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───────────── 
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To the Citizens of the City of New York 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
In accordance with the Comptroller’s responsibilities contained in Chapter 5, §93, of the New 
York City Charter, my office has audited the compliance of the Brooklyn Community Boards 
(Boards) with certain purchasing and inventory procedures.  
 
There are 18 Community Boards in the borough of Brooklyn.  Each Board is headed by a 
Chairperson and employs a District Manager to manage the day-to-day operations.   Audits such 
as this provide a means of ensuring that agencies follow City guidelines and that government 
dollars are used appropriately and in the best interest of the public. 
 
The results of our audit, which are presented in this report, have been discussed with officials of 
the Boards as well as the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office, and their comments have been 
considered in preparing this report. Their complete written responses are attached to this report. 
 
I trust that this report contains information that is of interest to you.  If you have any questions 
concerning this report, please e-mail my audit bureau at audit@Comptroller.nyc.gov or 
telephone my office at 212-669-3747. 
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 

 
William C. Thompson, Jr. 
 
WCT/fh 
 
Report: FP07-117A 
Filed:  June 26, 2008 



 

 

 

Table of Contents 
 

 
AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF……………………………………………………………...1   
 
 Audit Findings and Conclusions…………………………………………………….1 
 Audit Recommendations…………………………………………………………….2 
 
INTRODUCTION…………………………………………….…………………………...3 
          
 Background………………………………………………………………………… 3 
 Objectives………………………………………………………………………….. 3 
 Scope and Methodology…………………………………………………………… 4 
 Discussion of Audit Results……………………………………………………….. 5 
 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS…………………………………………….  6 
  

Improper Payments from Imprest Fund ……………………………….……………6 
Noncomplaince with Purchasing Procedures and Controls…………………………7  
Inventory Control Weaknesses at 12 Boards………………………………….……18 
Improper Payment of Non-City Employee’s Cell Phone…………………………..20 
Incorrect Charges Posted to Board #6………………………………………….…..21 
Possible Conflict of Interest…………………………………………….…………..21 

 
ADDENDUM    I  Responses from 18 Brooklyn Community Boards 
 
ADDENDUM   II  Response from Brooklyn Borough President’s Office 
 
ADDENDUM  III  Letters from Brooklyn Borough President’s Office Informing the  

Community Boards of the new Comptroller’s Directive #24 
 
 
 



 

Office of New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson, Jr. 

The City of New York 
Office of the Comptroller 

Bureau of Financial Audit 
 

Audit Report on the 
Financial and Operating Practices of the 

18 Brooklyn Community Boards 
 

FP07-117A 
             
 

AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF 
 

There are Community Boards (Boards) for each of the 59 Community Districts throughout 
the five boroughs of New York City, of which  Brooklyn has 18—Boards 1 through 18. Each 
Community Board (Board) has up to 50 non-salaried members who are appointed by their 
respective Borough Presidents and a District Manager as its chief executive officer. The Borough 
President’s Offices provide administrative assistance to their Boards. 

   
This audit determined whether the 18 Brooklyn Boards complied with certain purchasing 

and inventory procedures as set forth in the New York City Comptroller’s Internal Control and 
Accountability Directives (Comptroller’s Directives) #3, #6 and #24; applicable Procurement 
Policy Board (PPB) rules; the Procedural Guidelines for Community Boards; and the 
Department of Investigation Standards for Inventory Control and Management; and if the 
Boards received funding from non-City sources, whether they accounted for the receipt and 
disbursement of those funds. 

 
 

Audit Findings and Conclusions 
 

The 18 Boards generally adhered to Comptroller’s Directives #3, #6, and 24; applicable 
Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; the Procedural Guidelines for Community Boards; and 
the Department of Investigation Standards for Inventory Control and Management. In addition, 
imprest fund purchases did not exceed $250; imprest fund checks had the required authorized 
signatures, designated specified payees, and bore the inscription “void after 90 days”; imprest 
fund bank accounts were appropriately reconciled; and all major equipment items were on hand.    
 

Lastly, our examination of the Boards’ Other Than Personal Service expenditures 
disclosed no major instances in which monies were improperly used. However, there were minor 
instances in which the Boards did not comply with certain purchasing and inventory procedures. 
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Audit Recommendations 
 
 We make twenty-four recommendations to the Boards to address weaknesses found 
during the audit, including that the Boards should ensure that: 
 

• Miscellaneous vouchers are used only for purposes that are allowable by 
Comptroller’s Directive #24; 

 
• Imprest fund payments are used only for purposes that are allowable by Comptroller’s 

Directive #3. 
 

• All payments are charged to the correct object code; 
 

• Sales tax is not paid to vendors; 
 

• Complete and accurate inventory records are maintained; 
 

• Chairpersons’ and former Chairperson’s cell phone charges are not paid for by the 
Boards; and 

 
• Less expensive cell-phone plans are used and stop the practice of making personal 

calls. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
  

There are Community Boards for each of the 59 Community Districts throughout the five 
boroughs of New York City. Each Community Board has up to 50 non-salaried members who 
are appointed by their respective Borough Presidents.  Board members reside, work, or have 
significant interests in their districts. Each Board has a Chairperson and hires a District Manager 
as its chief executive officer. The District Manager’s responsibilities include assisting the Board 
in hiring the administrative staff, supervising the staff, and managing the daily operations of the 
district office. Each Borough President’s Office provides administrative assistance to its Boards. 
 
