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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability
 
March 2017

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 Island Park Union Free School District, entitled Information 
Technology Asset Management. 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 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

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 Island Park Union Free School District (District) is governed by the Board of Education (Board), 
which is composed of 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 is the 
District’s chief executive offi cer and is responsible, along with other administrative staff, for the day-
to-day management of the District under the Board’s direction. The District’s budgeted appropriations 
for the 2014-15 fi scal year were approximately $37 million.

Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to determine if the District established adequate controls over its 
information technology (IT) assets for the period July 1, 2014 through December 31, 2015. Our audit 
addressed the following related questions:

• Is the District’s inventory system designed to safeguard IT assets from loss, theft or misuse?

• Is the District’s IT inventory record complete, accurate and reliable?

Audit Results

District offi cials can do more to ensure IT assets are safeguarded against loss, theft or misuse.  District 
offi cials have not suffi ciently segregated inventory control responsibilities and do not conduct an 
annual physical inventory count. In addition, District offi cials do not immediately identify or tag IT 
assets as District property upon receipt or immediately enter them into the inventory records. 

They also did not have suffi cient records to account for IT assets the District purchased from Nassau 
BOCES. Consequently, the District paid a vendor $561,226 for 223 desktop computers, 165 iPads, 
28 iMacs and one Mac Pro purchased during 2013-14; however, the District did not have any records 
to indicate it received all of the assets. After obtaining the vendors’ shipment records, we found that 
three desktop computers, two iPads, one iMac and one Mac Pro totaling $8,980 that were purportedly 
delivered to the District were not refl ected in the District’s inventory records and there was no record 
that one desktop, one iPad and one iMac totaling $3,470 that were paid for were delivered. The records 
also indicate the vendor shipped two desktops totaling $1,538 that had the same serial number. 

Further, we tried to locate 199 IT assets totaling $105,110 that should have been in nine rooms 
according to the inventory records. However, 117 of those assets — totaling $59,620 — including 60 
iPads that, although assigned to specifi c rooms, are mobile devices that move from room to room —
were not located in those rooms. Also, 41 assets totaling $18,080 were located in the rooms tested but 
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the inventory records indicated they were in other rooms. Finally, 159 assets in the rooms tested were 
not refl ected in the vendor’s inventory records, but they were recorded in the IT specialist’s electronic 
spreadsheet. As a result, there is a risk that District assets may be lost, stolen or misused without being 
noticed.

Comments of District Offi cials

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed with District offi cials, and their 
comments, which appear in Appendix A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as 
specifi ed in Appendix A, District offi cials said they will use our suggested improvement feedback. 
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

The Island Park Union Free School District (District) is located in the 
Village of Island Park in Nassau County. The District is governed by 
the Board of Education (Board), which is composed of 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 is the District’s chief executive offi cer and 
is responsible, along with other administrative staff, for the day-to-
day management of the District under the Board’s direction.

The School Business Offi cial (SBO) is responsible for the District’s 
asset management and maintaining an accurate inventory list. An 
Information Technology (IT) Specialist is also involved with the 
inventory and management of IT equipment. 

The District operates two schools with approximately 700 students 
and 190 full-time employees. The District’s budgeted appropriations 
for the 2014-15 fi scal year were $37 million, which were funded 
primarily with real property taxes, State aid, appropriated fund 
balance and reserves.

The objective of our audit was to determine if the District established 
adequate controls over its IT assets. Our audit addressed the following 
related questions:

• Is the District’s inventory system designed to safeguard IT 
assets from loss, theft or misuse?

• Is the District’s IT inventory record complete, accurate and 
reliable?

We examined the District’s IT asset management for the period July 
1, 2014 through December 31, 2015. 

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. Unless otherwise indicated in 
this report, samples for testing were selected based on professional 
judgment, as it was not the intent to project the results onto the entire 
population. Where applicable, information is presented concerning 
the value and/or size of the relevant population and the sample 
selected for examination.
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Comments of
District Offi cials and
Corrective Action

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed 
with District offi cials, and their comments, which appear in Appendix 
A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as specifi ed 
in Appendix A, District offi cials said they will use our suggested 
improvement feedback. Appendix B 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 General Municipal Law, Section 2116-a 
(3)(c) of New York State 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.
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Information Technology Asset Management

Asset Management

The evolution of technology in the classroom has prompted large 
increases in school districts’ IT hardware investments.  Maintaining 
accurate records of IT assets allows school district offi cials to know 
what equipment a district has, where the equipment is located and 
how much the equipment cost. The accuracy of this information, 
or lack thereof, affects the quality of decisions made by boards and 
superintendents. An IT management system should identify and track 
an IT asset through its life cycle, including acquisition, identifi cation, 
use and disposal. In addition, the system should be designed so that 
one person does not have too much control over an IT asset’s life 
cycle.

