulance manufacturer. Additionally, the specifi cations 
stated that, under certain circumstances, the District could debar 
vendors from future contracts for defective work.9  

Aggregate Purchases – Goods and services totaling approximately 
$106,225 purchased from two of 10 vendors appeared to be the 
same or similar commodities or services that, in the aggregate, 
exceeded GML dollar thresholds. However, these purchases were 
not competitively bid and did not qualify as an exception to GML 
competitive procurement requirements. 

____________________
9  Although certain statutory provisions, which are not at issue here, allow for 

debarment, the Courts have generally held that the authority to award contracts to 
the “lowest responsible bidder” does not authorize an awarding body or offi cial 
to debar a vendor, prospectively, from future contracts. Therefore, we question 
whether there was authority to include in the specifi cations a provision to the 
effect that the District could, under certain circumstances, debar vendors from 
future contracts. 
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Recommendations

• District offi cials purchased uniforms from one vendor, 
spending $25,584 in 2013 and $25,896 from January 1 through 
August 31, 2014. Therefore, uniform purchases in both years 
exceeded the $20,000 bid threshold. Offi cials did not seek 
competition for these purchases because they considered these 
purchases to be from a preferred vendor. However, GML does 
not provide a competitive bid exception for using a preferred 
vendor.10 Moreover, even if the purchase of uniforms was 
not the “same,” and therefore did not require the District to 
aggregate the purchases for purposes of determining whether 
the dollar threshold would be exceeded, the District would still 
be required to follow its procurement policies and procedures, 
which it did not.

• District offi cials purchased diesel fuel from a vendor for a total 
cost of $23,559 in 2013 and $31,186 from January 1 through 
August 31, 2014 without seeking competition. The District 
offi cials told us they believed diesel fuel was purchased using 
a vendor with a New York State (State) contract for diesel 
fuel. In that case, the purchase would be an exception to the 
competitive procurement requirements of GML. There is no 
evidence that this vendor was awarded a State contract for 
diesel fuel during the audit period. There is also no evidence 
that District offi cials determined which vendors held the State 
contract before making these purchases. 

As a result of District offi cials not adhering to the aggregation 
requirements of GML, District offi cials do not have adequate 
assurance that they are procuring goods and services of the desired 
quality in the most prudent and economical manner. Furthermore, 
by inappropriately designating preferred vendors and allowing 
prospective bidders to prepare bid specifi cations, there is an increased 
risk that District offi cials are not effectively guarding against 
favoritism, extravagance and fraud.

The Board should:

1. Ensure that bid specifi cations are written to encourage 
competition from multiple vendors, while ensuring that the 
District acquires goods and service of appropriate quality.

2. Closely monitor the purchasing process to help ensure that 
purchases are made in accordance with GML and the District’s 
procurement policy.

____________________
10  New York State Finance Law Section 162 does provide an exception for 

purchasing commodities from a vendor that has a “preferred source status.” 
There is no indication, however, that this exception applies here. 



10                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER10

3. Establish a process to determine whether reasonably expected 
aggregate purchases of the same or similar commodities, 
services or technology to be made within a 12-month period 
will exceed the statutory bidding requirements. 
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Treasurer’s Offi ce

The Treasurer, as chief fi scal offi cer, is responsible for keeping an 
appropriate, complete set of accounting records, including cash 
receipts and disbursements records with general ledger accounts 
that identify the cash balances of all District funds. Reconciling 
book balances to bank balances is an important step in maintaining 
control over cash. In addition, depositing money in a timely manner 
and recording the deposits helps to properly safeguard District assets. 
The Board is responsible for establishing policies and procedures to 
provide reasonable assurance that the Treasurer properly records and 
reports all District fi nancial transactions. This responsibility includes 
monitoring the Treasurer’s work and segregating the Treasurer’s 
duties or instituting compensating controls when segregating duties 
is not practical.

The Board did not ensure that the Treasurer properly accounted for 
cash collected and needs to improve its internal controls over cash 
disbursements. The Treasurer’s offi ce did not maintain a record of all 
money received, and it deposited 44 checks totaling more than $72,000 
from 12 to 196 days after the dates indicated on the checks.11 As a 
result, there is an increased risk that money may be lost or misused. 
In addition, while cash disbursements were properly accounted for, 
the Board did not ensure that the Treasurer’s duties were adequately 
segregated and did not implement adequate compensating controls.

The Board is responsible for establishing effective policies and 
procedures to ensure that all money is properly collected, accounted 
for and safeguarded. Cash records should provide suffi cient detail to 
identify each transaction. In addition, it is essential for the Treasurer 
to deposit all money received as soon as possible, but within 10 days, 
to help prevent its loss or misuse.

The Board did not establish formal policies and procedures for 
handling cash collections. Consequently, no receipts were given for 
money received, and no log was maintained showing the amount 
collected, the date when it was received or from whom it was 
received. As a result, the Board does not have adequate assurance 
that all money received is deposited in the District’s accounts.