 There are 18 Brooklyn Boards—Boards 1 through 18. Each Board has a District Manager 
and at least one full-time clerical staff person.  
  

Table II, below, lists each Board’s Other Than Personal Service expenditures for Fiscal 
Year 2006. 

 
Table I 

Summary of Expenditures for the 18 Brooklyn Community Boards 
Fiscal Year 2006 

 
Board Other Than 

Personal 
Services 

Board 1         81,005 
Board 2 64,812 

Board 3 102,966 
Board 4 61,667 
Board 5 19,483 
Board 6 37,716 
Board 7 7,377 
Board 8 45,449 
Board 9 72,027 

  Board 10 32,867 
  Board 11 42,392 
  Board 12 41,930 
  Board 13 77,010 
  Board 14 74,214 
  Board 15 26,872 
  Board 16 39,702 
  Board 17 88,962 
  Board 18 46,141 

Total $962,592  
Objectives 
 
 The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the 18 Brooklyn Community 
Boards (Boards) are complying with certain purchasing and inventory procedures as set forth in: 
the New York City Comptroller’s Internal Control and Accountability Directives (Comptroller’s 
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Directives) #3, #6 and #24; certain applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; the 
“Procedural Guidelines for Community Boards”; the Department of Investigation Standards for 
Inventory Control and Management; and the “Handbook For Community Board Members”; and, 
if the Boards received funding from non-City sources, whether they accounted for the receipt and 
disbursement of those funds. 
 
 
Scope and Methodology 
 
 This audit covered the period July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006.  
 

To obtain an understanding of the purchasing and inventory procedures and regulations 
with which the Boards are required to comply, we reviewed relevant provisions of: 
Comptroller’s Directives #3, “Procedures for the Administration of Imprest Funds,”; #6, “Travel, 
Meals, Lodging and Miscellaneous Agency Expenses”; and #24, “Agency Purchasing 
Procedures and Controls”; applicable Procurement Policy Board (PPB) rules; the “Procedural 
Guidelines for Community Boards”; the “Handbook For Community Board Members”; and the 
Department of Investigation Standards for Inventory Control and Management.  We interviewed 
staff at the Boards to obtain an understanding of the purchasing procedures, to determine how 
physical assets are safeguarded, and to determine the controls over funding received from non-
City sources.   
    

Tests of Compliance with Comptroller’s Directive #3 and #24 and PPB Rules  
 
We examined all 298 purchase documents issued by the Boards (282 purchase orders; 11 

contracts; and 5 requirement contract release orders) and their 923 corresponding vouchers.  We 
also examined all 466 miscellaneous vouchers and all 49 imprest fund vouchers issued by the 
Boards during our audit period.  Each purchase document and voucher was examined for the 
requisite approvals and authorizations; for evidence that the transactions were for proper 
business purposes; and for adequate documentation. It was also determined whether the proper 
purchase document was used to initiate the purchase of goods or services.  Each of the 1,438 
vouchers was examined to ascertain whether:  it was properly coded; an authorized purchase 
document was on file; sales and excise taxes, if applicable, were properly excluded from 
payments; and bids were obtained when required by PPB rules.  For the 466 miscellaneous 
vouchers and 49 imprest fund vouchers, we also determined whether the vouchers were issued 
for only allowable purposes. 

 
 To determine whether the Boards were in compliance with imprest fund procedures 
specified in Comptroller’s Directive #3, we selected all bank statements for the imprest funds for 
Fiscal Year 2006. All canceled checks listed on the bank statements were examined for the 
presence of:  two authorized signatures; a specific payee (as opposed to “bearer” or “cash”); an 
endorsement; and a “void after 90 days” inscription. We also determined whether appropriate 
bank reconciliations were performed and whether individual imprest fund expenditures were 
within the $250 allowable amount specified in Directive #3. 
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Test of Records for Funding from Non-City Sources 
  
 Based on our interviews with staff at the Boards, we determined that no Boards received 
funds from any fundraising events or from a non-City source.  

 
Tests of Inventory Records 
 
We selected all major equipment items (including computers, monitors, printers, 

scanners, laptops, fax machines, and televisions) listed on each Board’s most current inventory 
records and determined whether they were on hand at each Board’s office. We also checked 
whether all items examined were properly tagged as property of the Board. Finally, we 
ascertained whether major equipment purchased during our audit period was properly recorded 
on the Boards’ inventory lists. 

 
This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 

standards (GAGAS) and included tests of the records and other auditing procedures considered 
necessary. This audit was performed in accordance with the audit responsibilities of the City 
Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, of the New York City Charter.  
 
Discussion of Audit Results 
 

The matters covered in this report were discussed with officials of the 18 Brooklyn 
Community Boards and the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office during and at the conclusion of 
this audit.  A preliminary draft report was sent to Board officials and the Brooklyn Borough 
President’s Office and was discussed at an exit conference held on March 31, 2008.  On April 
18, 2008, we submitted a draft report to Board officials and the Brooklyn Borough President’s 
Office with a request for comments.  We received written comments from each of the Boards 
and the Borough President’s Office.  