District asset management records are maintained by an IT Specialist 
in an electronic spreadsheet. He regularly updates the fi le by recording 
new IT assets, IT asset location changes and when an IT asset is 
disposed of. He forwards the electronic spreadsheet to the SBO once 
a year. She is responsible for asset management and maintaining the 
inventory record. She uses the electronic spreadsheet to update the 
District’s inventory record. The inventory record is provided by an 
independent contractor who provides an inventory report. The report 
identifi es, among other things, each asset that is inventoried; the 
acquisition date, purchase price and replacement cost; and its physical 
location. The report also is used for insurance purposes.

District offi cials have established an inventory policy that requires 
all equipment with a cost of $500 or more to be accounted for and 
entered into the District’s inventory system. However, the asset policy 
does not ensure that inventory records are managed by someone 
independent from purchasing assets, maintaining their custody or 
disposing of them. While the Superintendent approves all purchases 
and she or the SBO approves disposals, the IT Specialist can request a 
purchase and the disposal of an asset. As a result, District procedures 
do not adequately protect the assets from the risk of being lost, stolen 
or misused without being detected.

District offi cials should adequately segregate inventory control 
responsibilities so that the inventory records are managed by someone 
independent from the functions of authorizing purchases, initiating 
purchasing and initiating disposals of assets or maintaining custody. 
Annual inventory counts should be conducted to alert District 
offi cials when items are missing so that records may be updated and 
adjusted. Also, IT assets should be immediately tagged upon receipt 
and entered into the District’s inventory control system. 
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The District’s inventory control responsibilities are not adequately 
segregated because the IT Specialist has signifi cant control over 
IT assets for their life cycle. The IT Specialist maintains inventory 
records and has the following responsibilities:

• Acquisition — Generally, a teacher or other District 
personnel will ask for items to be purchased; however, the 
IT Specialist can also ask for IT assets to be purchased. In 
all instances, a purchase request must be approved by the 
school Superintendent or other designated offi cial before 
a clerk typist orders the equipment. The IT Specialist takes 
possession of equipment when it arrives. 

• Identifi cation — Activities that uniquely identify and validate 
the physical presence of assets.

• Utilization — Tracking day-to-day activities to answer 
questions, such as: What is it? Where is it? And, who has it? 
Also, securing assets that have been received but not deployed.

• Disposal — Recommending removal and coordinating the 
removal of IT assets from the District and District records.

As a result, the IT Specialist could remove IT assets from the District 
without detection. 

Annual Inventory Counts — To prevent loss or theft, policies should 
be established that address how computers and tablets are to be 
accounted for and when and how annual inventory counts should be 
conducted. These counts should be documented. Physical inventory 
counts are important because they alert District offi cials when items 
are missing, so that records can be updated and adjusted and follow-
up actions taken. 

The SBO updates the District’s inventory record once a year, after 
obtaining an IT asset report from the IT Specialist. This report details 
the assets acquired, disposed of, deployed or moved during the year. 
It also details the inventory tag number and to whom the equipment 
was assigned or its location. Although the practice is to update the 
records annually, the records were not updated for purchases in 
2013-14. District offi cials said the prior SBO failed to update the 
inventory report prior to leaving District employment. During this 
year, the District made at least three purchases from the Nassau 
Board of Cooperative Educational Services (BOCES) for various IT 
equipment totaling $561,226. In addition, District offi cials stated they 
do not conduct physical inventory counts; instead, the IT Specialist 
periodically performs spot checks but he does not document them. 
However, the District employs a vendor to perform a physical inventory 
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count about every fi ve years. The most recent physical inventory count 
was conducted in June 2014.  However, the vendor’s 2014 and 2015 
inventory reports did not refl ect the 2013-14 IT assets obtained from 
BOCES even though the District received the IT assets before the June 
2014 physical inventory count. As a result, the District has no assurance 
that the computers and tablets it has purchased over the years can be 
accounted for and have not been stolen, lost or improperly disposed of. 

