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State of New York
Offi ce of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

February 2011

Dear School District Offi cials:

A top priority of the Offi ce of the State Comptroller is to help school district offi cials manage their 
districts effi ciently and effectively and, by so doing, provide accountability for tax dollars spent to 
support district operations. The Comptroller oversees the fi scal affairs of districts statewide, as well 
as districts’ compliance with relevant statutes and observance of good business practices. This fi scal 
oversight is accomplished, in part, through our audits, which identify opportunities for improving 
district operations and Board of Education governance. Audits also can identify strategies to reduce 
district costs and to strengthen controls intended to safeguard district assets.

Following is a report of our audit of the Bedford Central School District, entitled Staffi ng Levels and 
Overtime Costs. This audit was conducted pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution 
and the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 3 of the General Municipal Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for district offi cials to use in effectively 
managing operations and in meeting the expectations of their constituents. If you have questions about 
this report, please feel free to contact the local regional offi ce for your county, as listed at the end of 
this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Division of Local Government
and School Accountability



33DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY    

Background

Introduction

Objective

Scope and
Methodology

The Bedford Central School District (District) encompasses the 
Towns of Bedford, Mount Kisco, New Castle, North Castle and 
Pound Ridge, in Westchester County. The District is governed by the 
Board of Education (Board) which comprises seven elected members. 
The Board is responsible for the general management and control of 
the District’s fi nancial and educational affairs. The Superintendent of 
Schools (Superintendent) is the chief executive offi cer of the District 
and is responsible, along with other administrative staff, for the day-
to-day management of the District under the direction of the Board.   

There are seven schools in operation within the District, with 
approximately 4,350 students and 818 employees. The District’s 
actual operating expenditures for the 2009-10 fi scal year totaled 
$109.7 million. These expenditures were funded with revenues from 
local taxes, and State and Federal aid.   

The Buildings and Grounds Department (Department) is overseen by a 
Director and has 52 employees, responsible for cleaning, maintenance, 
and ground work at seven schools, two alternative high school sites 
and two other buildings (Transportation and Administration). The 
overall square footage for the District’s buildings is 822,859. The 
Department’s budget was $8.5 million, with approximately $3.3 
million budgeted for payroll. 

The objective of our audit was to examine the District’s staffi ng 
levels and overtime for buildings and grounds and determine if there 
are opportunities for cost savings. Our audit addressed the following 
question:

• Has the District implemented adequate performance measures 
to effectively and effi ciently manage staffi ng levels and 
overtime for the Buildings and Grounds Department?

We examined the District’s buildings and grounds staffi ng levels and 
overtime cost for the period July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010. 

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards (GAGAS). More information on 
such standards and the methodology used in performing this audit is 
included in Appendix D of this report.
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Comments of District 
Offi cials and Corrective 
Action

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed 
with District offi cials and their comments, which appear in Appendix 
B, have been considered in preparing this report. Except as 
specifi ed in Appendix B, District offi cials generally agreed with our 
recommendations and indicated that they planned to take corrective 
action. Appendix C includes our comments on issues raised in the 
District’s response letter.
 
The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. Pursuant 
to Section 35 of the General Municipal Law, Section 2116-a (3)(c) 
of the Education Law and Section 170.12 of the Regulations of the 
Commissioner of Education, a written corrective action plan (CAP) 
that addresses the fi ndings and recommendations in this report 
must be prepared and provided to our offi ce within 90 days, with 
a copy forwarded to the Commissioner of Education. To the extent 
practicable, implementation of the CAP must begin by the end of 
the next fi scal year. For more information on preparing and fi ling 
your CAP, please refer to our brochure, Responding to an OSC Audit 
Report, which you received with the draft audit report. The Board 
should make the CAP available for public review in the District 
Clerk’s offi ce.
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Custodial Staffi ng Levels