 
In their responses, the 18 Boards and the Borough President’s Office described the steps 

they have taken or will take to implement the report’s recommendations.  The full texts of the 
comments are included as addenda to this report. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The 18 Boards generally adhered to Comptroller’s Directives #3, #6, and #24; applicable 
Procurement Policy Board rules; the “Procedural Guidelines for Community Boards”; and the 
Department of Investigation Standards for Inventory Control and Management. In that regard: 
 

• Bids were appropriately obtained for purchases when applicable; 
 

• Imprest fund purchases did not exceed $250; 
 

• Imprest fund checks had the required authorized signatures, designated specified 
payees, and had the inscription “void after 90 days”;  

 

• Imprest fund bank accounts were appropriately reconciled; and 
 

• All major equipment items were on hand. 
 

 In addition, our examination of the Other Than Personal Services (OTPS) expenditures of 
each Board disclosed no major instances in which monies were improperly used.  

   
However, there were instances of Board noncompliance which did not detract from our 

overall opinion; the details of these findings are discussed in the remaining sections of this 
report.   
 

 
Improper Payments from Imprest Fund  
 

Imprest Fund Used to Pay for Monthly Expenditures and 
Parking Violation at Board #18 

 
 Eighteen of 30 payments made from Board #18’s imprest fund were for improper 
expenditures according to Comptroller’s Directive #3.  These 18 payments totaled $790 and were 
made to pay monthly charges for cable TV and Internet service.  According to Directive #3, the 
imprest fund may not be used for “continuing monthly expenditures (e.g., ongoing rental of 
office equipment, internet or cell phone services).”  Recurring expenditures such as these should 
not be paid out of the imprest fund, but should be paid using the appropriate purchase document 
and payment voucher.  
 

In addition, the imprest fund was used to pay for a parking violation totaling $165.  In 
accordance with the Comptroller’s Directive #6, §14.11, “Parking tickets and motor vehicle 
violations incurred during the conduct of City business are never reimbursable regardless of 
whether obtained in connection with the operation or a City owned, personal or rental vehicle at 
a Local, Long Distance or Overnight Travel destination.”   
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Recommendations 
 

Board #18 should: 
 

1. Ensure that imprest fund payments are used only for purposes that are allowable by 
Comptroller’s Directive #3. 

 
Board 18 Response:  “Monthly charges for cable TV have not been paid by Imprest Fund 
as of March/April 2006 – 3/14/06 was the last Imprest Fund payment. – and Internet 
service were paid by the Imprest Fund to AOL as an automatic monthly bank transfer.  
AOL would not accept any other method of payment.  As of March 7, 2008 AOL was 
cancelled.” 

 
2. Ensure that the City is reimbursed a total of $165 for a parking violation paid from its 

imprest fund. 
 
Board 18 Response:  “Parking violation totaling $165.00 was reimbursed on March 6, 
and paid to The City of New York.” 

 
Invoice Did Not Describe Items Purchased at Board #11 

 
Board #11 made a purchase using the imprest fund totaling $53.  The receipt for this 

purchase had no description indicating what item was purchased.  According to Comptroller’s 
Directive #3, §5.4.5, “Invoices should properly describe the items purchased and provide 
quantities and separate prices for each item.”   
 

Recommendation 
 

3. Board #11 should obtain receipts with proper descriptions of the items purchased 
before payments are made to vendors or reimbursement to employees. 

 
Board 11 Response:  Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation. 

 
 
Noncompliance with Purchasing Procedures and Controls 
 

Payments Lacked Proper Documentation on File at Boards #1 and #13 
 
 Our review of payment vouchers at Board #13 revealed that the District Manager was 
reimbursed $80 without providing any invoices that supported the claimed expenses. The 
Personal Expense Form indicated that one expense of $60 on July 18, 2005, was for 
“miscellaneous moving expenses to new office.”  On July 19, 2005, the District Manager 
recorded an additional expense of $20 for “office move—soda, snacks, other.”  In addition, the 
Brooklyn Borough President’s Office staff did not obtain copies of the invoices for the $80 prior 
to approving the payment. Directive #24 requires the submission of supporting receipts along 
with payment or reimbursement requests.  
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In addition, Board #13 made nine miscellaneous vouchers payments totaling $282 even 

though the receipts had no description of the items purchased.  
 

Our review of payment vouchers at Board #1 revealed that one vendor was paid a total of 
$375 without having provided supporting documentation, such as a daily time sheet, to document 
that the services were performed.  The only documentation provided was four invoices for set-up 
services for Board meetings. The invoices had the person’s name with the Community Board’s 
address on the letter head and did not detail the hours the person worked.  There was no 
documentation that this person did perform the services on the invoice.   Additionally, as detailed 
in the next section, this vendor received payment prior to rendering the services. Therefore, it 
appears the undated invoices were prepared before the services were rendered.  

 
In addition, Board #1 made 13 miscellaneous vouchers payments totaling $294 even 

though the receipts had no description of the items purchased. 
 
Directive # 24, §6.0, requires adequate “supporting documentation” to be present before 

payment vouchers can be approved. 
 

Recommendations 
 
4. Board #13 should require that its District Manager either provide an invoice to 

document the expenses incurred or reimburse the $80 to the Board. 
 

Board 13 Response:  “Board members and volunteers were on hand for the hot summer 
days during which this long-delayed move was accomplished. And, yes there were 
refreshments and drinks offered. . . . There were receipts for at least some of these 
purchases, and they were sent.  This activity was three years ago, and the paperwork 
appears to be gone or misplaced elsewhere.” 

 
5. Board #1 should obtain from vendors completed time sheets or supporting 

documentation of work performed prior to paying the vendors. 
 
