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Report Highlights

Audit Objective
Determine whether the Monroe County Airport 
Authority (Authority) Board (Board) provided 
adequate oversight over chargebacks for Monroe 
County (County) services and the procurement of 
professional services.

Key Findings
The Board did not provide adequate oversight, 
as it did not review, verify and approve County 
chargebacks prior to payment or actively oversee 
the procurement of professional services. As a 
result: 

ll The Authority did not require and review 
detailed support for County chargebacks 
and paid $128,603 for non-Authority costs in 
2018.

ll The Board did not adopt clear professional 
service procurement policies.

ll The Board could not support that 
professional service contracts were properly 
awarded because the Authority did not 
document or retain sufficient evidence that 
criteria were fairly evaluated.

Key Recommendations
ll Request and review adequate supporting 
documentation from County department staff 
for all chargebacks for County services prior 
to approving payment.

ll Develop a revised procurement policy 
that includes clear and direct guidance for 
awarding professional service contracts 
and documenting vendor selection 
decisions  

.




Background
The Authority is an independent public 
benefit corporation, established in 1989 
pursuant to the New York State Public 
Authorities Law. The Authority, which 
leases the Greater Rochester International 
Airport (Airport) from the County, operates 
the Airport in accordance with the Public 
Authorities Law, the Authority’s bylaws 
and a lease and operating agreement 
(Operating Agreement) with the County. 
The purposes of the Authority are, in part, 
to finance, develop, acquire, construct, 
reconstruct, improve, maintain and operate 
aviation facilities; promote safe, efficient 
and economical transportation; and 
stimulate economic development, trade and 
tourism in the County.

The Authority is governed by a seven-
member Board appointed by the County 
Executive and confirmed by a majority vote 
of the County Legislature (Legislature), 
except for the Chairperson, who serves 
at the pleasure of the County Executive. 
The Administrative Director (Director) is 
responsible for the Authority’s day-to-day 
operations. Pursuant to the Operating 
Agreement, the County Director of Finance 
serves as the Authority’s Treasurer.

Audit Period
January 1, 2016 – August 30, 2019

Monroe County Airport Authority

2018 Quick Facts

County Chargebacks $6.9 million

Professional Services $5.4 million
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The Board, working with executive management, is responsible for establishing 
the appropriate governance culture, philosophy and commitment to performance 
throughout the Authority. New York State Public Authorities Law (Section 2824) 
requires Board members to understand, review and monitor financial and 
management controls and operational decisions, and establish written policies 
and procedures. The Authority’s bylaws also charge the Board with the Authority’s 
oversight and require the Board to adopt policies and procedures for procuring 
goods and services. 

The Authority uses County employees to operate and maintain the Airport, 
in accordance with the Authority’s enabling statute (Article 8, Title 31 of the 
Public Authorities Law, Section 2755) and the Authority’s Lease and Operating 
Agreement (Operating Agreement) with the County. Certain County employees 
are assigned to the Authority and will be referred to as Authority staff throughout 
the report. 

Pursuant to the Operating Agreement, the County is to administer and operate 
the Airport, maintain the Airport in good and safe order and condition, and make 
all necessary repairs. In addition to contracting with the County for services at 
the Airport, the Authority has also delegated oversight of the Authority’s fiscal 
affairs to the County. More specifically, the Operating Agreement provides for the 
County’s Department of Finance to supervise, audit and control the Authority’s 
financial affairs, including making all expenditures, and names the County’s 
Director of Finance as the Authority’s Treasurer.

The Authority is responsible for reimbursing the County for the cost of all services 
performed on its behalf. The County uses its airport enterprise fund to initially 
pay Airport operating costs and its capital fund to initially pay for Authority 
capital project disbursements. A separate Authority fund is used to pay for costs 
directly incurred by the Authority and to reimburse the County for capital project 
expenditures and operating costs, which include chargebacks for services 
provided by County departments.