A key responsibility of any local government is to develop and manage 
resources as effi ciently and effectively as possible. Meaningful 
performance measurements, or objective expectations, assist offi cials 
in identifying program results, evaluating past resource decisions, and 
facilitating qualitative improvements in future decisions regarding 
resource allocation and service delivery options. By developing 
performance measures for custodial services and evaluating 
the results – costs and services delivered – against expectations 
established by the performance measures, District offi cials can 
help ensure that custodial services are delivered effi ciently. Staffi ng 
levels should be set, and policies and procedures put in place to help 
ensure that overtime hours are limited. This requires input from both 
the Board (who ultimately will fund the program) and the building 
administrators (who will manage the funds). Facilities managers 
must then determine how to staff and support custodial efforts to meet 
these expectations. 

We determined that the District can save money by decreasing or 
adjusting their custodial staffi ng levels to meet the industry average 
and by hiring part-time employees to provide substitute coverage. 
Making these staffi ng changes and ensuring that overtime hours are 
only used as necessary and the associated costs are closely monitored 
and controlled, the District could potentially save District taxpayers 
up to $712,000 and sharply reduce the $661,000 in overtime costs 
annually. 

According to the American School and University’s (ASU) 38th 
annual Maintenance and Operations cost study,1 a full-time school 
custodian can adequately maintain 32,100 square feet per shift. 
We compared the average square footage the Department has each 
custodian maintain to the square footage expectation contained 
in the ASU’s cost study (see Appendix A, Table 1). We found the 
Department employs approximately 15 more full-time equivalent 
(FTE) custodians than called for by the ASU standards. We estimate 
that if the Department’s custodial staffi ng levels were at the ASU 
standards, the District could potentially save $712,000 annually.

Alternatively, the National Center for Education Statistics has 
established a fi ve tiered system of expectations2 that can be used to 
help determine the number of required custodial staff.  According 

Staffi ng Levels

____________________
1http://asumag.com/Maintenance/school-district-maintenance-operations-cost-
study-200904/#
2 http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2003/2003347.pdf
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to this system, the actual number of square feet per shift a custodian 
can clean will depend on the level of cleanliness that is acceptable 
by the stakeholders and additional variables, including the type of 
school, fl ooring, wall covers, and the number of windows. For each 
tier (or level), the range of square feet expected to be cleaned by a 
custodian with the proper supplies and tools in an eight-hour shift is 
established. Level 3 cleaning is the norm for most school facilities. 
It is acceptable to most stakeholders and does not pose any health 
issues. This alternative system comes up with a standard that is similar 
to the ASU standard, approximately 28,000 to 31,000 square feet per 
custodian per shift. 

Using this alternative standard, we determined that the Department 
employs approximately 12 more full-time equivalent (FTE) custodians 
than is necessary (see Appendix A, Table 2). If the Department’s 
custodial staffi ng levels met these alternative standards, the District 
could potentially save $610,000 annually.

District offi cials stated that although they do not utilize the square 
foot per custodian model, there are procedures in place to assess and 
monitor staffi ng levels and needs for the Department’s operations. 
The Director of the Department stated that he and the head custodians 
address workloads or the need for additional help using a schematic 
of the building and color-code the areas by custodian. They told us 
that there are a number of factors that are reviewed in accessing the 
custodial allocation of workloads. Those factors include location of 
the custodian supplies, the number of restrooms, type of space to be 
cleaned, such as a high use area (cafeteria and gyms etc.), owned 
classroom (single teacher) versus non-owned (multiple teachers). For 
example, the Director stated the middle school’s design is unique. 
It was originally built following a house design with six distinct 
buildings (North, East, South, Central, Gymnasium and Library). 
It has since been connected using hallways, with the exception of 
the gymnasium, and all buildings are multilevel with limited access 
from fl oor to fl oor, with a centralized staircase in each (only two have 
elevators). In addition, custodian closets and storage facilities are 
located on the upper fl oors so all supplies and equipment need to be 
transported to the lower fl oors. 