Board 1 Response:  “The caretaker has submitted this same invoice for the past 30 years, 
however, it has been revised . . . to comply with the Comptroller’s wishes. In addition, 
the Board no longer uses a cleaning service due to the extreme budget cuts implemented 
by this Administration.” 

 
6. Board #1 and #13 should obtain receipts with proper descriptions of the items 

purchased before payments are made to vendors. 
 
Board 1 Response:  “The caretaker has submitted this same invoice for the past 30 years, 
however, it has been revised and attached (A) to comply with the Comptroller’s wishes.” 
 
Board 13 Response:  “Nine miscellaneous vouchers were noted totaling $282. A check 
of back issues finds that these amounts related to expenses that concerned the monthly 
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Board Cabinet meetings, which are vital to community operations. It has been said that 
the receipts did not indicate the amounts delineated for which were the costs for the 
bagels, the milk, the juice, the butter and cheese. Our understanding is that, at such a 
meeting, the cost of $3 is allowed for those attending.  Indeed, the individual sums do not 
equate with this figure-they are much less.” 
 
 
Advance Payment to Vendors at Board #1 

 
Our review of payment vouchers revealed that at Board #1, two vendors were paid a total 

of $1,632 in advance of performing services.  Directive #24, §6.0, states, the goods or services 
must be received prior to the approval of the payment voucher.   

 
One vendor received $375 for Board meeting set-up services using four vouchers.  The 

payment vouchers for this vendor were submitted as follows: on August 4, 2005, for the full 
month of services for August; on October 27, 2005, for services performed November 9, 2005, 
and December 6, 2005; on January 10, 2006, for services performed on January 11, 2006, and 
February 7, 2006; and on March 15, 2006, for work performed on March 21, 2006, April 10, 
2006, May 9, 2006, and June 13, 2006.   

 
The second vendor received $1,257 for cleaning services using six vouchers in advance 

of rendering services.  Vouchers were submitted for payment on October 25, 2005, for the 
months of October, November, and December 2005; on January 5, 2006, for the month of 
January 2006; February 8, 2006, for the month of February 2006; March 8, 2006, for the month 
of March 2006; on April 28, 2006, for the months of April and May 2006; and on May 10, 2006, 
for the month of June 2006. 

 
Recommendation 

 
7. Board #1 should ensure that services are performed prior to submitting a voucher for 

payment. 
 
Board 1 Response:  “The Board no longer uses a cleaning service due to the extreme 
budget implemented by this Administration.” 

 
Unnecessary Sales Tax Paid to Vendor by Board #17 

 
 Board #17 unnecessarily paid sales tax totaling $319 to one of its vendors.  Comptroller’s 
Directive #24, §6.0 states “Payment voucher approvers must ensure that: . . . Taxes from which 
the City of New York is exempt are not included (such as New York State sales tax).” Board #17 
representatives did not exclude sale tax on five invoices before filling out the payment vouchers.  
In addition, the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office staff did not correct this error when 
processing the vouchers to pay this vendor.   
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Recommendations 
 
8. Board #17 should obtain a refund or credit from the vendor of $319 for the sales taxes 

it paid. 
 
Board 17 Response:  “Community Board #17 received a credit from the Vendor ‘Quill’ 
in the amount of $319 for the sales taxes it paid.” 
 
9. The Borough President’s Office should ensure that sales tax is excluded from all 

payments made to vendors of the Community Boards. 
 
Borough President Response:  “Please be advised that the Office of the Brooklyn 
Borough President will not process any future purchases that include sales tax.  A 
reminder memo will be prepared and sent out to all Community Boards reminding them 
of the City’s tax exempt status.” 
 
 
Employees’ Daily Commuting Charges  
Improperly Paid for by Board #15 

 
 Board #15 paid $440 for a parking permit for the District Manager and three other 
employees for the parking lot connected with the building in which Board #15’s office is located.    
According to Comptroller’s Directive #6, §4.2, “Transportation costs incurred for Commuting 
between an employee’s residence and Primary Work Station are not reimbursable.” 
 

Recommendation 
 
 10.  Board #15 should recover the parking permit fees paid on behalf of its employees. 

 
Board 15 Response:  “After the exit conference at Borough Hall, as per your 
recommendation I wrote to each of the employees a letter requesting reimbursement for 
the parking permits.” 

 
Personal Calls Billed to Board #5’s Cell Phone 

 
While on personal business, the District Manager of Board #5 made seven personal 

phone calls from Montreal, Canada, on Board #5’s cell phone to his home during off-business 
hours.  These calls resulted in charges of $59.  These charges were included in the October 2005 
cell phone bill and paid for by the Board.  
 

When an employee is on job-related business away from the office and requests expense 
reimbursements for telephone calls, Directive #6, §14.9.4, states, “Reimbursement claims must 
indicate date, name of party, telephone number and place called and the purpose of the call and 
must attach an itemized receipt.”  However, in this case, the employee was not on job-related 
business; therefore, reimbursement for personal use of the cell-phone is not allowed. 
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Recommendation 
 

11.  Board #5 should require its District Manager to reimburse the $59 in personal-call 
charges made to his home during non-business hours from out of the country. 

 
Board 5 Response:  “I am reimbursing the board the amount of $59.00.” 

 
 

Duplicate Payments Made by Board #13 
 
 Our review of payment vouchers revealed that a vendor was paid twice for the same 
purchases at Board #13. Comptroller’s Directive #24, §6.0, states that “Payment Voucher 
approvers must ensure that the appropriate invoice is being paid.”  
 