The Authority finance administrator is the Assistant Treasurer, works at the Airport 
and processes and approves Authority disbursements on behalf of the Treasurer 
before they are paid by the County.

How Should the Board Oversee County Chargebacks?

In addition to direct Airport operating costs, which the County accounts for in its 
airport enterprise fund, the County allocates certain centralized administrative 
costs to its other departments, including the airport enterprise fund, which 
is reimbursed by the Authority. The County also uses inter-departmental 
chargebacks to charge departments for work specifically done by other 

Board Oversight
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departments, such as services provided to the Airport by the Fleet Maintenance 
and Sheriff’s Departments.

To ensure chargebacks are properly attributable to the Authority, a thorough, 
deliberate and independent audit of the chargebacks should be conducted by 
the Board, or its designated Authority staff, before payments are authorized. To 
this end, the Board should also ensure that County Finance Department and 
other applicable department staff provide detailed supporting documentation for 
chargebacks so the Board or its designee can verify their accuracy and ensure 
that the Authority is not charged for services used by, or employees allocated to, 
other County departments. 

The Board Did Not Ensure That Chargebacks Were Accurate 

The Authority delegated its financial functions – including claims processing 
and payment – to the County, in addition to the operation of the Airport. As it 
relates to chargebacks, this means that the County Finance Department is 
reviewing its own claims for reimbursement, and determining the appropriate 
amount to reimburse itself from Authority funds. Therefore, in order to ensure 
that chargebacks are accurate, the Board (or delegated Authority staff) should 
be reviewing the claims, including supporting documentation provided by County 
departments, and 
verifying the accuracy 
of the amounts to be 
paid to the County from 
Authority funds. 

The Authority paid the 
County $21.8 million 
in chargebacks for 
the period January 1, 
2016 through June 25, 
2019 (Figure 1), which 
made up 19 percent 
of the Authority’s 
$111.8 million of 
expenditures during 
this period. These 
chargebacks included 
expenses for Sheriff 
deputies that worked 
at the Airport; fleet 
maintenance services 
on Airport vehicles 

FIGURE 1

Types of Chargebacks  
January 1, 2016 - June 25, 2019

 

Sheriff
$10,090,464 

Insurance
$6,143,538 

Fleet 
Maintenance
$2,287,646 Admin

$1,711,823 

Information Services
$690,477 

Legal
$505,651 

Transportation and 
Postage
$364,985

Figure 1: Types of Chargebacks
January 1, 2016 - June 25, 2019
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and equipment; insurance; and administration, such as services provided by the 
County’s Purchasing and Finance Departments.

The Authority did not receive or review adequate documentation for chargebacks 
for County services. Rather, the Authority relied on and accepted the County’s 
calculation of chargebacks without review or question. In most cases, County 
department staff did not provide any documentation to support the chargebacks. 
The Assistant Treasurer approved the County-provided chargeback amounts, but 
only had support for one of the 31 chargebacks in our testing sample. However, 
that one report she had − for the 2018 fourth quarter Sheriff’s Department 
chargeback − was not sufficient because it did not include the names and titles 
of the officers being charged back to the Authority. The Assistant Treasurer 
previously received detailed reports for the fleet maintenance chargebacks, but 
the last report available was for April 2017. 

We selected 31 transactions totaling $1.3 million (6 percent of chargebacks) 
from the three largest chargeback categories (fleet maintenance, Sheriff and 
insurance).1 We found that the Authority inappropriately paid $18,662 in the 
November and December 2018 Sheriff chargebacks due to two officers being 
incorrectly coded to the Authority in the County’s accounting software. Because 
the coding issue was systemic, we obtained all 2018 chargeback information for 
the two officers and found that the County inappropriately charged the Authority 
$116,358 for these employees not actually assigned to work at the Airport. The 
Authority paid these charges without question because it did not take steps to 
independently verify County calculations and charges. After we identified and 
addressed this issue with Sheriff finance staff, they subsequently told us that they 
had corrected the coding beginning the first pay period in 2019. Furthermore, the 
County made an adjustment in January 2020 for $116,010, effective December 
31, 2019, to reduce the recorded Airport security chargeback paid to the Sheriff’s 
Department for 2018.2 

In addition, the quarterly3 Sheriff chargeback reviewed was understated by $2,491 
due to the wrong pay rate being used in the calculation. While the quarterly 
chargeback error was in the Authority’s favor in this instance, without obtaining 
and reviewing sufficient documentation, the Board cannot ensure that the 
Authority is paying the correct amount for chargebacks.

