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Financial Report on School Districts

A total of 699 school districts were operating in New York State in 2005, serving 2.8 million children.
The districts ranged in size from fewer than 100 students in several rural or seasonally populated 
districts to over one million students in New York City. Most districts in New York are independent, 
with separately elected boards of education and budgets approved directly by taxpayers. Their 
boundaries are often not contiguous with municipal boundaries. 

The five dependent school districts of the State’s five largest cities (New York, Buffalo, Rochester, 
Syracuse and Yonkers) are exceptions to this independent structure. These districts are funded as part of 
their respective city budgets, with revenues and expenditures of the districts separately identified. While 
the upstate dependent districts are governed by separately elected boards, Yonkers’ board of education is 
appointed and the New York City school district operates entirely as a city department.

School districts are the single largest sector of local government in New York State, accounting for 
nearly half of all local government revenues and expenditures and 62 percent of all property taxes levied 
in the State outside of New York City.1 School district levy increases have also been high in recent years, 
with annual increases between 7.6 and 8.1 percent in every year from 2002 to 2005, while school aid 
changes fluctuated between -0.3 percent and 5.3 percent.  In 2007, however, levy growth moderated 
slightly to 5.9 percent, while preliminary estimates indicate that State aid increased by 7.9 percent.2

In 2005, school district revenues 
outside NYC totaled $28 
billion, of which 55 percent, 
or $15.5 billion, was generated 
from property tax revenues 
and 35 percent, or $9.8 billion, 
was from State aid to schools.  
Expenditures totaled $30 billion, 
87 percent of which went toward 
current operations (mostly 
expenses related to teaching), 
and the remainder went toward 
equipment and capital purchases 
(7 percent) or debt service (5 
percent).3  Outstanding debt for 
these districts totaled nearly $16 
billion by 2005, more than triple 
what it had been a decade earlier.

1 Real property taxes include revenue reimbursed to school districts and taxpayers under the School Tax Relief (STAR) program.
2 School aid data are from State Education Department computer runs.
3 In this presentation, reported expenditures are higher than reported revenues, in part due to the fact that debt-related purchases 
are shown as an expenditure while the corresponding proceeds of debt issued are not included as a revenue source. Also, fund 
balance which has been appropriated to balance school district budgets is not shown as a source of revenue.
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In addition to programmatic oversight by the State Education Department, school districts are subject 
to fiscal oversight by the Office of the State Comptroller, which will have audited each of the 832 school 
districts, charter schools and boards of cooperative educational services (BOCES) in the State by 2010. 
As of October 2007, the Office had completed more than 260 school audits and had approximately 240 
additional audits underway.

This report provides an overview and analysis of school district finances, including revenue and 
expenditure data for school years ending in 2004 and 2005 and levy data through 2007. New York City 
school spending is generally excluded from overall totals and presented separately, since that single 
district accounts for over one-third of total school district expenditures, and would tend to obscure 
trends in other parts of the State.

Demographics

New York State’s school districts are as varied in their demographic makeup as they are in size.  One 
measure of poverty for school districts is the percent of students whose family incomes make them 
eligible for free and reduced price lunches.  Although about one-third of the average district’s student 
body is eligible, this indicator ranges from 100 percent in four districts (three of which are special act 
school districts) to 0 percent in 37 districts, mostly located on Long Island and in Westchester County. 
While poverty exists in districts around the State, students with limited English proficiency (LEP) are 
concentrated in New York City and surrounding districts. Only two of the 32 districts with LEP rates 
of 10 percent or greater were located north of Orange County with the majority located in Westchester 
County and on Long Island.

Spending per pupil varies considerably as well. According to the latest census estimates, New York 
State spends more per pupil than any other state. The national average spending per student in 2005 
was $8,701 while New York spent $14,119. State Education Department data for that year shows that 
spending in individual New York school districts ranges widely, from less than $10,000 per student in 11 
(mostly upstate) districts, to over $30,000 in seven districts.