During our audit period, District offi cials collected and deposited 
cash totaling $365,208 comprising mainly cell tower rental fees, hall 
____________________
11  Because the Secretary did not maintain any records documenting when money 

was actually received, we used the check date to determine whether deposits 
were made in a timely manner.

Cash Collections
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Segregating Duties

rental fees and payments in lieu of taxes. Although the District has no 
formal written policies or procedures for handling cash collections, 
District offi cials indicated that the Secretary collects the cash. The 
Secretary did not issue receipts or record the amounts, dates or from 
whom cash was received. The Secretary places the cash in a locked 
fi le room, where it remains until he gives the cash to the Treasurer. 
The Treasurer prepares the deposit tickets, makes copies of any 
checks received and makes and records the deposits.

We reviewed 12 deposits12 made between January 1, 2014 and June 
30, 2014 that totaled $106,018 (29 percent of all deposits made 
during the audit period). We examined deposit slips with attached 
copies of checks received and traced them to the bank statements 
and general ledger. All 12 deposits, comprising 62 checks, were 
accurately recorded. However, 44 of the 62 checks totaling $72,338 
were deposited from 12 to 196 days after the dates indicated on the 
checks.13   

By not depositing money in a timely manner, cash collected remains 
unavailable to fund District operations and there is an increased risk 
that loss or theft could occur. Furthermore, because no record was 
maintained of cash collected, District offi cials cannot be certain that 
all cash collected was deposited.

It is important for the Board to establish policies and procedures 
and provide suffi cient oversight of those offi cers and employees 
who receive or disburse cash. For example, one person should not 
control all phases of a transaction (cash custody, recordkeeping and 
reconciliation). The primary purpose for segregating cash custody, 
recordkeeping and reconciling duties is to prevent any one person 
from controlling all phases of a transaction and to prevent or detect 
errors, irregularities and fraudulent activity. 

 The Board is responsible for ensuring that duties are segregated and 
controls are in place to ensure that cash disbursements are properly 
documented and authorized. Where it is not practical to segregate 
duties, compensating controls should be established to prevent or 
detect errors and irregularities. Compensating controls can include 
such things as one person reviewing another’s work or additional 
management reviews. 

The Board did not ensure that the Treasurer’s duties were adequately 
segregated. The Treasurer’s offi ce is operated by the Treasurer, with 

____________________
12  See Appendix B for information on our sample selection
13  Because the Secretary did not maintain any records documenting when money 

was actually received, we used the check dates to determine whether deposits 
were made in a timely manner.
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Recommendations

the District Secretary assisting with cash collections. The Treasurer 
makes bank deposits and records cash receipts in the accounting 
records. In addition, the Treasurer prepares the cash disbursement 
abstracts, records disbursements in the accounting records, prints and 
signs all District checks and performs the bank reconciliations. The 
Treasurer performs all of these duties at his CPA fi rm’s offi ce. Even 
though the Deputy Treasurer performs at least one bank reconciliation 
each year and the Board reviews the bank reconciliations, because 
the Treasurer performs all these duties at an offsite location with no 
oversight, this review may not detect irregularities as effectively as 
someone independent performing the actual bank reconciliations. 

To address this risk, we traced 12 previously selected deposits 
(see Cash Collections) from the bank statements to the accounting 
records and determined that all these deposits were recorded in the 
accounting records. We also reviewed 25 disbursements14 totaling 
about $74,200 to determine if they were adequately supported and 
properly authorized. 

While our review did not identify any errors or irregularities, the 
Board’s failure to segregate duties and the lack of independent 
bank reconciliations could result in inaccurate accounting records. 
Even though the Board reviews the bank reconciliations, because 
the Treasurer is allowed to perform his duties without oversight at a 
location other than the District, there is an increased risk that errors 
and irregularities could occur and not be detected.

The Board should:

4. Establish and enforce formal policies and procedures to 
ensure that a record is maintained for all cash received, that 
receipts are issued to document the amount of cash collected 
and that all money collected is deposited within 10 days of 
being received. 

5. Segregate the Treasurer’s duties or, when this is not feasible, 
implement effective oversight procedures.

6. Ensure that someone who is not involved with depositing or 
disbursing cash or recording cash receipt and disbursement 
transactions performs bank reconciliations.

____________________
14  During our audit period, cash disbursements totaled $5.68 million.
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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.  

Please note that the District offi cials’ response letter refers to page numbers that appeared in the draft 
report.  The page numbers have been changed during the formatting of this fi nal report.
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 See
 Note 1
 Page 21
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 Note 13
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APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S RESPONSE

Note 1

The other example in our report is for uniforms purchased. As stated in the report, even if the uniforms 
purchased were not the “same,” and, therefore, did not require District offi cials to aggregate the 
purchases for purposes of determining whether the dollar threshold would be exceeded, District 
offi cials would still be required to follow the District’s adopted procurement policies and procedures.

Note 2

The District’s procurement policy does not contain the phrase “preferred vendor.” It does, however, 
state that all goods and services will be secured using a method that ensures the items are purchased at 
the lowest price and that favoritism will be avoided.

