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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
 
May 2013

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 
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 Warwick Valley Central School District, entitled Potential 
Operational Effi ciencies.  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

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 Warwick Valley Central School District (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 is the District’s 
chief executive offi cer and is responsible, along with other administrative staff, for day-to-day District 
management under the direction of the Board. 

The District operates fi ve schools, and has approximately 4,300 students and 660 employees. Budgeted 
expenditures for the 2010-11 and the 2011-12 fi scal years were approximately $78.6 and $78.7 million, 
respectively, which were funded primarily with real property taxes and State aid. Total budgeted 
expenditures for the 2012-13 fi scal year are $80,046,419.

Scope and Objective

The objective of our audit was to review the District’s transportation and custodial operations to 
determine whether there were opportunities for cost savings for the period July 1, 2010, through June 
5, 2012. Our audit addressed the following related questions:

• Did District offi cials ensure that the Transportation Department was operating economically 
and effi ciently to manage pupil transportation costs?

• Did District offi cials adequately assess and monitor custodial operations?

Audit Results

The District has an opportunity to save on transportation costs by reducing excess capacity on buses, 
decreasing the number of spare buses in its fl eet and increasing the District’s buses-to-mechanics ratio 
to a more effi cient level. By making such changes to improve transportation effi ciency, the District 
could realize up to $654,000 of annual cost savings and as much as $1.4 million in avoided future bus 
replacement costs. 

District offi cials also can improve the effi ciency of the Department of Buildings and Grounds 
(Department) by establishing performance measures. The Department has more staff than recommended 
by the National Center for Educational Statistics. If the Department maintained custodial staffi ng 
levels recommended by these industry benchmarks, the District could reduce costs by up to $293,000 
annually.  
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Comments of District Offi cials

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed with District offi cials and their 
comments, which appear in Appendix B, have been considered in preparing this report.  Except 
as indicated in Appendix A, District offi cials generally agreed with our fi ndings and indicated that 
they planned to initiate corrective action. Appendix B includes our comments on issues raised in the 
District’s response.
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Background

Introduction

Objective

The Warwick Valley Central School District (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 District’s chief 
executive offi cer and is responsible, along with other administrative 
staff, for day-to-day District management under the direction of the 
Board. 

The District operates fi ve schools, has approximately 4,300 students 
and has 499 full-time and 161 part-time employees. Budgeted 
expenditures for the 2010-11 and 2011-12 fi scal years were 
approximately $78.6 and $78.7 million, and were funded primarily 
with real property taxes and State aid. Total budgeted expenditures 
for the 2012-13 fi scal year are $80,046,419. 

The District provides transportation to the students within its 
boundaries. It owns and operates a fl eet of 81 buses which range in 
capacity from seven-seat suburban vehicles to 66-passenger buses. 
The District also contracts for transportation services for out-of-
District routes (parochial and special needs schools and programs). 
The District transports over 3,900 students on its 62 in-house bus 
runs. 

The District’s budgeted expenditures for transportation and buildings 
and grounds operations for the 2010-11 and 2011-12 fi scal years were 
approximately $9.4 million and $8.8 million, respectively. Budgeted 
expenditures for the 2012-13 fi scal year are approximately $8.4 
million.

The objective of our audit was to review the District’s transportation 
and custodial operations to determine whether there were opportunities 
for cost savings. Our audit addressed the following related questions:

• Did District offi cials ensure that the Transportation Department 
was operating economically and effi ciently to manage pupil 
transportation costs?

• Did District offi cials adequately assess and monitor custodial 
operations?
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Scope and
Methodology

Comments of
District Offi cials and
Corrective Action

We examined the District’s transportation operations and assessed 
staffi ng levels at the Department of Buildings and Grounds for 
potential cost savings for the period July 1, 2010, to June 5, 2012.

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 
B, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as indicated 
in Appendix A, District offi cials generally agreed with our fi ndings 
and indicated that they planned to initiate corrective action. Appendix 
B includes our comments on issues raised in the District’s response.

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.



77DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

Transportation Costs

Operating a school district’s transportation system in an effi cient 
manner is an effective way to reduce costs without sacrifi cing 
necessary services. Periodic analysis of the District’s actual bus 
capacity can help District offi cials ensure that bus routes are operating 
effi ciently and to plan for future ridership needs. Objective standards, 
sometimes referred to as benchmarks, provide a quantitative and 
qualitative reference for school district offi cials so that they can 
determine whether they are meeting their district’s operational and 
fi nancial goals. 

The District has an opportunity to save on transportation costs by 
reducing excess capacity on buses, decreasing the number of spare 
buses in its fl eet, and increasing the District’s buses-to-mechanics 
ratio to a more effi cient level. By making such changes to improve 
transportation effi ciency, the District could realize up to $654,000 
of annual cost savings and up to $1.4 million in avoided future bus 
replacement costs. 
 
Many school districts schedule their bus routes based on the potential 
riders, but rarely do all potential riders actually take the bus. 
Therefore, school districts can save money by planning bus routes 
based on actual ridership. By doing so, the District can reduce its cost 
to purchase and maintain buses and reduce the environmental impact 
of operating more buses than necessary. 

The District has two bus runs at the start and end of the school day. 
High school and middle school students are bused together on the 
fi rst run, and the elementary students are bused on the second run. 
We evaluated the school bus runs by comparing total capacity1 to the 
population of actual riders. We found that the District’s high school/
middle school buses are running on average at 83 percent of capacity, 
while the elementary school buses are running on average at 66 
percent of capacity. If the District began scheduling bus routes based 
on actual ridership, it could eventually eliminate seven routes and 
seven buses. This could result in annual operating savings of up to 
$318,000.  Long-term savings, resulting from not having to replace 
seven buses, could amount to as much as $704,000. 
 

Bus Capacity

1  We calculated the total capacity of full-size buses as 44 for secondary students and 
54 for elementary students (instead of 66 seats by the manufacturer’s standards), as 
these allow for the safe seating of students within the confi nes of the bus seat. These 
numbers also were used as standards by the former Supervisor of Transportation.
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In addition, as required by New York State Education Law, the District 
transports 98 students to two nonpublic schools that fall within its 
boundaries. We determined that, if the District scheduled nonpublic 
bus routes based on actual ridership, it could eliminate three buses 
and replace two larger vehicles with smaller ones, resulting in annual 
savings of up to $136,000.  Long-term savings for bus replacement 
costs could amount to as much as $431,000. 

Another factor that affects transportation costs is the number of buses 
a school district has in its fl eet. District offi cials should only maintain 
as many spare buses as needed. The New York State Education 
Department’s (SED) guidelines recommend that one additional spare 
bus per type should be available for every 10 buses assigned to regular 
routes. 

The District has 62 regular runs per school day and maintains a fl eet 
of 81 buses. Therefore, it currently has 19 spare buses, including 13 
66-passenger buses and six smaller vehicles with a capacity of up to 
seven passengers. According to SED guidelines, the District would 
only need seven spare buses: one lift-equipped bus, fi ve 66-passenger 
buses, and one Suburban. As such, the District currently has 12 more 
spare buses than it actually needs.

District offi cials told us that they need the additional spare buses as 
backup for broken down buses, extra runs for class fi eld trips and sport 
trips, regular maintenance, and when the New York State Department 
of Transportation (DOT) is inspecting the buses. We analyzed the 
extra runs for the period covering January through May 2012 and 
found that the District had up to four extra runs on most days; on one 
occasion, the District made seven extra runs. Therefore, the District’s 
maximum number of extra bus runs falls within SED’s guidelines for 
maintaining seven spare buses. 

Also, according to transportation employees, DOT inspections are 
done one or two times a month; fi ve to seven buses are inspected per 
visit, with approximately 1.5 hours average time for an inspection. 
However, the District kept the buses due for inspection out of use for 
the entire day. We determined that the number of spare buses could 
be reduced by scheduling the buses to be out of service for just a two-
hour period instead of the entire day. This would keep a maximum of 
two buses out of service at the same time, enabling a more effi cient 
use of buses. As such, the District could still operate within the SED 
guidelines to accommodate DOT inspections.