The procedures the Department currently has in place to assess and 
monitor custodial staffi ng levels are informal and unstructured and do 
not utilize objective standards to evaluate effi ciency or identify cost 
savings opportunities. The use of objective, national standards could 
potentially save the District as much as $700,000.

Management is responsible for monitoring overtime wages and 
identifying ways to control overtime costs while still providing 

Overtime Costs
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adequate services. The judicious use of overtime hours can be a 
cost effective technique to manage work requirements with fewer 
employees. However, this practice does not reduce the need to 
ensure that all overtime hours are used only as necessary. To limit the 
additional costs associated with overtime work, such hours should not 
be paid for routine work which can be performed during regular work 
hours. Overtime should be restricted to nonrecurring, unexpected 
events or emergency situations. Effective policies and procedures 
help ensure that overtime hours are only used as necessary and that 
resultant costs are controlled.

The District’s collective bargaining agreement, covering fi scal years 
2007-08 through 2011-12, provides a work year of 52 weeks of 40 
hours each for Department employees (custodians, grounds and 
maintenance mechanics). The work week established is Monday 
through Friday with varying shifts starting at 6:00 AM and ending 
at 11:00 PM. The head custodians or their designees are required 
to make one building check on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays 
with compensation and are guaranteed a minimum of two hours of 
overtime. Overtime is paid for any hours worked in excess of 40 
hours during an employee’s regular work week.

District offi cials have not ensured that overtime hours were only 
used as necessary and that the associated costs of overtime were 
closely monitored and controlled. The Board does not have a formal 
overtime policy and there is no requirement for managers to approve 
overtime before it is worked. Instead, Department employees are 
allowed to routinely work overtime each week. However, all overtime 
is approved by the Director and the Assistant Superintendent for 
Business prior to the submission of timesheets for payroll processing. 
Timesheets include the duties performed and the number of overtime 
hours worked per day. Although the Director recorded and charted 
the overtime, he did not periodically analyze trends to identify ways 
to reduce overtime costs.  

District offi cials have broken down the Department overtime into 
various categories, such as mandatory (by contract; e.g., building 
checks and alarm response), program related (school function; sports, 
PTA, Board meetings), non-program related (non-school function, 
where the outside entity pays for the use of the buildings), weather 
(e.g., snow, rain, wind), extra work (e.g., a custodian covering a shift 
due to staff absence), and extra cleaning (e.g., stripping or burnishing 
fl oors.) The District incurred overtime costs totaling more than 
$661,000 during our audit period. This represents approximately 20 
percent of the overall payroll for the Department, excluding benefi ts. 
We identifi ed the following areas where the District may be able to 
reduce overtime costs through the use of part-time custodial staff:
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• The District made overtime payments totaling $43,160 for 
1,067 hours, paid primarily to four employees for cleaning 
rental property used by the District. The District should 
consider hiring part-time custodial staff to clean the alternative 
high school locations rather than incurring overtime costs for 
cleaning these locations.

• The District made overtime payments for 6,433 hours totaling 
$263,700 for onsite custodians to cover for custodians out 
on leave time, and for routine school activities that require 
additional custodial staff (e.g., sport events). District offi cials, 
in order to reduce overtime, allow four hours of supplemental 
overtime for each eight-hour shift substitution. If part-time 
custodians were used for these activities (substituting for the 
entire eight-hour shift) the District could reduce overtime 
costs by as much as $129,000 annually and gain four hours 
of work for every shift substituted. Furthermore, the District 
could potentially save an additional $92,800 per year by using 
a pool of part-time custodians. 

If District offi cials had implemented effective policies and procedures 
to help ensure that overtime hours were only used as necessary and the 
associated costs were closely monitored and controlled, the District 
could have sharply reduced the $661,000 in overtime costs.

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

2. District offi cials should consider hiring part-time employees to 
supplement custodial staffi ng without incurring overtime costs.