Specifically, in the case of Board #13, two vouchers were processed and a vendor was 
paid a total of $350 for invoices for office-cleaning services.  However, we found that the Board 
had previously paid the vendor for the services rendered on these invoices.   
 

It appears that the Boards and the Brooklyn Borough President’s Office were unaware of 
the duplicate payments and that their respective staff did not review and examine the invoices for 
duplication. 
 

Recommendations 
 

12.  Board #13 should obtain a refund of the $350 duplicate payment or receive a credit 
against future services, if applicable. 

 
Board 13 Response:  “The total of $350 for what appears to be duplicate cleaning figures 
may well has happened during the aforementioned period.  At any rate, the vendor is no 
longer associated with CB 13, and, it must be noted, there were times during the pre-and 
immediately post period of moving that two offices may have been cleaned.  
Nonetheless, this duplication will not occur again.” 

 
Use of Incorrect Purchase Documents for the Purchase of  
Goods and Services from External Vendors 

 
City agencies use purchase documents to reserve or encumber funds from their budget for 

the purchase of goods or services from external vendors. Payment vouchers written against a 
purchasing document liquidate the encumbrance and record the expenditure. On April 15, 2004, 
the Comptroller’s Office reissued its Directive #24, “Agency Purchasing Procedures and 
Controls,” which introduced new purchase documents that should be used to “replace the generic 
agency encumbrance, the Purchase Order (PO).”  The updated directive states that for contracts 
of $10,000 or less (using other than capital funds) agencies should use a PC purchase document 
instead of a PO. For micro-purchases, which are purchases of $5,000 or less, agencies should use 
a PD purchase document. According to the directive, POs should be used only for “a general 
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agency encumbrance for special, non-procurement expenditures for which a contract or Purchase 
Document is not required.” 

  
Based on our testing of purchase documents issued during Fiscal Year 2006, we 

determined that the Boards are not adhering to Comptroller’s Directive #24. Specifically, the 
Boards issued POs for 265 of the 282 purchase documents tested instead of using the new PC 
and PD purchase documents when required. By not using the correct purchasing documents to 
encumber funds for the purchase of goods and services, the Boards are not properly representing 
their payment activities on the City’s Financial Management System. 

. 
Recommendation 

  
13. All Boards should ensure that proper purchasing documents are used only for 

purposes that are allowable by Comptroller’s Directives #24. 
 
Board 1 Response:  Board 1’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 2 Response: “Community Board 2 modified its internal procedures to comply with 
Comptroller’s Directive #24.” 
 
Board 3 Response:  “We have noted which forms are allowable and now use the correct 
purchasing documents allowable.” 
 
Board 4 Response:  “Community Board #4 will use only the purchasing documents that 
is allowable by the Comptroller’s Directive #24.” 
 
Board 5 Response:  “Community Board 5 is now using the correct vouchers”. 
 
Board 6 Response:  “Recommendation #13 has been implemented completely.” 
 
Board 7 Response:  “At our pre-audit conference, every community Board that attended 
was surprised to learn that Comptroller’s Directive #24 required the use of a different 
form for purchasing. Every last one of us stated that we did not receive this directive two 
years earlier and were informed, by your staff, that it was sent to the Borough President’s 
office. We all noted that we are separate agencies and the responsibility for informing us 
should fall to the Comptroller’s office. The failure to acknowledge your own office’s 
communication mistake make it seems as if your agency is looking to blame its mistake 
on the Community Boards. I will not accept this blame and I call on you to correct this 
absolutely intentional and grievous mistake before the final report is issued. I would also 
like proof that Brooklyn Community Boards were informed by your office of 
Comptroller’s Directive #24, since I am responsible for this office’s ‘failure’ to comply 
with it. I do not take this false accusation of professional dereliction lightly.” 
 
Auditor Comment: Attached to this report (Addendum III) are two letters from the 
Borough President’s Office.  The first letter dated September 27, 2005, which was 
addressed to the Community Boards, states that “Comptroller’s Directive #24, which 
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covers agency purchasing and controls” was enclosed; the second letter, dated October 6, 
2005, addressed to Community #15, states that copies of Directive #24 “were recently 
provided to all Community Boards for their use.” 
 
Board 8 Response:  “Please be advised that the correct purchase documents are currently 
being used and will continue to be used.” 
 
Board 9 Response:  “Community Board 9 is in compliance with Comptroller’s Directive 
#24 by ensuring that the proper purchasing documents are used for the purposes that are 
allowable by the Directive.” 
 
Board 10 Response:  “We reviewed the report and have no objections to the report.” 
 
Board 11 Response:  Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation  
 
Board 12 Response:  Board 12’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 13 Response:  Board 13’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 14 Response:  Board 14’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
 
Board 15 Response:  Board 15’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 16 Response:  “Prior to this audit, we were unaware of Comptroller Directive 24.  
When we became aware of Directive 24, we began to use the appropriate vouchers for the 
purposes that are allowable by the Comptroller Directive 24.  We accept the report as 
written.” 
 