A total of 44 school districts in New York State outside of New York City have enrollments of 7,000 
or greater. Mostly located on Long Island, in the Mid-Hudson Valley and around Albany, Buffalo, 
Rochester and Syracuse, these districts range from the highest-need urban districts in the State to 
some of the wealthiest suburban ones. The percent of the student body in these districts receiving 
free or reduced-price lunches ranges from under 3 percent to over 85 percent, with a median of 25 
percent. Although more than 10 percent of the student body in seven of these districts have limited 
English proficiency, the median is 2 percent. The median value of taxable real property per pupil is over 
$450,000, ranging from about $130,000 to nearly $1.5 million. Median income per pupil is $133,000, 
again ranging widely, from about $65,000 to over $300,000.
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Revenues

For school districts outside of 
New York City, revenues totaled 
more than $28 billion in 2005. 
Of this amount, 90 percent was 
generated through real property 
taxes (55 percent) and State aid (35 
percent). Some districts received a 
small percentage of revenue from 
non-property taxes (mostly sales 
tax), and many received a relatively 
small (but growing) percentage 
of revenue through federal aid. In 
New York City, which relies on a 
more diverse revenue base, State aid 
and real property taxes accounted 
for 84 percent of all school district 
revenues.

In districts where the largest source of revenue is property taxes, the revenue base is generally stable, but 
tax increases can cause great taxpayer dissatisfaction. A 2005 State Education Department study found 
that, in general, “no” votes on school budgets correlated most strongly with large property tax levy 
increases in districts with already high tax efforts.4 In districts that rely more heavily on State aid, on the 
other hand, taxpayers may be subjected to larger periodic tax rate changes when State aid is held flat or 
reduced.

Real Property Tax

School districts outside of New York City collected a total of $15.5 billion from real property taxes 
in 2005, representing 55 percent of all school district revenues. This tax is by far the most important 
local revenue for school districts and in wealthier districts is often the major source of total revenue 
for schools. The districts that are least reliant on real property taxes are generally low income districts, 
which receive more State aid. All four of the dependent districts outside of New York City received less 
than 40 percent of all their revenues from the property tax.  Buffalo – the lowest of the four – received 
only 10 percent. Wealthier districts, which receive relatively little State aid, are usually funded almost 
exclusively by the property tax – 25 of the 31 districts that received 90 percent or more of their revenues 
from the property tax were located on Long Island.

4 School Budget Vote Failures: Risk Factors, State Education Department (Research Note series, February 2005)
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Outside of New York City, real property tax levies for schools grew by an average of 7.4 percent per 
year from 2000 to 2005, beginning with an increase of 5.8 percent from 2000 to 2001, and accelerating 
steadily to an increase of 8.1 percent from 2004 to 2005. This trend seems to have moderated somewhat 
in the past two years, with growth of 6.8 percent in 2006 and 5.9 percent in 2007.5

Tax levies grew more dramatically between 2000 and 2005 than during the preceding five year period 
from 1995 to 2000, when levies outside NYC grew by an average of only 3.9 percent. The higher rate of 
growth from 2000 to 2005 was due to increased spending (5.8 percent vs. 4.8 percent on average from 
1995 to 2000), largely driven by employee benefit increases (12.2 percent annually from 2000-2005).  
At the same time, revenue from sources other than the property tax, rather than keeping pace with 
these higher increases, slowed slightly (from 4.7 percent per year between 1995 and 2000 to 4.3 percent 
between 2000 and 2005). As expenses increased at a more rapid pace and the growth in other revenues 
slowed, property taxes were raised to balance school district budgets.

5 The Offi ce of  the State Comptroller collects property tax information two ways — as revenue, after it has been collected, 
and as levy, when tax bills are generated.  Since levy is collected prospectively, it is more current than the revenue and ex-
penditure data discussed elsewhere in this report.  Tax levy data do not match revenue data exactly, since local governments 
do not always collect all that is billed to taxpayers (and, conversely, may collect retroactively on payments from prior years).  
However, in the aggregate, the two data sets are close enough to allow us to substitute levy for revenue and thus gain infor-
mation about trends in this revenue source through the 2007 fi scal year.  Both include revenue from STAR.
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 Tax Rate Trends: The Interplay of Levies and Full Value

A school district’s property tax rate is established by dividing the total amount of tax levy required to 
fund the school district’s budget by the total assessed value of taxable property in the school district. 
That rate is then applied to each property’s assessed value in order to determine individual tax bills. 
Assessments are generally conducted at the town or city level, although some towns and cities share 
this service with neighboring municipalities or have the county provide the service. Local governments 
can choose to assess property at any percentage of full market value, as long as that percentage is 
evenly applied throughout the municipality. Thus, a piece of property worth $100,000 may be assessed 
at $20,000 (20 percent of full market value) in one municipality, whereas the same parcel would be 
assessed at $90,000 in a neighboring municipality that assesses at 90 percent of full market value.