Recommendations
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APPENDIX A

COMPARATIVE STAFFING LEVELS

Table 1:  Staffi ng Levels Using ASU Cost Study

Building
Gross 

Square 
Feet

Total 
Number of 
Custodians

Average 
Square Feet 

Per Custodian

Expected 
Square Feet 

per Custodian

Expected 
Nunber of 
Custodians

Over 
(Under) 
Staffi ng

Fox Lane 
High School 305,000 11.00 27,727.27 32,100 9.50 1.50
Fox Lane 
Middle 
School 157,116 8.5 18,484.24 32,100 4.89 3.61
Bedford Hills 
Elementary 55,700 3.50 15,914.29 32,100 1.74 1.76
Bedford 
Village 
Elementary 56,963 3.50 16,275.14 32,100 1.77 1.73
Mount Kisco 
Elementary 95,000 5.00 19,000.00 32,100 2.96 2.04
Pound Ridge 
Elementary 57,740 4.00 14,435.00 32,100 1.80 2.20
West Patent 
Elementary 71,140 4.00 17,785.00 32,100 2.22 1.78

                                                                                  Total Excess Staffi ng Levels 14.62
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Table 2:  Staffi ng Levels Using the Tier System

Building
Gross 

Square 
Feet

Total  
Number of 
Custodians

Average 
Square Feet 

per Custodian

Expected 
Square Feet 

per Custodian

Expected 
Number of 
Custodians

Over 
(Under) 
Staffi ng

Fox Lane 
High School 305,000 11.00 27,727.27 29,500 10.34 0.66
Fox Lane 
Middle 
School 157,116 8.50 18,484.24 29,500 5.33 3.17
Bedford Hills 
Elementary 55,700 3.50 15,914.29 29,500 1.89 1.61
Bedford 
Village 
Elementary 56,963 3.50 16,275.14 29,500 1.93 1.57
Mount Kisco 
Elementary 95,000 5.00 19,000.00 29,500 3.22 1.78
Pound Ridge 
Elementary 57,740 4.00 14,435.00 29,500 1.96 2.04
West Patent 
Elementary 71,140 4.00 17,785.00 29,500 2.41 1.59
                                                                                          Total Excess Staffi ng Levels 12.42
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APPENDIX B

RESPONSE FROM DISTRICT OFFICIALS

The District offi cials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.
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APPENDIX C

OSC’S COMMENTS ON THE DISTRICT’S RESPONSE

Note 1 

It was not the focus of the audit to compare data across school districts. As clearly stated in the report, 
the objective or focus of the audit was to examine the District’s custodial staffi ng levels and determine 
if there are opportunities for cost savings. 

Note 2

Our analyses did not reduce custodial work exclusively to cleaning buildings. The general expectation 
is that a custodial worker is responsible for cleaning and upkeep of buildings, including some 
maintenance and minor repair tasks. Therefore, all analyses and conclusions contained in the report 
were based on the premise that a custodial worker will be expected to perform other duties in addition 
to cleaning.  

Note 3 

We did not audit the information District offi cials presented in the table; therefore, we will not comment 
on the results of the analysis.

Note 4 

District offi cials could have signifi cantly reduced overtime costs if they had implemented effective 
policies and procedures to ensure that overtime hours were only used as necessary and the associated 
costs were closely monitored and controlled.

Note 5

The District already utilizes part-time help and seasonal workers. Therefore, using a part-time worker, 
when necessary, for work that requires additional custodial staff instead of paying double or time and 
a half in overtime makes business sense. 

Note 6

The State Comptroller’s study in 2002 did not establish any standards. The study report simply showed 
the average square footage per custodian for the school districts included in the study.   The study 
concluded that all school districts included in the study indicated that their custodial staff performs 
other duties, in addition to cleaning.

Note 7

It is expected that a custodial worker will perform other ad-hoc duties and responsibilities in addition 
to cleaning.
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Note 8

The District’s approach mistakenly focuses on cleaners. Our audit, on the other hand, focused on 
custodial staffi ng levels. 