Board 17 Response:  Board 17’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 18 Response:  Board 18’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Improper Use of Miscellaneous Vouchers 

 
 The 18 Boards improperly processed 258 of the 466 miscellaneous vouchers according to 
Comptroller’s Directive #24. These vouchers were issued for payment of postage, utility 
expense, telephone, supplies, and real estate tax.  Directive #24 states that “Miscellaneous 
Payment Vouchers (PVMs) may be used only when estimated or future liability is not 
determinable, or a contract or a Purchase Document is not required or applicable.”  Directive #24 
also states that miscellaneous vouchers should not be used for payments for postal services.  
Recurring monthly expenditures for which the future liability is determinable, such as telephone 
and temporary services expense, should not be paid by the use of miscellaneous vouchers.  
Improper use of miscellaneous vouchers contributes to the distortion of the City’s book of 
accounts by misstating the City’s outstanding obligations. 
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Recommendation 
 

14. All Boards should ensure that miscellaneous vouchers are used only for purposes that 
are allowable by Comptroller’s Directives #24. 

 
Board 1 Response:  Board 1’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 2 Response:  “Community Board 2 accepts the finding. . . . Community Board 2 
modified its internal procedures to comply with Comptroller’s Directive #24.” 
 
Board 3 Response:  “According to the Comptroller’s Directive #24 and in compliance 
with your recommendation, we have noted which forms are allowable and now use the 
correct purchasing documents allowable.” 
 
Board 4 Response:  “Community Board #4 ensures that miscellaneous vouchers will be 
used only for purposes that is allowable by Comptroller’s Directive #24.” 
 
Board 5 Response:  “Miscellaneous vouchers’ are used only for purposes that are 
allowed.  Community Board 5 is now using the correct vouchers.” 
 
Board 6 Response:  “We did not intend to use the incorrect miscellaneous vouchers.  
Once this information was brought to our attention we immediately began using the 
proper forms.  Recommendation #14 has been implemented completely.” 
 
Board 7 Response:  See Board 7’s response and the corresponding auditor’s comments to 
recommendation #13. 
 
Board 8 Response:  “As recommended, we will be more vigilant in efforts to comply 
with directives established by the Comptroller’s Office.” 
 
Board 9 Response:  “Community Board 9 will ensure that miscellaneous vouchers are 
used only for purposes allowable  by Comptroller’s Directive #24.” 
 
Board 10 Response:  “We reviewed the report and have no objections to the report.” 
 
Board 11 Response:  Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 12 Response:  Board 12’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 13 Response:  Board 13’s response did not address this recommendation.  
 
Board 14 Response:  Board 14’s response did not address this recommendation.  
 
Board 15 Response:  Board 15’s response did not address this recommendation.  
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Board 16 Response:  “Prior to this audit, we were unaware of Comptroller Directive 24.  
When we became aware of Directive 24, we began to use the appropriate vouchers for the 
purposes that are allowable by the Comptroller Directive 24.  We accept the report as 
written.” 
 
Board 17 Response:  Board 17’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 18 Response:  Board 18’s response did not address this recommendation.  
 
 
Excessively Expensive Cell-Phone and Internet-Service Packages 

 
 Our review of payment vouchers revealed weaknesses at Boards #3, #5, #9, #11, #13, 
#17, and #18.  The District Managers of these boards selected excessively expensive cell-phone 
packages while making a minimal number of calls. The total excess cost to these Boards was 
$7,807 for cell-phone calls, and $339 for Internet service.  Less expensive packages with the 
same providers could have been used, which would have resulted in savings to the Boards.  In a 
few instances, some District Managers did not obtain the City employee discount on the plan to 
which they were entitled.  Directive #24, §6.0, states payment voucher approvers must “verify 
that the expenditure is necessary and reasonable.”  Furthermore, §6.1 states, “Agencies must 
make every effort to obtain rebates and discounts from vendors when economical.” Paying 
higher fees than necessary for services is non-economical and does not provide any additional 
benefit to the Boards. 
 

Also, some District Managers were using cell phones for personal calls within the plans’ 
minutes.  Although the District Manager of Board #11 contributed $35 per month to offset the 
expense of personal calls, we could not determine whether the $35 was sufficient to reimburse 
the City for all his personal calls.   
 

Recommendation 
 
 Boards #3, #5, #9, #11, #13, #17, and #18 should: 
 

15. Obtain less expensive cell-phone plans and stop the practice of making personal calls. 
 
Board 3 Response:  “As a corrective measure, Community Board #3 has discontinued its 
cell-phone services.” 
 
Board 5 Response:  “Effective April 4th, 2008 we obtained a less expensive package.” 
 
Board 9 Response:  “Community Board 9 has obtained a less expensive cell-phone plan.  
The practice of making personal calls has ceased.” 
 
Board 11 Response:  Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation.  
 
Board 13 Response:  “CB 13 is now arranging for cell phone use at a lesser price.” 
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Board 17 Response:  “Community Board #17 has obtained a Monthly Access Plan in the 
amount of $39.099 with 450 Anytime Minutes.” 
 
Board 18 Response:  “As of December 8, 2006 CB 18 has T-Mobile Cell-Phone Plan for 
$29.99 per month and have since obtained a further Government Discount of 12% for a 
total of $26.39 per month.” 
 
Excessively Expensive Cable Packages 
 

 District Managers of Boards #9, #11, #13, and #18 obtained excessively expensive cable 
packages.  Directive #24, §6.0, states payment voucher approvers must “verify that the 
expenditure is necessary and reasonable.” Specifically, the District Managers selected cable 
service that included the family package at a higher cost than the basic service package. These 
four boards paid a total of $2,670 for packages that provided additional channels. There was no 
justification in the purchasing documents for purchasing any package exceeding the cost of the 
basic service.  Paying higher fees than necessary for services is non-economical and does not 
provide any additional benefit to the Boards. 
 