Since school districts often cover portions of more than one town, such radically different assessments 
would lead to unfairly distributed tax bills, were the rate evenly applied throughout the district. The 
State’s Office of Real Property Services (ORPS), therefore, creates a series of equalization rates that 
allow school districts to adjust for differences in assessed value of real property between municipalities. 
The resulting adjusted property value should correspond to the fair market value of the property, 
otherwise known as full value. Even with this adjustment, however, assessment quality varies 
throughout the State, and in many municipalities properties with similar market values can have very 
different assessments and tax bills. 

The trends in tax levies, full market values and resulting full value tax rates have been markedly 
different in districts surrounding New York City (downstate) than in upstate districts. Interestingly, 
although levies grew more than twice as fast downstate than they did upstate from 2000 to 2007, rates 
did not follow the same trend. In fact, in the downstate counties surrounding New York City, tax rates 
actually declined as the full market value of properties in these areas rose dramatically during the 
period, more than doubling over the seven years. The opposite was true upstate, where levy growth 
outpaced property value increases for most of the period.
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School Property Tax Relief: STAR

For most property owners, school taxes are the largest and fastest-growing component of their property 
tax bills. In 2006, 62 percent of total real property taxes outside of New York City were levied by school 
districts. The magnitude and continued growth of the school property tax has made it a particular target 
of State tax relief efforts. In 1997, lawmakers enacted the STAR program, which exempted the first 
$30,000 of full property value from taxation for homeowners ($50,000 for lower income seniors).6

6 STAR exemption amounts are adjusted by a “sales price differential factor” in counties where the median residential value 
exceeds the Statewide median residential value.
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Because school districts are 
reimbursed by the State (on behalf 
of their eligible taxpayers) after 
taxes are levied, the levy trends 
described above include STAR 
revenue. However, during its initial 
phase-in period, STAR effectively 
suppressed the effect of levy 
increases on homeowners. Once it 
was fully phased in, however, levies 
on homeowners began to rise again. 
(Nonresidential property owners 
felt the full impact of levy increases 
throughout.)  In response to 
taxpayer dissatisfaction with these 
increases, State policy-makers have 
increased STAR in recent years. 
The 2006-07 and 2007-08 State 
fiscal year budgets provided additional property tax rebates valued at $1.0 and $1.3 billion, respectively, 
that are sent directly to taxpayers rather than sent to school districts as reimbursement for exempted 
tax revenue. 

State Aid

The second largest source of 
revenue for school districts, and 
the largest for many high need 
districts, is State aid. Totaling 
$9.8 billion in 2005, State aid 
accounted for 35 percent of 
all school revenue outside of 
New York City. The percent of 
a district’s revenues generated 
through this source varied 
widely, with nearly 100 districts 
receiving less than 10 percent 
of their revenues from State 
aid and about the same number 
receiving between 60 and 79 
percent of all revenues from 
this source. Small rural districts 
tend to rely more heavily on State aid as do large upstate city districts. All three of the largest upstate city 
districts (Buffalo, Rochester and Syracuse) derived over 60 percent of their revenues from this source. 
New York City depended on State aid for 37 percent of its school revenues in 2005.



2007 Financial Report on School Districts OFFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLER8

State aid is not as stable or controllable a source as the property tax, with annual increases from 1995 
through 2005 varying wildly from a high of nearly 9 percent in 1999 to less than 1 percent in 2004, 
excluding NYC. The STAR program intensified these fluctuations as it was being phased in, increasing 
the overall growth in State contributions to school districts by just over 15 percent in 1999, while the 
increase in 2004 remained under 2 percent.

Federal Aid

Federal aid represented 
5 percent of school 
district revenues in 
2005. Although the 
proportion of federal aid 
is relatively small, it is a 
rapidly growing source 
of revenue, increasing at 
an annual average rate 
of 11 percent between 
2000 and 2005. Growth 
during that period was 
driven in large part 
by funding for special 
education for children 
with disabilities, which 
grew, on average, 22 
percent per year, almost 
tripling during the five 
year period. The passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 also accelerated funding for Chapter 
1 of the Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act, from 4 percent per year during 1995-2000 
to 10 percent per year during 2000-2005. Food and Medicaid programs grew comparatively moderately, 
at 5 percent and 4 percent, respectively. 