Asset Tagging and Data Entry — District offi cials are responsible for 
establishing an inventory policy to ensure  IT equipment is immediately 
tagged and entered into one consolidated inventory list or report upon 
receipt and that records are maintained to demonstrate all assets paid for 
have been accounted for.

District offi cials have established an inventory policy that requires all 
equipment costing $500 or more to be accounted for and entered in 
the inventory system. While the policy requires assets to be tagged, it 
does not state when they should be tagged and entered in the District’s 
records. Although offi cials said IT assets are immediately tagged as 
District property and entered in the IT Specialist’s IT asset report, we 
found the District does not immediately identify or tag IT equipment 
as District property or immediately enter the assets in the inventory 
records. The IT Specialist secures the equipment in a locked closet until 
it is deployed. At that time, he will tag the equipment and record the 
asset in his IT asset record. For example, in November 2015, the District 
purchased and received ten desktop computers. However, as of March 
2016, eight desktops that cost $5,728 had not been recorded because 
they were still secured in a locked closet and not yet deployed. Also, 
according to the inventory record, 40 desktop computers were acquired 
on January 1, 2013. However, we used the computer serial numbers 
to determine when the computer warranties were activated, meaning 
when the computers were likely sold. We found the computer warranties 
were activated in 2010. We clarifi ed with the SBO what the acquisition 
date actually meant and why the District disposed of 40 computers that 
according to District records were only 1.5 years old. She contacted the 
vendor who produced the inventory report and learned that when vendor 
personnel conducted a 2014 physical inventory count for the District, 
they found District inventory records did not contain the 40 computers. 
The vendor tagged the computers and arbitrarily assigned the January 1, 
2013 acquisition date. Therefore, while the 40 computers were received 
and deployed, none of them were tagged as District property or entered 
into the inventory records when they were received.

In addition, the District does not maintain suffi cient records to account 
for all IT assets paid for as received. For example, the District paid 
BOCES $561,226 for 223 desktops, 165 iPads, 28 iMacs and one Mac 
Pro. However the District did not have any records to indicate it received 
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Asset Inventory Records

the assets. We asked District offi cials to work with BOCES to obtain a 
detailed shipment list (BOCES deployment worksheet) that identifi ed 
the IT assets and their corresponding serial numbers for each item. We 
compared the BOCES shipment records to the District’s IT asset record 
and found:

• Three desktops, two iPads, one iMac and one Mac Pro totaling 
$8,980 that were purportedly delivered are not refl ected in the 
records. Therefore, we cannot determine if the items are in the 
District’s possession.  Offi cials believe they have these assets and 
that the inventory record contains data entry errors. However, 
we cannot confi rm this. 

• One desktop, one iPad and one iMac totaling $3,470 were not 
included on the deployment worksheet to indicate they were 
delivered. District offi cials said BOCES retained the items to 
install software and the items were delivered at a later date. 
However, no records existed to support a separate shipment of 
these three assets. As a result, the District offi cials may have 
paid BOCES $3,470 for assets they did not receive.   

• Two desktops totaling $1,538 were included on the deployment 
work sheet that had the same serial number. Because District 
offi cials did not document what was actually received, we do not 
know if two desktop computers were shipped or if the deployment 
record has a duplicate entry. District offi cials said when they 
receive IT equipment from BOCES, it does not provide them 
with equipment serial numbers. As a result, the school cannot 
compare serial numbers to confi rm items that should have been 
shipped and received. 

District offi cials do not immediately tag and enter assets into an inventory 
system or maintain suffi cient records. As a result, they do not know if all 
assets paid for have been received or if those assets received have been 
lost, stolen or misused without being noticed.

An effective asset management system will ensure all items are present 
and in the locations designated on the inventory report.  While District 
practice requires asset transfers to be documented in the transfer log and 
the inventory system, the District’s Inventory Policy does not require the 
use of the transfer log. We identifi ed 199 IT assets with a replacement 
value1 of $105,110 that should have been located in nine rooms. We 
visited the nine rooms and found: 

____________________
1  A District vendor assigns a replacement cost to each inventoried asset. The cost 

represents what the District would likely pay to replace the item due to loss. The 
replacement costs are used to determine insurance coverage.
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• One hundred and seventeen assets with a replacement value 
totaling $59,620 were not located in the rooms tested. District 
offi cials found 742 of these items totaling $31,420 in other 
locations. Offi cials said the items were transferred but there 
was no documentation of the transfers in the transfer log 
or the inventory system. District offi cials did not locate the 
remaining 43 items with a replacement value of $28,200 
consisting of 40 desktops and three laser printers. Offi cials 
said these items were disposed of and provided the IT 
Specialist’s spreadsheet that documented equipment he said 
was transferred to BOCES for disposal. However, the District 
could not provide documentation to support BOCES took 
possession of the items and disposed of the property. The 
disposal documentation BOCES provides to the district does 
not detail what equipment is removed from District property. 