The Authority also inappropriately paid $1,187 in November 2018 for workers’ 
compensation payments for a County Transportation Department employee 

The Authority 
paid these 
charges 
without 
question 
because it 
did not take 
steps to 
independently 
verify County 
calculations 
and charges.

1	 These three categories comprised 85 percent of chargebacks. Refer to Appendix C, Audit Methodology and 
Standards for further sample selection details.

2	 Per correspondence with the Assistant Treasurer on March 26, 2021

3	 The County assessed a monthly chargeback for Sheriff officers assigned to the Airport and a quarterly 
chargeback for other officers covering shifts or providing additional support and for administrative costs.



Office of the New York State Comptroller       5

that was incorrectly coded as an Authority employee. Because the issue was 
systemic, we obtained all of the 2018 workers’ compensation payments charged 
to the Authority for that employee and found that the Authority paid $12,245 in 
County workers’ compensation chargebacks for this non-Authority employee in 
2018. Further, the former County employee has been on workers’ compensation 
for more than 20 years, so the Authority may have paid more than 20 years’ worth 
of inappropriate chargebacks for this individual. The County could not easily 
determine the total costs or for how long this individual was incorrectly charged 
to the Authority because it has been using different accounting software since 
2006. The Authority and County agreed not to make corrections to reimburse 
the Authority for these improper charges we identified “due to the smaller dollar 
amount and age of the issue,” but the County did correctly code this individual to 
the Transportation Department beginning in July 2019.4 

We did not identify any inappropriate fleet maintenance chargebacks. We 
also found that there were reasonable cost allocation methods for the other 
administrative chargebacks, such as purchasing. 

Unless the Board requires detailed supporting documentation for all County 
chargebacks, and performs (or requires its designated staff to perform) a 
thorough, deliberate and independent audit of all County chargebacks to verify 
cost allocations prior to approving the disbursements, there is increased risk that 
the Authority could be charged inappropriately for chargebacks, as it has been in 
the past. 

On February 26, 2020, officials told us that after we completed fieldwork, 
the Assistant Treasurer began receiving detailed reports to support monthly 
chargebacks from the Sheriff’s and Fleet Maintenance Departments, and provided 
examples for our review on February 27, 2020.

How Should the Authority Select Professional Service Providers?

Because both the Authority and County have a role in the Authority’s purchasing 
operations, it is vital that the Board establish guidelines that clearly define the 
roles and responsibilities of each of the parties involved. 

Public Authorities Law (Section 2824 [1-e]) and the Authority’s bylaws require 
the Board to adopt written policies and procedures governing the procurement of 
goods and services. Adequate guidelines should require competitive procedures 
for procurements not required to be competitively bid, including professional 
services, to ensure the prudent and economical use of funds without influence by 
favoritism, extravagance, fraud or corruption. A procurement policy should require 

4	 Per correspondence with the Assistant Treasurer on March 31, 2021
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that officials maintain adequate documentation to specify and justify the actions 
taken. 

Using a request for proposals (RFP) is a common method of seeking competition 
for professional services, where price should not necessarily be the sole 
criterion for award of the contract. A well-designed RFP process helps ensure 
that the Authority obtains needed services under the most advantageous terms 
and conditions and helps to avoid any potential appearance of partiality when 
awarding such contracts. 