 
Recommendation 

 
16. Boards #9, #11, #13, and #18 should use only the basic cable plan. 
 
Board 9 Response:  “Community Board 9 does not consider the current cable package to 
be excessively expensive.  Community Board 9’s cable plan is the basic plan + the all-
news channels.” 
 
Board 11 Response:  Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation.  
 
Board 13 Response:  “CB 13 . . . has limited its use of Cable to a smaller figure as well.” 
 
Board 18 Response:  “CB 18 contracted for the Family Package since the Basic Package 
does not provide for Channel 1 News or CNN.  Because of the findings in the 
Comptroller’s Preliminary Draft, as of March 7, 2008 we reduced to Basic Package Plan 
for $22.02 per month.  However, your Preliminary Draft report was incorrect – the basic 
service package does not provide for Channel 1 News.  We ask that the Comptroller’s 
Office revisit their recommendation and allow expenditure for the Family Package.”  
(Emphasis in original.) 
 
 
Payment for Unused Service 

 
 Our review of payment vouchers revealed that the District Manager of Board #11 
purchased memberships at BJ’s and Costco discount retail clubs, totaling $92. The Board 
intended to take advantage of discounts and save funds.  A review of their payment vouchers 
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showed that no purchases were made at Costco and only one purchase of $107 was made at BJ’s 
during the entire fiscal year.  Directive #24, §6.0, states that payment voucher approvers must 
“verify that the expenditure is necessary and reasonable.”   Paying for services that are not used 
or only used once (incurring a $43 membership fee to obtain discounts on $107 worth of 
purchases) is non-economical and does not provide any additional benefit to the Board. 
 
 

Recommendation 
 

17. Board #11 should not purchase membership in discount retail clubs unless it intends 
to make purchases at the clubs. 

 
Board 11 Response:  Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation. 

 
 

Incorrect Object Codes Charged 
 
 Except for Boards #11 and #18, the Boards charged the wrong object code for some of 
the vouchers processed during our audit period.  Directives #24, §6.0, states, “Payment Voucher 
approvers must ensure that the appropriate accounting and budget codes are being charged.  This 
includes charging the correct unit of appropriation and correct object code within that unit of 
appropriation.”  Of the 1,438 voucher packages we reviewed, there were 99 instances in which 
vouchers were charged to the wrong object code.  Using incorrect object codes can distort 
accurate reporting of the type and amount of a particular expense item during the fiscal year.  
This can compromise management’s ability to plan future budgets. 

 
Recommendation 

 
18. The Boards should ensure that all vouchers processed and payments made are 

charged to the correct object code. 
 
Board 1 Response:  Board 1’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 2 Response:  Board 2’s response did not address this recommendation. 

 
Board 3 Response:  Board 3’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 4 Response:  Board 4’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 5 Response:  Board 5’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 6 Response:  “We did not intend to use incorrect object codes.  Once this 
information was brought to our attention we immediately began using the proper object 
codes.  Recommendation #18 has been implemented completely.” 
 
Board 7 Response:  Board 7’s response did not address this recommendation. 
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Board 8 Response:  “Please be advised that we will seek to use the correct object codes 
in the future on all vouchers processed for payments.” 
 
Board 9 Response:  Board 9’s response did not address this recommendation. 

 
Board 10 Response:  “We reviewed the report and have no objections to the report.” 
 
Board 12 Response:  Board 12’s response did not address this recommendation. 

 
 Board 13 Response:  Board 13’s response did not address this recommendation.  
 
Board 14 Response:  Board 14’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 15 Response:  Board 15’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 16 Response:  Board 16’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 17 Response:  Board 17’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
 

Inventory Control Weaknesses at 12 Boards 
 
 Our review of Board inventory controls revealed weaknesses at Boards #3, #4, #5, #6, #7, 
#9, #11, #12, #13, #14, #15, and #18.  Specifically, a total of 28 major equipment items were not 
on the inventory lists of Boards #3, #4, #5, #9, #11, #12, #13, #15 and #18.  
 
 We also determined that the inventory lists for Boards #3 and #14 did not contain 
complete information, such as serial numbers. Board #3 did not have correct serial numbers on 
its inventory list.  We also noted that Boards #3, #6, #7, and #12 did not have identification tags 
on the inventory equipment.  The Department of Investigation Standards for Inventory Control 
and Management states that as part of the minimum requirements for the physical inventory, 
records should include: type of equipment, manufacturer, serial number, and location. 
 

 
Recommendations 

 
 Boards #3, #4, #5, #6, #7, #9, #11, #12, #13, #14, #15 and #18 should: 
 

19. Ensure that complete and accurate inventory records are maintained for major 
equipment. 

 
Board 3 Response:  “We have complied with your recommendation by having our 
inventory listed with correct serial numbers and all community board equipment has been 
tagged with etching from NYPD.” 
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Board 4 Response:  “Community Board #4 ensure that a complete and accurate 
inventory records are and will be maintained for all major equipment in the future.” 
 
Board 5 Response:  “We corrected the inventory list and have now listed everything as 
per the Department of Investigation Standards for Inventory Control and Management.” 
 