Note 9

Our audit did not call for the elimination of full-time staff overtime. The report clearly stated that 
District offi cials should consider using or hiring part-time employees to supplement custodial staffi ng 
to help reduce overtime costs.

Note 10

District offi cials are missing the point. The audit report noted that District should develop and 
implement effective policies and procedures to ensure that overtime hours are only used as necessary 
and the associated costs closely monitored and controlled to save District taxpayers in overtime costs.

Note 11

Evidently, the District’s current “decentralized” procedures have not worked to control and reduce 
overtime costs. Therefore, it would make business sense for District offi cials to develop and implement 
formal and effective policies and procedures to help ensure that overtime hours are only used as 
necessary.
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APPENDIX D

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

Our overall goal was to assess whether the District is operating effi ciently and to focus on potential 
cost savings areas. To accomplish this, we performed an initial assessment so that we could design 
our audit to focus on those areas most cost savings opportunities. Our initial assessment included 
evaluations of the following areas: overtime, employee benefi ts and staffi ng issues.  After reviewing 
the information gathered during our initial assessment, we decided upon the reported objective and 
selected staffi ng levels and overtime within the Buildings and Grounds Department for further audit 
testing.

• We reviewed collective bargaining agreements and interviewed District personnel to gain an 
understanding of controls over custodial overtime and staffi ng levels.

• We compared the District staffi ng levels to the industry standard using the square footage 
model retained from information from the National Center for Educational Statistics.

• We reviewed and analyzed payroll earnings records for all the buildings and grounds personnel 
during the audit period and identifi ed the amount of overtime wages paid.  

• We reviewed the overtime hours worked and the amounts paid for snow removal, building 
checks, extra cleaning and setup, cleaning of the alternative high school sites, alarm responses, 
work associated with construction contractors, after hours repair, septic and well repairs and 
maintenance, staff replacement and training, and extra grounds work.

• We reviewed the District’s payroll policies and interviewed District offi cials on the process and 
procedures used to approve overtime.

• We calculated the potential cost savings of having part-time employees provide substitute 
coverage instead of paying premium overtime. We calculated the overtime rate using the 
average overtime rate for the building and grounds personnel for the 2009-10 fi scal year. 

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



20                OFFICE OF THE NEW YORK STATE COMPTROLLER20

APPENDIX E

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

To obtain copies of this report, write or visit our web page: 

Offi ce of the State Comptroller
Public Information Offi ce
110 State Street, 15th Floor
Albany, New York  12236
(518) 474-4015
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/
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ALBANY REGIONAL OFFICE
Kenneth Madej, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
22 Computer Drive West
Albany, New York   12205-1695
(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
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce Building, Room 1702
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton, New York  13901-4417
(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
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
295 Main Street, Suite 1032
Buffalo, New York  14203-2510
(716) 847-3647  Fax (716) 847-3643
Email: Muni-Buffalo@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Allegany, Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie,
Genesee, Niagara, Orleans, Wyoming counties

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
One Broad Street Plaza
Glens Falls, New York   12801-4396
(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
Ira McCracken, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
NYS Offi ce Building, Room 3A10
Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York  11788-5533
(631) 952-6534  Fax (631) 952-6530
Email: Muni-Hauppauge@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Nassau, Suffolk counties

NEWBURGH REGIONAL OFFICE
Christopher Ellis, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 103
New Windsor, New York  12553-4725
(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
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
The Powers Building
16 West Main Street – Suite 522
Rochester, New York   14614-1608
(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
Rebecca Wilcox, Chief Examiner
Offi ce of the State Comptroller
State Offi ce Building, Room 409
333 E. Washington Street
Syracuse, New York  13202-1428
(315) 428-4192  Fax (315) 426-2119
Email:  Muni-Syracuse@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison,
Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence counties

APPENDIX F
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DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
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Steven J. Hancox, Deputy Comptroller
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