RFP procedures should include a comprehensive and fair solicitation process 
that informs prospective contractors of the Authority’s needs, the procedures 
involved in responding to the RFP and the process to be used for evaluating 
proposals. Evaluation criteria and any weighting or ranking of the importance of 
those criteria should be set forth in the RFP. The evaluation criteria can include 
factors in addition to price (e.g., experience, staff availability, work plan and 
methodology to achieve the desired result and estimated completion times). The 
process should be based on a fair and equitable review and evaluation or ranking 
of the proposals. A well-planned effort can help encourage qualified providers to 
respond to the RFP and ultimately result in increased competition and potential 
cost savings.

The Board should authorize all agreements with selected professional service 
providers to ensure that, among other things, they are made in the Authority’s 
best interest and clearly define the agreed-upon services to be provided and 
basis for compensation. 

The Authority Did Not Adopt Clear Procurement Policies or 
Procedures for Selecting Professional Service Providers

The Authority’s Board-adopted procurement policy requires goods and services 
to be procured in the same manner required by the County’s policies and 
procedures when competitive bidding is not required, including, apparently, 
professional service contracts.5 However, the Authority’s procurement policy also 
includes specific language with regard to how professional service contracts 
are to be awarded, which is, at least in part, inconsistent with the County’s 
procurement procedures for awarding professional service contracts. 

The Authority’s procurement policy specifically indicates that professional service 
agreements are not required to be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder. 
Instead, the Authority’s procurement policy requires the Authority to issue an 
RFP and use a selection process to determine the most qualified contractor to 

5	 Professional service contracts are not subject to competitive bidding. As such, it appears professional service 
contracts should be procured in the same manner required by the County’s policies and procedures. 
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provide professional services at the “best value” to the Authority. The procurement 
policy defines “best value” as optimizing quality, cost and effectiveness among 
responsive and responsible offerors. 

The County, on the other hand, allows processes other than just RFPs to be 
used when awarding professional service contracts. For example, with limited 
exception, the County’s procurement policy requires RFPs, requests for 
qualifications (RFQs) or expressions of interest (EOIs) for professional service 
contracts over $20,000. The County also has more detailed procedures for 
requesting and rating proposals for professional service contracts, but neither the 
policy nor the procedures define what RFPs, RFQs or EOIs are or when each 
should be used; establish documentation needed for each; or require written 
explanations for ratings and vendor selections. 

In addition, the Legislature adopted a resolution in 1983 requiring selection 
committees to solicit proposals without initially including cost when procuring 
engineering, architecture, planning, survey and other related professional 
services. Instead, proposals are based upon the scope of work and budget 
estimates; the County then negotiates costs with the highest ranked consultant 
after the selection process. This practice is in direct contrast with the Authority’s 
policy which specifically requires optimizing cost, along with quality, in selecting 
the “best value” proposal. Without initially considering costs of services in 
selecting vendors, particularly for these higher-cost services, the Board has 
less assurance that the Authority will obtain high quality services at the best 
price. Furthermore, there is an increased risk that this practice could give unfair 
preference to certain vendors, such as vendors that have provided service to 
the County in prior years, despite the potential for higher costs. While familiarity 
and prior experience are important qualifications, initially excluding costs from 
proposals significantly limits the possibilities of getting similar quality services at a 
lower cost from a new vendor. 

To resolve the ambiguity between the Authority’s and County’s policies, with 
respect to awarding professional service contracts, the Board should develop 
a revised procurement policy that includes clear and direct guidance and 
specifies the roles and responsibilities of all involved parties, with respect to 
how professional service contracts are to be awarded. The Board also should 
monitor and enforce its policies to ensure the Authority, and County staff involved 
in the procurement process, follow its guidance and use an objective and well-
documented process to recommend vendor selections – for the Board’s approval 
− that will provide the necessary and quality services at the lowest available cost. 
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Vendor Selections Were Not Adequately Documented and Justified

RFPs for professional services did not always include clear and consistent 
criteria or sufficient evidence that criteria was fairly evaluated for all proposals. 
Additionally, while the RFPs and RFQs included evaluation criteria, they did 
not identify the weight to be put on each or limit the evaluations to the specific 
criteria included for prospective vendors’ reference. Instead, they stated that the 
responses would be evaluated according to criteria deemed pertinent, which may 
include, but not be limited to, the evaluation criteria listed in the RFP or RFQ. 
This failure to commit to using specific criteria for an individual RFP/RFQ can 
jeopardize the integrity of the competitive procurement process and may deter 
qualified vendors from submitting proposals. 