Board 6 Response:  “We are currently in the process of reviewing the Department of 
Investigation’s Standards for Inventory Control and Management to ensure compliance.  
We have already updated our inventory records, implementing Recommendation #19.  If 
they are in fact required by the Standards for Inventory Control and Management, we 
intend to purchase inventory tags in the forthcoming fiscal year assuming we have the 
wherewithal to do so given our uncertain budget situation.  We intend to comply with 
Recommendation #20 at our earliest opportunity as soon as our budgetary situation 
allows for it.” 
 
Board 7 Response:  Board 7’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 9 Response:  “Community Board 9 has updated its inventory record and tagged 
the one single Hewlett Packard printer that was not tagged and inventoried in a timely 
manner.” 
 
Board 11 Response:   Board 11’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 12 Response:  “We will continue to maintain a complete and accurate inventory 
list and will tag each new item purchased for our Office.” 
 
Board 13 Response:  Board 13’s response did not address this recommendation. 
 
Board 14 Response:  “Effective immediately, Community Board 14 will maintain 
complete and accurate inventory records, including serial numbers for all office 
equipment. The board will properly tag each item for identification purposes.” 
 
Board 15 Response:  “We have improved the inventory list and it is quite accurate.” 
 
Board 18 Response:  “Computer monitors, (2) cameras, and a lap-top computer have 
been added to the inventory control, and properly were tagged as property of CB 18.” 
 
Boards #3, #6, #7 and #12 should: 
 
20. Tag equipment as property of the specific community board. 
 
Board 3 Response:  “We have complied with your recommendation by having our 
inventory listed with correct serial numbers and all community board equipment has been 
tagged with etching from NYPD.” 
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Board 6 Response:  “We are currently in the process of reviewing the Department of 
Investigation’s Standards for Inventory Control and Management to ensure compliance.  
We have already updated our inventory records, implementing Recommendation #19. We 
intend to comply with Recommendation #20 at our earliest opportunity as soon as our 
budgetary situation allows for it.” 
  
Board 7 Response:   Board 7 did not response to this recommendation. 
  
Board 12 Response:  “We will continue to maintain a complete and accurate inventory 
list and will tag each new item purchased for our Office” 
 

Improper Payment of Non-City Employee’s Cell Phone 
 
 Our review of payment vouchers revealed weaknesses at Boards #9, #13, and #15. 
During Fiscal Year 2006, these Boards paid a total of $2,662 for non-employees to have cell 
phones.  The cell phones were given to two Chairpersons and one former Chairperson.  These 
Chairpersons are considered non-City employees.  According to the “Handbook For Community 
Board Member,” Chapter 70, §2800(c), “Members of community boards shall serve as such 
without compensation but shall be reimbursed for actual and necessary out-of-pocket expenses in 
connection with attendance at regularly scheduled meetings of the community board.”  
According to the Handbook, reimbursable cell-phone calls would be those calls made while 
attending Board meetings.  The cell-phone calls not related to Board meetings are not 
reimbursable.  
 

Recommendations 
 
 Boards #9, #13 and #15 should: 
 

21.  Stop paying the Chairpersons’ and former Chairperson’s cell phone charges. 
 
22. Obtain a refund for the paid cell-phone charges from the Chairpersons and former 

Chairperson for all the years that the Community Board paid this expense.  
 
Board 9 Response:  “Cell phone used by Chairperson has been disconnected and 
discussion is taking place for reasonable compliance with the audit recommendations.” 
 
Board 13 Response:  “CB 13 is now arranging for cell phone use at a lesser price, and 
has limited its use of Cable to a smaller figure as well.  The cell phone use by a previous 
Chairman of the Board took place due to an obvious misunderstanding with a now-
deceased former Chair.  Should we be given the figures for the use of the cell phone by 
the most recent Chair, we will seek payment from him.” 
 
Board 15 Response:   “As per your recommendation, a detailed letter was sent to the 
former Chairperson, Jeremiah P. O’Shea for reimbursement.  As of today, the Board has 
not received any response.  Community Board No. 15 will strive in the future to comply 
with every directive from the Comptroller’s Office.” 
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Other Issues 
 
Incorrect Charges Posted to Board #6  
 
 Our review of payment vouchers found that Board #6 was charged a total of $163 for 
water expense that was incurred by Board #15.  Staff at Boards #6 did not verify that these 
charges were for obligations for goods and services for their Board.  
  

Recommendation 
 

23. Board #6 should verify that expense postings are accurate to ensure that it is charged 
only for expenses it incurs.  

 
Board 6 Response:  “We have verified that the expense postings in question were 
incorrectly charged to our budget and will continue to verify that only appropriate 
expense postings are charged to our budget in the future.  Recommendation #23 has been 
implemented completely.” 

 
 
Possible Conflict of Interest 
 
 A miscellaneous voucher of $245 for cleaning services was prepared by the Community 
Associate at Board #5 and approved by the District Manager. The invoice for the cleaning 
services listed a person with the same last name, address, and telephone number as the 
Community Associate.  Chapter 68, §2604 (a), of the City Charter states, “no regular employee 
shall have an interest in a firm which such regular employee knows is engaged in business 
dealings with the City.” Therefore, the above may represent a conflict of interest. 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation 
  

24. Board #5 should not engage vendors who are relatives of Board employees to avoid 
the appearance of a conflict of interest. 
 
Board 5 Response:  “Effective immediately we will no longer engage in vendors who are 
possible relatives to Board employees.” 
 
































