Non-Property Taxes and Other Revenues

Non-property taxes, such as the sales tax, accounted for less than one percent of total revenues for 
school districts outside of New York City in 2005. Only a few counties provide sales tax distributions 
to school districts, and even fewer provide enough to account for a significant portion of school district 
revenues. The only districts that received more than 5 percent of revenues from sales taxes are located 
in Erie and Monroe counties. Other types of revenues, such as interest on investments and other 
miscellaneous categories, accounted for only 4 percent of total school district revenue in 2005. School 
districts, even in cities, do not have a great deal of revenue diversification. 
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Expenditures

In 2005, school district expenditures outside of New York City totaled nearly $30 billion. Payments 
for current operations accounted for just over 87 percent of all expenditures, down from 90 percent 
a decade ago. This decrease is partly due to the increase in debt service payments, which represented 
5.4 percent of expenditures, up a full percentage point from 1995. Equipment and capital expenditures 
have also grown, accounting for 7.4 percent of expenditures in 2005, compared with 5.4 percent of 
expenditures in 1995.

Current operations has four major components: personal services (49 percent of total expenditures), 
employee benefits (17 percent), contractual expenditures (15 percent, which includes supplies as well as 
contracts for services) and services provided by BOCES (7 percent).
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Within current operations, spending 
outpaced inflation in all categories 
over the past 10 years. However, while 
personal services and contractual 
expenditures grew fairly steadily, 
employee benefits grew much more 
erratically. During the late 1990s, 
benefit costs actually declined slightly, 
due in part to stable health care costs 
and lower–than–normal contributions 
to the pension system. As health 
care costs increased and pension 
contributions returned to historic 
norms, expenditures for employee 
benefits rose at a much faster rate 
than other expenditures, nearly 
doubling in the five-year period, and reaching a ten-year growth rate exceeding even contractual costs, 
the next fastest-growing object of expenditures.

Examining spending by object 
of expense (i.e., personal 
services, benefits and contractual 
expenditures) gives a sense of 
expenditures for personnel 
relative to supplies, but a 
breakout by function of expenses 
( i.e., teaching, administration, 
etc.) shows what services school 
districts are providing.

Not surprisingly, most school 
district spending in 2005 was 
related to teaching (58 percent). 
Facility maintenance accounted 
for 14 percent of expenditures. 
Instruction administration, 
general support, and 
transportation each accounted 
for 5 to 8 percent and spending related to the school lunch program was 2 percent. The remaining 7 
percent included expenditures for the school nurse(s) and guidance counselors, clubs and community 
services.
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All functions of expenditure grew well over the average inflation rate of 2.5 percent over the two 
five-year periods from 1995 to 2000 and 2000 to 2005, and most grew at least twice as fast.  Teaching 
expenses (such as teacher salaries) grew by 4 percent from 1995 to 2000 and by nearly 6 percent from 
2000 to 2005.  However, because other functions grew more quickly, teaching accounted for a slightly 
smaller proportion of all spending in 2005 (58 percent) than it did in 1995 (60 percent).  Facility 
maintenance and instruction administration, by contrast, each gained relative to other functions of 
expenditure.

Debt

Outstanding debt for school 
districts in New York State, other 
than NYC, totaled nearly $16 billion 
in 2005, more than triple what it 
was a decade before. Due to aging 
infrastructure, low interest rates 
and changes to State building aid, 
school districts have embarked on 
a large number of debt–financed 
capital projects since the late 1990s. 
Thus debt service expenditures have 
increased much more quickly over 
this time period than has current 
operations spending.
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Large School Districts*
Selected Demographic and Socio-Eonomic Indicators, School Year Ending 2005 (unless otherwise indicated)