Note 3

In this case, the Board may adopt a standardization resolution to award purchase contracts for particular 
types or kinds of equipment, materials, supplies or services. The resolution must include a full 
explanation as to why there is a need for standardization. Upon adoption of a proper standardization 
resolution, District offi cials may provide for a particular make or brand in the specifi cations to the 
exclusion of other competitors. The use of a standardization resolution, however, is not an exception 
to the competitive bidding and competitive offering requirements of GML.

Note 4

This fi nding has been deleted from the report. However, in the future, District offi cials should consider 
that even experienced and qualifi ed bidders may not think to contact the District on matters of 
equivalency, if not expressly instructed to do so in the specifi cations.

Note 5

This statement is made in footnote 8 of our report.

Note 6

During our audit fi eld work, the Treasurer told us that District offi cials allowed the vendor to prepare 
the specifi cations, at no cost to the District, because offi cials did not have the skills necessary to write 
the specifi cations.

Note 7

There is no absolute prohibition against a prospective bidder preparing specifi cations for the District. 
However, these specifi cations warrant careful scrutiny as some may consider these specifi cations 
suspect in this regard, particularly when the bidder who prepared the specifi cations is awarded the 
contract.
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Note 8

Our report states that certain bid specifi cation provisions may have created ambiguity for potential 
bidders. While the specifi cations did provide procedures to obtain clarifi cation, the need to do so may 
have been enough to discourage some vendors from submitting a bid.

Note 9

The Treasurer is required by New York State Town Law15  to deposit all money received within 10 
days.

Note 10

We used the check date as “date of receipt” because the District had no records of when money was 
received. Therefore, we were unable to otherwise determine this date.

Note 11

It is not a good accounting procedure to hold rental checks received until the fi rst week of the month 
in which the rent is due. Fire districts with revenues of $500,000 or more are required to use the 
modifi ed accrual basis of accounting, rather than the single-entry cash basis of accounting. Under the 
modifi ed accrual basis, any tower rental fees received in the month before they are due are recorded 
as a deferred revenue. The revenue from the tower rental fees should be recorded once the amounts 
are due and have been received. For further guidance on accounting using the modifi ed accrual basis, 
please see our Fire District Accounting and Reporting manual available at http://www.osc.state.ny.us/
localgov/pubs/arm_fds.pdf.

Note 12

Town Law requires the Treasurer to deposit all money received within 10 days. Furthermore, banks are 
not required to honor checks that are more than six months (180 days) old.

Note 13

We tested a sample of receipts and disbursements. Therefore, while we identifi ed no errors or 
irregularities, this is not a guarantee that none occurred. In addition, no errors or irregularities occurring 
in the past does not preclude them from occurring in the future. The District’s susceptibility to this 
is increased by allowing the Treasurer to perform his duties without oversight. For this reason, it is 
important for someone other than the person depositing, recording and disbursing District funds to 
perform the bank reconciliations.

Note 14

We noted in our report that the Deputy Treasurer performs at least one bank reconciliation each year 
and that the Board reviews the bank reconciliations. However, because the Treasurer performs all these 
duties at an offsite location with no oversight, this review may not detect irregularities as effectively as 
if someone independent performed the bank reconciliations.

____________________
15 See Town Law Section177
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

The objective of this audit was to review competitive bidding and the processes and procedures of 
the Treasurer’s offi ce for the period January 1, 2013 through August 31, 2014. To accomplish the 
objective of this audit and obtain valid audit evidence, our procedures included the following:

• We reviewed District policies regarding procurement, cash receipts and cash disbursements.

• We interviewed District offi cials and employees to obtain an understanding of the District’s 
control environment and specifi c controls that were relevant to using competitive bidding when 
procuring goods and services and the Treasurer’s offi ce operations.

• From a list of all claims paid during 2013 and 2014, we identifi ed all vendors paid $20,000 or 
more for purchases or $35,000 or more for public works, including loan principal payments 
related to the purchase of two fi re pumper trucks but excluding insurance companies and 
professional service providers. We then selected the largest claims paid to each vendor, which 
resulted in 10 claims for our review. Part of our review included identifying aggregate purchases 
of similar goods or services.

• We reviewed bid specifi cations, State contracts and Suffolk County contracts pertaining to the 
previously selected claims.

• We reviewed the deposits made during the fi rst six months of 2014. We examined the deposit 
packets, including copies of checks, and traced them to the bank statements to verify District 
procedures and determine whether deposits were made intact and deposited within 10 days. 
We also traced the deposits to the general ledger to determine whether the cash receipts were 
accurately recorded in the accounting records.

• We reviewed 25 high-risk, non-payroll disbursements. We selected our sample to include 
payments made to utilities and those vendors with unusual names. We examined vouchers, 
invoices, canceled checks, disbursement records and Board minutes to determine if these 
disbursements were authorized, adequately supported and made for legitimate business 
purposes.

 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with 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 D

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

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/

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