Most evaluations included the criteria listed in the RFP or RFQ, but the criteria 
categories were often combined or separately evaluated. For example, an RFQ 
for exit lane monitoring listed a criterion as “Qualifications/Experience on Similar 
Projects,” and during the evaluation process separate scores were given for 
“Qualifications” and “Relevant Experience.” Additionally, the parking management 
vendor was selected using evaluation criteria for “Understanding of and Approach 
to Project” and “Local Office” even though these were not among the six specific 
evaluation criteria listed in the RFP.

We tested the 
procurement of 
professional services 
from 11 vendors, 
totaling $18.5 million, 
(Figure 2) and found 
a lack of adequate 
documentation that the 
Authority appropriately 
sought and evaluated 
competition for all 
but one vendor paid 
$20,000 for public 
relations services. 
Selection committees 
did not adequately 
document their 
evaluations and decisions when selecting eight professional service providers 
paid $18.3 million. The selection committees utilized rating sheets to award 
scores to proposals, but they did not document why specific scores were given. 
Both County and Authority officials told us that the selection committee members 
discussed rankings and selection, but they did not document their discussions or 
reasons as required. 

Figure 2: Professional Services Tested

Professional Service
Number of 
Vendors

Total Paid

Parking Managementa 1 $15,048,121
Security 2 2,628,418
Audit Services 2 248,658
Consulting 2 217,106
Advertising 1 166,501
Lobbyist 1 156,000
Legal 1 62,250
Public Relations 1 20,000
Total 11 $18,547,054
a This amount represents the total deductions from the gross parking 
revenues turned over to the Authority, to cover the vendor’s operating 
costs and management fees, in accordance with the contract.
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We also found instances where the scores awarded to proposals did not 
correspond to the information submitted by the vendor in the proposal. The 
County purchasing manager told us that the scoring decisions are made by 
the consensus of the selection committee, and that scores could vary from one 
committee to another. By not requiring the selection committee to document the 
reasons for each of its ratings, the Board risks allowing scores to be awarded 
arbitrarily or based on favoritism and long-time relationships with current or prior 
vendors. For example:

ll Parking Management − Disbursements to this vendor totaled more than $15 
million. The Board awarded the contract to the vendor that had managed the 
Authority’s parking services for 35 years, despite our estimated calculation 
that another vendor submitted a proposal with potentially lower costs. 
The selection committee did not document its calculation or comparison 
of projected fees or explain why it selected a potentially higher proposal.6  
The selection committee awarded higher scores to the selected vendor 
for “qualifications and experience,” “management and operations plan,” 
and “understanding of and approach to the project.” A rejected vendor’s 
proposal indicated parking management experience with five airports and 
included a management and operations plan. The selection committee did 
not document why the selected vendor was awarded higher scores in these 
areas. 

ll Exit Lane Monitoring7 – Disbursements to this vendor totaled $1.6 million. 
The selected vendor was chosen based on the highest ratings by the 
committee, but was also the vendor with the highest cost. Therefore, 
although price need not be the sole criterion when awarding a professional 
service contract, it is significant that the committee failed to clearly document 
the justification for the higher ratings and substantiate the difference in the 
quality of services expected. 