Enrollment

Percent of Students with
Expenditures 

Per Pupil1
Full Value per 
Pupil (2004)2

Adjusted Gross
 Income Per 
Pupil (2004)2

Free and
 Reduced 

Price Lunch1

Limited
 English 

Profi ciency1

BUFFALO 41,412 86.4% 6.8% $14,048 $130,763 $71,634
ROCHESTER 35,200 84.8% 7.5% $14,180 $144,673 $65,063
YONKERS 24,207 65.9% 17.5% $17,008 $599,369 $159,558
SYRACUSE 21,938 73.5% 7.0% $13,033 $159,351 $68,122
BRENTWOOD 17,043 86.2% 20.8% $12,863 $279,496 $69,453
SACHEM 15,548 9.8% 1.4% $15,142 $561,947 $132,320
GREECE 13,276 28.6% 1.9% $11,550 $279,221 $118,638
NEWBURGH 12,374 63.3% 12.1% $12,584 $307,670 $93,917
WAPPINGERS 12,312 13.4% 1.3% $11,340 $568,105 $149,888
MIDDLE COUNTRY 10,902 17.6% 3.0% $12,814 $500,581 $121,358
WILLIAMSVILLE 10,663 7.6% 1.9% $11,126 $409,214 $248,695
SMITHTOWN 10,508 3.0% 0.6% $14,494 $814,687 $198,151
NEW ROCHELLE 10,307 43.6% 13.0% $15,976 $898,428 $254,505
WILLIAM FLOYD 10,216 39.4% 2.2% $14,456 $334,476 $86,150
ARLINGTON 10,173 9.9% 0.8% $11,178 $493,091 $138,643
ALBANY 10,033 72.5% 2.7% $14,650 $359,999 $133,053
NORTH SYRACUSE 9,996 25.7% 0.3% $11,143 $245,592 $112,152
HALF HOLLOW HILLS 9,974 7.9% 1.8% $14,707 $1,106,482 $237,714
MOUNT VERNON 9,917 66.1% 9.1% $14,334 $456,723 $125,581
LONGWOOD 9,839 26.6% 3.6% $15,034 $532,640 $132,947
SCHENECTADY 9,590 73.6% 3.7% $12,532 $178,430 $76,830
SHENENDEHOWA 9,535 10.9% 0.9% $11,532 $414,272 $177,759
CLARKSTOWN 9,463 6.6% 3.0% $13,204 $855,097 $205,393
PATCHOGUE-MEDFORD 9,080 24.6% 5.5% $13,295 $496,435 $120,191
UTICA 9,043 76.6% 13.4% $11,031 $124,580 $66,441
WEBSTER 8,691 9.6% 1.7% $11,822 $375,006 $156,404
SEWANHAKA 8,630 0.0% 3.6% $12,881 $1,475,455 $328,717
KENMORE-TOWN OF TONAWANDA 8,587 35.2% 0.6% $11,544 $325,878 $136,332
EAST RAMAPO 8,567 68.6% 10.6% $18,766 $834,088 $243,205
LIVERPOOL 8,382 23.9% 1.2% $12,478 $258,315 $121,570
MASSAPEQUA 8,353 2.6% 0.3% $14,225 $862,631 $198,235
NIAGARA FALLS 8,201 66.8% 1.3% $14,339 $159,232 $69,927
HAVERSTRAW-STONY POINT 8,095 42.6% 12.1% $17,103 $593,971 $128,075
THREE VILLAGE 8,004 2.7% 0.9% $14,487 $741,825 $262,935
LEVITTOWN 7,988 7.7% 1.8% $16,663 $601,774 $150,904
EAST MEADOW 7,972 12.0% 3.8% $15,607 $707,479 $169,095
KINGSTON 7,971 43.9% 2.1% $12,922 $428,541 $122,959
WEST SENECA 7,630 28.6% 0.5% $10,592 $301,219 $127,548
COMMACK 7,561 2.9% 0.6% $13,780 $764,842 $172,262
LINDENHURST 7,482 15.0% 3.2% $13,229 $449,110 $116,126
MONROE-WOODBURY 7,352 9.0% 1.5% $14,099 $562,295 $136,990
FAIRPORT 7,120 10.0% 1.0% $11,335 $349,040 $167,410
CONNETQUOT 7,116 8.5% 1.4% $15,362 $718,718 $142,531
ELMIRA 7,087 57.4% 0.3% $12,284 $175,856 $89,869
NEW YORK CITY 1,025,591 76.4% 13.8% $13,640 $479,782 $186,242
Large Districts Mean (excluding NYC) 11,440 33.4% 4.3% $13,563 $489,559 $145,574
Large Districts Median (excluding NYC) 9,499 25.2% 2.0% $13,262 $452,917 $133,000
*  Districts with enrollment of 7,000 or greater.