• Forty-one assets with a replacement value totaling $18,080 
were located in rooms we tested but should have been in 
other rooms according to the inventory record.  Offi cials said, 
based on instructional need, items are often moved during 
the summer months, but there was no documentation in the 
transfer log or the inventory system. 

• One hundred and fi fty-nine assets were located in the rooms 
tested but were not included in the inventory record. However, 
the items were correctly reported in the IT Specialist’s IT asset 
report.

District offi cials said that because the District is a small school district, 
equipment is ordered on an as needed basis and that they should 
notice if items were purchased but not received or present within the 
District.  The SBO said that she will review the inventory list from 
the IT Specialist in conjunction with purchase orders to ensure his 
inventory list includes all items the District has ordered. She also 
explained that the IT Specialist rarely requests items for purchase. 
However, without additional controls, the District may not be certain 
all items are accounted for, and IT assets that have been lost, stolen or 
inaccurately accounted for may not be identifi ed. 

District offi cials have not segregated inventory control responsibilities. 
While the District employs a vendor to perform a physical inventory 
count about every fi ve years, District employees do not conduct annual 
physical counts of computers and tablets and do not immediately 
identify or tag IT assets and enter them into the inventory records upon 

____________________
2  Includes 60 iPads that are stored on mobile carts. Although they are assigned to a 

specifi c room in the District inventory records, the iPads are mobile devices that 
are regularly moved from room to room.
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Recommendations

receipt. As a result, the District has no assurance that the computers 
and tablets it has purchased over the years have not been lost, stolen 
or misused without being detected.

The Board should:

1. Adequately segregate IT asset control functions so that no one 
person has control over assets for their life cycle.  

2. Implement a policy that requires District offi cials to:

• Conduct annual physical inventory counts, update inventory 
records and take appropriate action for missing equipment;

• Immediately tag IT assets and record them in the inventory 
system;

• Maintain suffi cient records to account for all IT assets; 

• Confi rm that IT assets purchased are received before paying 
for the IT assets; and

• Document asset transfers in the transfer log and inventory 
system. 

3. Require the District’s inventory record to include assets 
identifi ed during the audit that were not detailed in the 
District’s records and require appropriate actions to be taken 
on assets that could not located. 
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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

OSC COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S RESPONSE

Note 1  

We believe the audit report accurately refl ects the District’s inventory control practices. We worked 
with the employees that school offi cials told us were responsible for maintaining the IT asset inventory 
control system. During the audit exit conference, our auditors also met with the Superintendent 
and SBO. Many of the comments the Superintendent included in her response were discussed. Our 
auditors explained that the employees’ actual practices differed signifi cantly from the Superintendent’s 
expectations. She acknowledged that she did not know the employees were departing from her 
expectations. The start date for the audit period was July 1, 2014, well after the work cited by the 
Superintendent managing assets during Superstorm Sandy. 

Note 2  

The SBO told audit staff that the vendor’s report is the offi cial inventory report because it is the 
most comprehensive and accurate report. Therefore, we primarily used that report. When we had 
exceptions, we considered the IT Specialist’s records, and when they contained updated information, 
we included it in our audit report. Contrary to the Superintendent’s understanding, as noted in the 
response, the three distinct inventory records are not maintained independently of each other. The IT 
Specialist maintains an electronic spreadsheet. Once a year, he provides an update report to the SBO, 
who uses the information to update her electronic record. She then transfers her fi le to the vendor who 
provides the comprehensive inventory report. Therefore, all records are driven by the IT Specialist’s 
electronic spreadsheet. 

