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forth in Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and Article II, Section
8 of the State Finance Law.  We list major contributors to the report in
Appendix A.
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Scope of Audit

Executive Summary

Department of Environmental Conservation 
Management of the Conservation Fund

The Department of Environmental Conservation (Department) is responsible
for protecting and managing the State’s environmental resources.  The
Department’s Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources (Division) is
responsible for activities such as licensing hunters, fishers and trappers,
operating fish hatcheries and game farms, and managing fish and wildlife
populations.  The Conservation Fund (Fund) was established in 1925 to
provide a stable, long-term source of revenue to help support the Depart-
ment’s fish, wildlife and marine resources program (Program).  Fund
revenues come primarily from the sale of hunting, fishing and trapping
(sporting) licenses.  The Conservation Fund Advisory Board (Board) oversees
the Department’s management of the Fund in serving the interests of the
public and the State’s sportsmen and women.

The Governor and the Legislature, through the State appropriation process,
determine the amount of funds to be made available to the Program either
through the Fund or other funding sources.  For fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 (the
most current data available), the Department reported that the cost of
operating the Program totaled $75 million: $35 million (47 percent) was paid
from the Fund, $20 million (27 percent) from the State’s General Fund, and
the balance from Federal and capital funds.  According to Department
records, total Program costs have risen from $60 million in FY 1993-94 to
$75 million in FY 1997-98, while Fund revenues have remained about the
same ($35 million).

To increase Fund revenues available for the Program, the Department, with
the support of the Board, has proposed raising sporting licenses fees about 20
percent.  New York’s resident sporting license fees, currently among the
lowest in the nation, were last raised in 1991.  A Department projection of
Fund revenues and expenditures shows that, without an increase in fees, the
Fund will show a deficit of about $4.8 million in FY 2000-01, increasing to
nearly $28 million by the end of FY 2003-04.

Our audit addressed the following questions about the Department’s
management of the Fund for the period April 1, 1997 through September 30,
1999:

! Does the Department use Fund monies to support the Program in a
manner consistent with State law and regulations?

! Is the Department’s projection of Fund revenues and expenditures
reasonable and based on accurate supporting documentation?



Audit Observations
and Conclusions

! Does the Department properly collect and deposit all Fund revenues?

! Does the Board effectively monitor the Department’s management of
the Fund?

We determined that the Department’s use of Fund monies in support of the
Program is consistent with State law and regulations.  We evaluated the
Department’s method of determining its total Program costs for FY 1997-98
and found that it provides a reasonable accounting of these costs.  According
to State Law, monies deposited in the Fund may be used to support not only
the promotion of fishing, hunting and trapping, but also a broad range of fish
and wildlife management activities.  We found that charges to the Fund were
consistent with the law, and we found no inappropriate charges to the Fund
for FY 1997-98.  (See pp. 9-11)

We could not confirm the adequacy of the Department’s projection of the
Fund’s future revenues and expenses because the Department has not
maintained adequate documentation of its methodology and other assumptions.
However, we were able to compare the projection the Department prepared
in March 1999 to support the need for a license fee increase to actual data
from the State’s Accounting System for FY 1998-99.  We determined that the
Department underestimated the Fund’s FY 1998-99 ending cash balance by
more than $1.5 million, which included more than $500,000 in license sales.
(See pp. 5-8)

We also found that the projection methodology does not account for the
effects of a variety of factors that may impact the Fund.  Therefore, it may
be inaccurate to conclude that the Fund would show a significant deficit, at
least in the short-term, unless sporting license fees are increased.  We have
found that the Department is four years behind in revenue reconciliations for
sporting license sales and does not know the total of its accounts receivable.
Establishing an accounts receivable system for license sales and eliminating
the backlog in sales reconciliations should improve revenue controls and
collections.  The effects of this improvement on Fund revenues needs to be
considered by the Department.  In addition, we have identified $700,000 in
Fund interest that has accumulated from the sale of Lifetime Licenses, that
was not considered in the Department’s projection.  (See pp. 12-17)

With Fund revenues relatively stable and Program expenses increasing, State
policymakers need to decide whether to increase sporting license fees,
provide the Department with additional State appropriations, scale back the
current Program, shift funding within the Department, or adopt some
combination of these options.  The current projection does not appear to
incorporate consideration of these or any other options for increased
efficiencies program.  Therefore, we believe the Department needs to
develop a well-documented Fund revenue and expenditure projection that
includes factors that could reasonably be expected to impact future revenues
and expenditures, including the effects of an improved accounts receivable
system, and the use of interest from the sale of Lifetime Licenses.