Additionally, the Authority lacked documentation to explain certain procurement 
decisions that varied from its general procedures and seemed to limit competition. 
For example:

ll The Authority allowed the parking management provider to procure 
advertisement services on its behalf, and paid the parking management 
provider directly $166,501 for the selected vendor’s advertisement services. 
The parking management vendor utilized its own RFP process, but received 
only one proposal and selected that vendor. A second vendor responded to 
the RFP stating there was not sufficient information in the RFP to provide 

6	 A calculation was required due to the different fee structures submitted by vendors. For example, one vendor 
submitted a set amount per year and another vendor listed their fee as a percent of parking revenue.

7	 Vendor staff monitoring access control at exit doors between arriving flights and baggage claims 
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a proposal. Because Authority staff did not conduct the RFP, they did not 
control the specifications or selection process, which could have limited 
the responses and cost proposals. In 2017, Authority officials decided that 
oversight of advertising should be the Authority’s responsibility instead of the 
parking management provider’s. The Board voted to assume the contract 
from the parking management vendor on November 29, 2017 instead of 
performing its own competitive procurement process. Officials informed us 
on February 26, 2020 that the Authority conducted its own RFP process in 
September 2019, after we completed fieldwork.

ll The Authority did not seek competition for a grant application consultant with 
disbursements totaling $46,162. Authority staff told us they did not solicit 
competition for this consultant due to time constraints associated with the 
deadline to submit the grant application for its Airport Revitalization Project.

Practices that limit competition increase the risk that professional service 
contracts are not awarded to the vendor that provided the most advantageous 
terms and conditions to the Authority.

What Do We Recommend?

The Board should:

1.	 Take a more active role in monitoring and overseeing the Authority’s 
procurement of professional services and payments for County 
chargebacks.

2.	 Require and review adequate supporting documentation from County 
departments for all chargebacks for County services prior to approving 
payment.

3.	 Develop a revised procurement policy that includes clear and direct 
guidance with respect to how professional service contracts are to be 
awarded by the Authority.

4.	 Ensure that staff thoroughly document rating, evaluation and vendor 
selection decisions when procuring professional services.
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Appendix A: Response From Authority Officials

See
Note 1
Page 17

See
Note 2
Page 17

See
Note 3
Page 17



12       Office of the New York State Comptroller  

See
Note 3
Page 17

See
Note 4
Page 17

See
Note 5
Page 17

See
Note 6
Page 18
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Note 5
Page 17
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Note 7
Page 18

See
Note 7
Page 18
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Note 8
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Page 19
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Page 19
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See
Note 14
Page 19
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Note 15
Page 19

See
Note 16
Page 20
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Note 17
Page 20
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Note 18
Page 20
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See
Note 19
Page 20
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Appendix B: OSC Comments on the Authority’s 
Response

Note 1

The findings in the report are supported. The report does not criticize the number 
of responses that the Authority received for each RFP, but addresses the methods 
used to solicit and evaluate proposals and document award decisions. The 
practices that may have limited competition are detailed in the report.

Note 2

We reviewed all Board, and audit and governance committee, minutes and 
relevant Legislature minutes from January 1, 2016 through July 17, 2019. We also 
reviewed all documentation provided for the RFPs and bids included in our testing 
and the limited documentation from selection committees. The Authority should 
maintain records clearly documenting these proceedings, particularly a summary 
of the key reasons for vendor selection decisions.

Note 3

Board meetings should be scheduled to ensure the Board fulfills its duties. The 
report states that the Board, or delegated Authority staff, should be reviewing the 
claims, including supporting documentation provided by County departments, 
and verifying the accuracy of the amounts to be paid to the County from Authority 
funds. The report does not criticize whether expenditures were within the budget 
estimates. 

Note 4

As described in the report, we found two instances in our sample of five Sheriff’s 
Department chargebacks where the County incorrectly charged the Authority for 
services. The five chargebacks accounted for $753,485 (7 percent) of the $10.1 
million in Sheriff’s Department chargebacks during our audit period. Because the 
coding issue causing two officers to be improperly charged to the Authority was 
systemic, we obtained all 2018 chargebacks for the two officers and found that 
the Authority paid $116,358 in County chargebacks for the non-Airport officers for 
the year.