Note 3  

During the exit conference, the Superintendent told our auditors that the District conducts annual 
physical inventory counts supported by the IT Specialist’s electronic spreadsheet. However, this is 
contrary to what other District offi cials told us. The IT Specialist told our auditors that he does not 
conduct annual physical inventory counts and was not aware of any physical inventory counts that 
have been conducted. Although he may spot check some items, these spot checks are not documented. 
In addition, the SBO told our auditors that the District does not conduct physical inventory counts 
but that it is was something she hoped to complete in the future. Our auditors also explained why 
maintaining an electronic spreadsheet is not a physical inventory count because it does not verify that 
IT assets are still in the District’s possession.  

Note 4  

As noted, the Business Offi ce clerk updates the inventory record for nontechnology related equipment. 
The audit focus was inventory controls over IT assets. 
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Note 5  

As discussed previously, adding and deleting items from an electronic fi le is not a physical inventory 
count because there is no verifi cation that IT assets are still in the District’s possession.  Periodic 
physical inventory counts should be reconciled to IT assets records. If assets are found that are not in 
the asset records, they should be tagged and added. If assets cannot be found, follow-up action should 
be taken.

Note 6  

Although two forms are now used (the IT Specialist’s electronic spreadsheet and the asset transfer 
form), the asset transfer form is completed by the IT Specialist, who also receives and disposes of IT 
assets, tags them and records them in the electronic spreadsheet. Because this fi le is used to update 
the SBO’s inventory fi le that is used to update the comprehensive inventory record, the IT Specialist 
essentially controls all inventory records.    

Note 7  

The report does not say the District does not have an inventory process. We believe, as supported by 
and stated in the audit report, the District can do more to ensure IT assets are safeguarded against loss, 
theft or misuse.  

Note 8  

Although the Superintendent contends it is standard practice for assets to be immediately tagged upon 
receipt, these computers were received several months prior to our audit, were not tagged and where 
not refl ected in any inventory record. This supports the IT Specialist’s process as explained to our 
auditors, that assets are tagged when they are deployed. In addition, this was not the only instance were 
equipment was not immediately tagged or entered into the inventory records. We added a clarifi cation 
to our audit report to indicate that 40 computers were received and deployed but not tagged as District 
property or entered into the inventory records when they were received.

Note 9  

As noted in the audit report, the District paid BOCES for the items detailed in the Letter of Intent 
(LOI), however, at our request and 23 months after the equipment was delivered, the District obtained 
the BOCES record of items shipped and received. The BOCES record indicated one less desktop, 
iPad and iMac were delivered to the District than ordered and paid for. Therefore, the District’s 
review process did not always work. Although two desktop computers on the deployment worksheet 
had the same serial number, District offi cials do not know if two desktops were shipped. Although 
District offi cials provided written statements indicating the missing items were retained by BOCES for 
imaging purposes and were delivered to the school at a later date, they did not provide documentation 
to support their assertion that the missing desktop, iPad and iMac were delivered at a later date.  

Note 10  

Although the items were not refl ected in the inventory records provided by the vendor, they were 
correctly recorded in the IT Specialist’s IT asset report. We have made changes to clarify the audit 
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report. We disagree with the Superintendent’s statement that every single item was accounted for and 
located on the District's premises. District offi cials could not locate a total of 46 assets: 40 desktops 
and three laser printers, and the missing desktop computer, iPad and iMac not included in the BOCES 
shipping record but purportedly shipped at a later date.  

Note 11  

Our report acknowledges that District offi cials located some assets, including 60 iPads that were 
stored on mobile carts and regularly moved from room to room to meet curriculum needs. Our auditors 
verbally told District offi cials they could identify IT assets as mobile or fi xed in their inventory 
records. This distinction could benefi t District offi cials if they begin to perform annual physical 
inventory counts or if they need to locate a mobile IT asset. Again, we disagree that every single item 
was accounted for and located; as discussed in Note 10, District offi cials could not locate 46 assets. 
Although offi cials said they disposed of some of these items, they did not provide suffi cient evidence 
to support this assertion. 

Also, District offi cials have not adequately segregated inventory control responsibilities. While a 
vendor performs a physical inventory count about every fi ve years, District employees do not conduct 
physical counts of assets or immediately tag assets and enter them into the inventory records upon 
receipt. While security cameras are installed, they are of limited value because the footage will not 
display serial numbers or differentiate between equipment such as an individual’s personal iPad or 
an iPad owned by the District. As a result, IT assets are at greater risk of being lost or stolen without 
detection. 
 