Comments of
Department and
Board Officials

The Board is required by law to report annually to the Commissioner on its
findings regarding the Department’s management of the Fund, and the extent
to which Fund expenditures are consistent with State law.  However, we
found the Board, whose members serve unsalaried, has limited resources at
its disposal to exercise its statutory responsibilities.  If the Board needs
additional resources, it should request the necessary funds to carry out its
statutory mandates.  (See pp. 18-19)

Department and Board officials generally agree with our recommendations.
Department officials indicated that they did make allowances in their
projections for factors that could reasonably be expected to impact future
revenue and expenditures.  However, they did not incorporate the effects of
scaling back the current Program, because they knew State policymakers
wished to maintain the Program at current levels.  Board officials responded
that they are an advisory board, not an oversight body, and that they believe
they generally fulfill their mandated responsibilities.  We have prepared an
Appendix D, containing State Comptroller’s Notes, which addresses
comments made by Department officials in their response.
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Background

Introduction

The Department of Environmental Conservation (Department) is responsible
for protecting and managing the State’s environmental resources to enhance
the health, safety and welfare of the people of the State and their overall
economic and social well-being.  The Department regulates entities that
create or discharge wastes or those that handle environmentally sensitive
materials.  The Department also has broad responsibilities for regulating
and monitoring the use of fish and wildlife.  The Department’s Division of
Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources (Division) has primary responsibility
for these activities, which include: licensing hunters, fishers and trappers;
operating fish hatcheries and game farms; managing fish and wildlife
populations; protecting habitats and wetlands; monitoring toxic contamination
in fish and wildlife; and protecting and restoring endangered species.

The Conservation Fund (Fund) was established in 1925 by Chapter 56,
Article VI, Section 83 of the State Finance Law (Law) to provide a stable,
long-term source of revenue to help support the Division’s activities.  The
primary source of Fund revenues comes from the sale of hunting, fishing
and trapping (sporting) licenses.  Other Fund revenues include fines paid
for fish and wildlife law violations and the Return-a-Gift-to-Wildlife
program (a tax check-off program established in 1982).  The Department’s
Revenue Accounting Unit (RAU) accounts for all Fund revenues.

The Fund consists of six subfunds: Main Account, Marine Resources
Account, Migratory Bird Account, Guides License Account, State Fish and
Game Trust Account (lifetime licenses), and Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog
Account.  Sporting license revenues, which represent about 95 percent of
total Fund revenues, are deposited in the Main Account and are available
to the Department for a broad range of fish and wildlife conservation
activities.  The remaining five subfunds have dedicated revenues and
restricted uses.  For example, the money in the State Fish and Game Trust
Account cannot be used for any purpose other than earning interest, which
must be transferred to the Main Account before it can be spent.  Exhibit
A shows total Fund revenues and disbursements, as well as the ending
balances in the Fund as a whole and in each of the six subfunds for the six
State fiscal years (FY) 1993-94 through 1998-99.

For FY 1997-98, the Department reported that the total costs of supporting
the fish, wildlife, and marine resources program (Program) were almost
$75 million, of which the Fund paid almost $35 million (we determined it
was actually $36.3 million - see Exhibit A).  The State's General Fund paid
for about $20 million of these costs, and the balance of the costs was
supported by Federal funds and by capital funds from sources such as the
Environmental Quality Bond Act.
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The Conservation Fund Advisory Board (Board) is charged with overseeing
the Department’s management of the Fund in serving the interests of the
general public and of the sportsmen and women in the State.  Board
responsibilities, as outlined in the State’s Environmental Conservation Law,
include requirements to report annually on the Department’s use of Fund
monies, to prepare annual reports on fiscal needs, and to recommend ways
to meet those needs.

In a fiscal plan that accompanied the 1999-2000 Executive Budget, the
Department and the Board proposed that the price of sporting licenses for
State residents be raised 30 percent to increase Fund revenues available for
the Program.  Subsequently, the Department, the Board and the New York
State Conservation Council, an independent advocacy organization that
represents the State’s sportsmen and women, revised the proposal and
jointly requested the State Legislature to consider an approximate 20
percent increase in the price of licenses for State residents and a $5
across-the-board price increase for non-State residents.  Their proposal
would also require the State to commit an additional $4 million from the
General Fund for the support of the Program.  The Department indicates
an increase in fees is needed because revenues are not keeping pace with
increasing Program costs.  The Department based its calculations on its
projection of Fund revenues and expenditures through FY 2003-04.  This
projection showed that, without an increase, the Fund would show a deficit
of about $4.8 million in FY 2000-01, that would increase to nearly $28
million by the end of FY 2003-04.  The Legislature has not yet approved
the Department’s request for a fee increase.  The last time sporting license
fees were raised was in 1991 for State residents, and in 1993 for
non-residents.