The report did state that Sheriff finance staff told us they had since corrected the 
coding issue. Additionally, after our audit fieldwork, on February 26, 2020, officials 
told us that they began receiving detailed reports to support monthly Sheriff’s 
Department (and Fleet Maintenance) chargebacks and later provided us with 
examples. We previously added this information to the report.

Note 5

The report accurately states that Authority staff did not obtain and review 
supporting documentation for County chargebacks for the period reviewed. 
As discussed in the report, the Assistant Treasurer, who approved the County 
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chargebacks, only received support for one of the 31 chargebacks in our testing 
sample and that report – for the 2018 fourth quarter Sheriff’s Department 
chargeback – was not sufficiently detailed. At our February 26, 2020 meeting, the 
Assistant Treasurer agreed with this statement and confirmed that they had not 
been receiving or reviewing documentation to support the costs allocated to the 
Airport during our audit period or fieldwork.

Note 6 

The report addresses both types of chargebacks, in the first paragraph under the 
heading How Should the Board Oversee County Chargebacks?. The report refers 
to these chargebacks as centralized administrative costs and inter-departmental 
chargebacks.

Note 7

This is a criteria section, which describes required policies and oversight, as well 
as best practices that should be used for selecting professional service providers. 
It does not imply that the Authority does not have written policies and procedures. 
The next section discusses applicable Authority policies. Despite our explanations 
at our exit discussion to clarify that this (as well as other section headings ending 
in a question mark) was a list of applicable criteria prior to the presentation of 
related audit findings, the Director still chose to include these statements in the 
Authority’s audit response. 

Officials provided us with, and referred to in their response letter, two exhibits. 
However, we did not include these exhibits in the final report, as our report 
provides sufficient details of the documents referenced in the Authority’s 
response.

Note 8

As explained in the report, the Authority’s procurement policy appropriately 
provides that professional service contracts shall be awarded, based on RFPs, to 
the most qualified contractor that provides the best value (considering cost) to the 
Authority. However, the Authority policy also requires that all goods and services 
be procured in the same manner as required by the County’s procurement 
policies, which include a 1983 County resolution that allows for the procurement 
of engineering, architecture, planning, survey and other related professional 
services without considering cost. This County policy contradicts the Authority 
policy. The Board should develop a revised procurement policy that includes clear 
and direct guidance and specifies the roles and responsibilities of all involved 
parties, with respect to how professional service contracts are to be awarded.
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Note 9

The report addresses Authority RFPs and contracts. 

Note 10

As noted in the report, the RFP/RFQs did not limit the evaluations to the specific 
criteria included for prospective vendors’ reference. Instead, they stated that the 
responses would be evaluated according to criteria deemed pertinent, which may 
include, but not be limited to, that listed. Additionally, most evaluations included 
the criteria listed in the RFP or RFQ, but the criteria categories were often 
combined or separately evaluated. Additionally, criteria not listed in the RFP was 
used to select certain vendors, such as the parking management vendor.

Note 11

The report does not discuss a lack of advertisement. Based on the RFP/RFQ 
and evaluation practices and available documentation, as detailed in the report, 
the Authority did not appropriately seek or evaluate competition. We edited the 
language in the report for further clarification.

Note 12

The report acknowledges the use of rating sheets to award scores to proposals, 
but noted that the rating sheets did not include clear documentation of the 
reasons specific scores were given.

Note 13

The report does not indicate or suggest that minutes or a summary report are 
required. The report recommends that the Board ensure that staff thoroughly 
document rating, evaluation and vendor selection decisions when procuring 
professional services.

Note 14

The Authority did not state in the RFP that only flexible fee schedules with 
percentages would be considered. If that was the required fee schedule, it should 
have been stated in the RFP.