We estimate that the long-term savings of bus replacement would 
be up to $250,000 if the District maintained only seven spare buses 

Spare Buses 
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in accordance with SED guidelines.2 District staff told us that the 
District would decrease the number of spare buses by two in the 
2012-13 fi scal year because the budget authorized the purchase of 
fi ve buses and the District intended to retire seven. 

A key indicator of transportation effi ciency is the ratio of buses 
to mechanics. This ratio is used by school district transportation 
departments to assess the effi ciency of their bus operations.The 
District’s software vendor recommends a benchmark ratio of buses-
to-mechanics of 22.5:1 for effi cient operations.3  If the District reduced 
its fl eet to 69 buses in accordance with SED guidelines and achieved 
the recommended mechanic staffi ng ratio of 22.5:1, it could save as 
much as $200,400 per year.

The head mechanic stated that our analysis does not consider the 
fact that the mechanics also repair and maintain 39 buildings and 
grounds vehicles (pickups, suburban vans, tractors, mowers, food 
vehicles, etc.). However, the work orders District offi cials provided 
did not contain suffi cient information to determine that they spent a 
signifi cant amount of time maintaining these vehicles. Maintaining 
complete records of work performed will help District offi cials 
determine whether the buses-to-mechanics ratio meets the benchmark 
and operations are running as effi ciently as possible. 

1. District offi cials should reevaluate the design of the bus routes 
based on the actual number of students using the buses. District 
offi cials should eliminate buses as necessary.

2. District offi cials should reduce the number of spare buses to those 
needed.

3. District offi cials should assess the current level of mechanic 
staffi ng.  

Buses-to-Mechanics Ratio

Recommendations

2  Cost of lowest-priced new vehicles per current OGS contract
3 This benchmark ratio is proposed in the Transportation Effi ciency and Effectiveness 
booklet that accompanies the software.
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Custodial Costs

District offi cials are responsible for developing and managing 
resources as effi ciently and effectively as possible. Meaningful 
performance measurements, or objective expectations, assist offi cials 
in identifying program results, evaluating past resource decisions, and 
facilitating qualitative improvements in future decisions regarding 
resource allocation and service delivery options. District offi cials 
can help ensure that custodial services are delivered effi ciently 
by developing performance measures for custodial services and 
evaluating the results – costs and services delivered – against 
expectations established by the performance measures. This requires 
input from both the Board (which ultimately will authorize funding) 
and the building administrators (who will manage the funds). 
Facilities managers must then determine how to staff and support 
custodial efforts to meet these expectations. 

The Department of Buildings and Grounds (Department) has 48 
employees as follows: 35 custodians, fi ve maintenance mechanics, 
fi ve grounds staff, two administrative employees, and a security guard. 
One of the 35 custodians also is a courier. The overall square footage 
for the District’s buildings is 772,683; the District also maintains 134 
acres of fi elds and play areas.

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has established 
a fi ve-tiered system of expectations that can be used to help determine 
the number of required custodial staff.  According to this system, 
the actual number of square feet per shift a custodian can clean 
will depend on the level of cleanliness that is acceptable by the 
stakeholders and additional variables, including the type of school, 
fl ooring, wall covers, and the number of windows. For each level, 
the range of square feet expected to be cleaned by a custodian, with 
the proper supplies and tools in an eight-hour shift, is established. 
Level 2 cleaning is the uppermost standard for most school 
cleaning, generally reserved for restrooms, special education areas, 
kindergarten areas, and food service areas. A custodian at this level 
can be expected to clean 18,000 to 20,000 square feet in an eight-
hour shift. Level 3 cleaning is the norm for most school facilities. A 
custodian can be expected to clean 28,000 to 31,000 square feet at 
this level in an eight-hour shift. 

Using these NCES benchmarks and the average of 19,000 square feet 
per custodian for level 2 areas and 29,500 square feet per custodian 
for level 3 areas, we determined that the Department employs fi ve 
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full-time custodians more than the benchmarks suggest which results 
in excess costs of as much as $293,000 per year.