1.   Taken from: New York, The State of Learning: A Report to the Governor and the Legislature on the Educational Status of the State’s Schools. 
Statistical Profi les of Public School Districts (also known as the “Chapter 655 Report”), State Education Department (2006). www.emsc.
nysed.gov/irts/655report/2006/CompleteReport.pdf

2.   Data provided by State Education Department, February 2007.
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DirectoryRegional Offi  ce
Steven J. Hancox, Deputy Comptroller  (518) 474-4037

 Cole H. Hickland, Director - Direct Services  (518) 474-5480
Jack Dougherty, Director - Direct Services  (518) 474-5480

ALBANY REGIONAL OFFICE – Kenneth Madej, Chief Examiner

22 Computer Drive West • Albany, New York 12205-1695
Tel (518) 438-0093 • Fax (518) 438-0367 • Email: Muni-Albany@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Albany, Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Schenectady, Ulster counties

BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE – Patrick Carbone, Chief Examiner

State Offi  ce Building, Room 1702 • 44 Hawley Street • Binghamton, New York 13901-4417
Tel (607) 721-8306 • Fax (607) 721-8313 • Email: Muni-Binghamton@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Broome, Chenango, Cortland, Delaware, Otsego, Schoharie, Sullivan, Tioga, Tompkins counties

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE – Robert Meller, Chief Examiner

295 Main Street, Room 1050 • Buff alo, New York 14203-2510
Tel (716) 847-3647 • Fax (716) 847-3643 • Email: Muni-Buff alo@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Allegany, Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie, Genesee, Niagara, Orleans, Wyoming counties

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE – Karl Smoczynski, Chief Examiner

One Broad Street Plaza • Glens Falls, New York 12801-4396
Tel (518) 793-0057 • Fax (518) 793-5797 • Email: Muni-GlensFalls@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Clinton, Essex, Franklin, Fulton, Hamilton, Montgomery, Rensselaer, Saratoga, Warren, Washington counties

HAUPPAUGE REGIONAL OFFICE – Richard J. Rennard, Chief Examiner

NYS Offi  ce Building, Room 3A10 • Veterans Memorial Highway • Hauppauge, New York 11788-5533
Tel (631) 952-6534 • Fax (631) 952-6530 • Email: Muni-Hauppauge@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Nassau, Suff olk counties

NEWBURGH REGIONAL OFFICE – Christopher J. Ellis, Chief Examiner

33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 103 • New Windsor, New York 12553
Tel (845) 567-0858 • Fax (845) 567-0080 • Email: Muni-Newburgh@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Westchester counties

ROCHESTER REGIONAL OFFICE – Edward V. Grant Jr., Chief Examiner

The Powers Building • 16 West Main Street – Suite 522 • Rochester, New York 14614-1608
Tel (585) 454-2460 • Fax (585) 454-3545 • Email: Muni-Rochester@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Cayuga, Chemung, Livingston, Monroe, Ontario, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Wayne, Yates counties

SYRACUSE REGIONAL OFFICE – Eugene A. Camp, Chief Examiner

State Offi  ce Building, Room 409 • 333 E. Washington Street • Syracuse, New York 13202-1428
Tel (315) 428-4192 • Fax (315) 426-2119 • Email: Muni-Syracuse@osc.state.ny.us
Serving: Herkimer, Jeff erson, Lewis, Madison, Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence counties

Division of Local Government and School Accountability
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Executive  ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 474-4037
 Steven J. Hancox, Deputy Comptroller
 John C. Traylor, Assistant Comptroller

Financial Reporting .................................................................................................................................................................... 474-4014
(Annual Financial Reports, Constitutional Limits, Real Property Tax Levies, 
Local Government Approvals)

Information Services ................................................................................................................................................................. 474-6975
(Requests for Publications or Government Data)

Justice Court Fund ......................................................................................................................................................................473-6438

Audits and Local Services ........................................................................................................................................................ 474-5404
(Audits, Technical Assistance)

Professional Standards ............................................................................................................................................................ 474-5404
(Auditing and Accounting)

Research  .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 473-0617

Statewide and Regional Projects.................................................................................................................................607-721-8306

Training.............................................................................................................................................................................................473-0005
(Local Offi  cial Training, Teleconferences, DVDs)

Electronic Filing

Questions Regarding Electronic Filing of Annual Financial Reports  ......................................................... 474-4014
Questions Regarding Electronic Filing of Justice Court Reports ................................................................. 486-3166

(Area code for the following is 518 unless otherwise specifi ed)

Mailing Address 

for all of the above:

DirectoryCentral Offi  ce

email: localgov@osc.state.ny.us

Offi  ce of the State Comptroller, 

110 State St., Albany, New York 12236

Division of Local Government and School Accountability
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