Note 15

The parking management vendor was selected using evaluation criteria for 
"Understanding of and Approach to Project" and "Local Office" even though these 
were not among the six specific evaluation criteria listed in the RFP. The selected 
vendor scored the highest in multiple evaluation criteria, but no explanations were 
provided stating why one vendor received higher scores than others in these 
areas.  
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Note 16

We previously updated the report based on information provided during our exit 
conference discussion.

Note 17

The report notes that the selected vendor was chosen based on the highest 
ratings by the committee, but that the committee did not clearly document the 
justifications for the higher ratings.

Note 18

The report is not critical of the use of a grant writing consultant, but that the 
Authority’s procurement policy was not followed. The Authority did not provide any 
documentation to show that an emergency expenditure was authorized.

Note 19

We addressed these items in the above comments.
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Appendix C: Audit Methodology and Standards

We conducted this audit pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution 
and the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article X, Section 5 of the 
State Constitution. To achieve the audit objective and obtain valid audit evidence, 
our audit procedures included the following:

ll We interviewed Board members, Authority staff and County employees. 
We reviewed Board, and audit and governance committee, and County 
Legislature minutes and resolutions and Authority and County policies and 
procedures to gain an understanding of Authority operations and supporting 
documentation received, reviewed and maintained.

ll We reviewed the listing of all $21.8 million chargebacks for County services 
from January 1, 2016 through June 25, 2019. We used our professional 
judgment to select 31 chargebacks, from the three largest categories 
(Sheriff, insurance and fleet maintenance), totaling $1.3 million (6 percent of 
all chargebacks) for further review. We compared the chargebacks to County 
department reports, chargeback calculations and supporting documentation 
to determine whether the chargebacks were supported and appropriate 
Authority expenditures. For systemic issues identified in the sample, we 
expanded our testing to include all 2018 chargebacks for the particular issue 
to get an annual perspective.

ll We reviewed disbursements by vendor from January 1, 2016 through June 
25, 2019 to identify professional service providers with disbursements 
of $20,000 or more in any year in the audit period. We selected all 11 
non-capital project professional service providers identified, which had 
disbursements totaling $18.5 million. We determined whether Authority 
staff or County employees properly sought competition and demonstrated 
the selection of the best vendors. We also determined whether the Board 
approved professional service agreements in the Board minutes. We 
contacted the owner of the professional service provider that did the 
advertising RFQ prior to the Authority assuming the contract to gain an 
understanding of the RFQ process.

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

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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Good management practices dictate that the Board has the responsibility to 
initiate corrective action. As such, the Board should prepare a plan of action that 
addresses the recommendations in this report and forward the plan to our office 
within 90 days. 



Office of the New York State Comptroller       23

Appendix D: Resources and Services

Regional Office Directory 
www.osc.state.ny.us/files/local-government/pdf/regional-directory.pdf

Cost-Saving Ideas – Resources, advice and assistance on cost-saving ideas 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications

Fiscal Stress Monitoring – Resources for local government officials experiencing fiscal problems 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/fiscal-monitoring

Local Government Management Guides – Series of publications that include technical information 
and suggested practices for local government management 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications

Planning and Budgeting Guides – Resources for developing multiyear financial, capital, strategic and 
other plans 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/resources/planning-resources

Protecting Sensitive Data and Other Local Government Assets – A non-technical cybersecurity 
guide for local government leaders  
www.osc.state.ny.us/files/local-government/publications/pdf/cyber-security-guide.pdf

Required Reporting – Information and resources for reports and forms that are filed with the Office of 
the State Comptroller  
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/required-reporting

Research Reports/Publications – Reports on major policy issues facing local governments and State 
policy-makers  
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications

Training – Resources for local government officials on in-person and online training opportunities on a 
wide range of topics 
www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/academy

http://www.osc.state.ny.us/files/local-government/pdf/regional-directory.pdf
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/fiscal-monitoring
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/resources/planning-resources
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/files/local-government/publications/pdf/cyber-security-guide.pdf
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/required-reporting
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/publications
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/local-government/academy
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