The District’s custodial staffi ng levels are higher than the benchmark 
because District offi cials have not established performance measures 
to effi ciently manage custodial operations. They did not periodically 
assess staffi ng levels or compare staffi ng needs to NCES benchmarks. 
District offi cials should assess custodial staffi ng levels to determine 
whether they can operate this function more effi ciently. 

4. District offi cials should develop comprehensive performance 
measures to evaluate whether the District’s custodial services 
are delivered effi ciently and economically, and then use these 
benchmarks to improve effi ciency and productivity.

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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See
Note 1
Page 19

See
Note 2
Page 19

See
Note 3
Page 19
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See
Note 4
Page 19

See
Note 5
Page 19
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See
Note 5
Page 19
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See
Note 6
Page 19

See
Note 7
Page 20
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Note 1

We acknowledge that the District has work orders; however, these work orders did not contain 
suffi cient information to help determine the actual amount of time spent maintaining District vehicles.
 
Note 2

To operate effi ciently, District offi cials need to either develop their own performance measures or 
follow industry benchmarks.  In the absence of the District’s own performance measures, we used 
cleaning benchmarks that are the norm for most school facilities, acceptable to most stakeholders, and 
do not pose any health issues.

Note 3

In accordance with Education Law and the Regulations of the Commissioner of Education, District 
offi cials are required to prepare a corrective action plan in response to fi ndings and recommendations 
contained in the audit reports issued by the Offi ce of the State Comptroller.  

Note 4

Our recommendation is based on SED’s guidelines. We commend District offi cials in their effort to 
identify transportation effi ciencies and encourage them to continue to fi nd ways to bring the number 
of spare buses down to the number established in SED’s guidelines. 

Note 5

Based on the additional information District offi cials provided us with at our exit conference, 
mechanics spent about 5 percent of their total annual work time to service Buildings and Grounds 
vehicles and/or machines and fi re vehicles from the Towns of Warwick and Greenwood Lake.  This 
information does not signifi cantly change our initial fi ndings.

Note 6

Our audit analyses were based on the expectation that a custodial worker is responsible for cleaning 
and the upkeep of buildings, including some maintenance and minor repair tasks, and occasionally for 
helping teaching and offi ce staff. 

Our analysis did not consider or include fi ve grounds workers, fi ve maintenance people, and a security 
guard who were also employed by the District’s Department of Buildings and Grounds during our 
audit period. These 11 individuals were available to assist other staff while on school premises during 
the day.

APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S RESPONSE
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Note 7
  
Our analysis is based on stipulations provided by the NCES system, which determine the actual number 
of square feet per shift that a custodian can clean depending on the acceptable level of cleanliness and 
additional variables, including the type of school, fl ooring, wall covers, and the number of windows. 
We based our analysis on the square footage provided by District offi cials for both level 2 and level 3 
areas, as included in the NCES model. 
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

Our overall goal was to assess the District’s internal controls over its Transportation and Buildings 
and Grounds operations. Specifi cally, we wanted to determine if the District implemented adequate 
performance measures to effectively and effi ciently manage its student transportation costs, and the 
Buildings and Grounds staffi ng levels. To accomplish the objective of this audit, our procedures 
included the following steps:

• We interviewed the current and former Supervisors of Transportation and the head mechanic.

• We obtained a trip analysis report and used the data to analyze capacity, number of trips, 
mileage per trips, and number of students.

• We determined the average salary for mechanics, bus drivers, and monitors by using historical 
salary data, and we determined the average benefi ts per employee at the Department of 
Transportation.

• We determined the average fuel and maintenance costs, and we used State Offi ce of General 
Services contract prices to estimate the replacement costs for vehicles.

• We obtained a list of buses and information pertaining to bus capacity.

• We calculated the total bus capacity for in-house runs.

• We determined the total population of actual riders.

• We calculated the potential cost savings of implementing adequate use of available bus 
capacity.

• We reviewed the Buildings and Grounds description for custodial staffi ng and interviewed 
District personnel to gain an understanding of controls over custodial staffi ng.

• We compared the District’s staffi ng levels to the industry benchmark using the square footage 
model from the National Center for Educational Statistics.

• We determined the average salary and benefi ts for the custodial employees.

• We calculated the potential cost savings of having adequate staffi ng levels for custodians.

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