Note 12 

The documentation supports the number of pallets collected but does not detail the items that were 
collected for disposal. As a result, the District does not have assurance that BOCES collected all 43 
assets, or that District employees did not dispose of or remove the equipment by other means. For 
several reasons, including that personal, private and sensitive information may remain on IT equipment, 
the District should ensure that all IT equipment approved for disposal is properly accounted for and 
disposed of. 

Note 13 

According to the IT Specialist and SBO, the IT Specialist, on rare occasions, requests the District to 
purchase IT assets. Once approved, a District clerk would make the purchase(s). We added language 
to clarify the audit report.

Note 14 

The District’s response indicates the IT Specialist maintains the list of items disposed of and collected 
by BOCES, and the SBO and Superintendent approve a list of IT assets the IT Specialist determines 
should be disposed of. However, the asset reports the IT Specialist maintained and shared with our 
auditors were not approved and included the items District offi cials could not locate. Because the IT 
Specialist receives and tags assets, can arrange the disposal of assets and maintains the inventory record 
used to update the other inventory reports, the inventory control responsibilities are not adequately 
segregated. The IT Specialist has too much control over the life cycle of the assets.
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Note 15 

The District’s statement that the last physical inventory count conducted was in in January 2014 is 
incorrect. The report in question is dated November 11, 2014 and entitled, “Island Park UFSD, A 
Property Record Report on Certain Property as of June 30, 2014”. 

Note 16 

Although the record is referred to as an inventory record, adding and deleting items from the record 
is not the same as a physical inventory count because there is no verifi cation that IT assets are still in 
the District’s possession.  

Note 17 

After our exit conference with District offi cials (including the Superintendent), we changed our report 
to indicate that the District employs a vendor to perform a physical inventory count about every fi ve 
years and that District employees do not conduct physical inventory counts. We then provided the 
modifi ed draft to the District so the Superintendent could prepare her response. 

Note 18   

In addition to the discussions of interviews in Note 1 and Note 3, the SBO was interviewed on February 
24, 2016 and the IT Specialist was interviewed on March 15, 2016. Both parties stated that physical 
inventory counts are not performed. Although the Superintendent continues to contend they were 
conducted, she has not produced any evidence to support her position. 

As explained to the Superintendent during the exit conference, the meeting she refers to was an 
informal meeting the audit team held with personnel who played a signifi cant role in the audit. The 
audit team coordinated the meeting with the SBO, who was informed she could invite the IT Specialist 
and Superintendent. Although the Superintendent did not participate in the meeting, she participated 
in the formal close out meeting. The audit report details the actual inventory control practices, which 
differ signifi cantly from the Superintendent’s expectations. 

The equipment totaling $561,226 was delivered prior to June 30, 2014 and, as stated in Note 15, the 
inventory was conducted as of June 30, 2014. Although the Superintendent states that the most recent 
physical inventory count was in January 2014, her response also contends that the District conducts 
regular physical inventory counts. The SBO’s and IT Specialist’s statements indicate that physical 
inventory counts are not performed and the District did not provide any evidence to indicate they were 
performed. Although the Superintendent’s control expectation is that physical inventory counts should 
be performed each year, no evidence exists to show they were conducted.

Note 19  

The LOIs, bills and payments do not identify serial numbers for IT assets. Therefore, while they are 
integral to the procurement process and identify the number of IT assets purchased and paid for, they 
are not suffi cient records to determine each individual item that is received.  
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Note 20  

Although the District provided records that we used to determine if items purchased were in the 
inventory records, the District obtained those records from BOCES after our auditors asked the District 
to obtain them. The records including BOCES shipping documentation and deployment sheets were 
obtained from BOCES about 23 months after the IT items were received by the District. 
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

To achieve our audit objective and obtain valid evidence, we performed the following procedures:

• We interviewed District offi cials to gain an understanding of the process for maintaining the 
inventory of District assets.

• We compared documentation as to what IT assets were deployed against documentation as to 
what IT assets were paid for and in inventory.

• We observed the receiving and storage area to determine if items received were included in the 
inventory system.

• We tested nine rooms within the District to determine if all assets in those rooms were listed 
on the District’s inventory report and compared what was observed in those rooms to what was 
listed in the District’s inventory report. We used the District’s inventory record to judgmentally 
select eight rooms that had a larger number of IT assets assigned to them, and an additional 
room was added because District offi cials believed missing IT assets were in it. 

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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