In early 1999, State Senator Carl Marcellino’s staff surveyed what other
states charged for sporting licenses.  Exhibit B shows the results of that
survey: a comparison of New York State fees for State resident and
non-resident fishing, small game and deer hunting licenses to those of 48
other states (except Hawaii).  New York’s fees rank among the lowest in
the nation.  The proposed fee increase would bring New York State’s fees
closer to the national average, but they would still be less than the average
in all six categories.  New York State’s current license fees are among the
lowest in all but one category (non-resident deer hunting) when compared
to nine neighboring states (Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and Vermont),
as shown in Table 1.
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Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

Table 1: New York’s License Fees Compared to Those of Nine Other Northeast States

Comparison of Neighboring
State Licensing Information

Fishing Small Game Hunting Deer Hunting
Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident

Lowest $12.70 $21.20 $9.50 $35.00 $10.00 $30.00

Highest $27.50 $51.00 $27.50 $100.00 $43.75 $121.75

Average $19.22 $36.10 $14.58 $59.28 $18.50 $82.20

New York State Fees $14.00 $35.00 $11.00 $50.00 $13.00 $100.00

Source: 1999 survey by staff of State Senator Marcellino

The proposed fee increase would make New York State’s fees equal to or
slightly above the average of the fees currently charged in neighboring
states.  The current price of non-resident sporting licenses in New York
State is about six times that paid by State residents.  Department officials
stated that the value of sporting licenses in New York State is relatively
higher than many other states due to factors such as length of the season,
amount of public land, and extent of conservation activities.

We audited the Department’s management of the Fund for the period April
1, 1997 through September 30, 1999.  The objectives of our finan-
cial-related audit were to determine: whether the Department uses Fund
monies to support the Program in a manner consistent with State law and
regulations; whether the Department’s projection of Fund revenues and
expenditures is reasonable and based on accurate supporting documentation;
whether the Department properly collects and deposits all Fund revenues;
and whether the Board is meeting its responsibilities to monitor the
Department’s management of the Fund.  To accomplish these objectives,
we evaluated the Department’s internal controls over the collection of Fund
revenues, assessed the Department’s methodologies for determining
Program costs, reviewed expenses charged to the Fund, and examined the
reasonableness of the Department’s projection and the accuracy of related
supporting documentation.  We also interviewed Department and Board
officials, attended a Board meeting, read Board meeting minutes, and
reviewed relevant laws, regulations, policies and procedures.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and perform our
audit to adequately assess those Department operations within the audit
scope.  Further, these standards require that we understand the Depart-
ment’s internal control structure and compliance with those laws, rules and
regulations that are relevant to the operations included in our audit scope.
An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transac-
tions recorded in the accounting and operating records and applying such
other auditing procedures as we consider necessary in the circumstances.
An audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments, and decisions
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Internal Control
and Compliance
Summary

Response of
Department and
Board Officials to
Audit

made by management.  We believe that our audit provides a reasonable
basis for our findings, conclusions and recommendations.

We use a risk-based approach to select activities for audit.  We focus our
audit efforts on those activities we have identified through a preliminary
survey as having the greatest probability for needing improvement.
Consequently, by design, we use finite audit resources to identify where and
how improvements can be made.  We devote little audit effort reviewing
operations that may be relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, we
prepare our audit reports on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore,
highlights those areas needing improvement and does not address activities
that may be functioning properly.

Our evaluation of the Department’s controls over the collection of Fund
revenues identified internal control weaknesses with regard to the handling
of cash receipts from License Issuing Officers, as well as the prompt
collection and timely reconciliation of Fund revenues from sporting license
sales.  As a result of these control weaknesses, there is a moderate risk
that cash receipts could be misappropriated and that all the Fund revenues
due from sporting license sales are not collected.  These matters are
presented in the section of this report entitled “Revenue Collection and
Management Practices.”

Draft copies of this report were provided to Department and Board officials
for their review and comment.  Their comments have been considered in
preparing this report and are included as Appendix B and Appendix C,
respectively.  Appendix D contains State Comptroller’s Notes, which
address matters contained in the Department’s response.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by Section 170
of the Executive Law, the Commissioner of the Department of Environmen-
tal Conservation and the Chairman of the Conservation Fund Advisory
Board shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders
of the Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were taken
to implement the recommendations contained herein, and where recommen-
dations were not implemented, the reasons therefor.
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Management of the Conservation Fund
The Governor and the Legislature, through the State appropriation process,
determine the amount of funds to be made available to the Program either
through the Fund or other funding sources.  For fiscal year (FY) 1997-98,
the Department reported that the cost of operating the Program totaled
almost $75 million: $35 million was paid from the Fund (we determined it
was actually $36.3 million - see Exhibit A), $20 million from the State’s
General Fund, and the balance from Federal and capital funds.  According
to Department records, total Program costs have risen from $60 million in
FY 1993-94 to $75 million in FY 1997-98, while Fund revenues have
remained about the same ($35 million), during the same period.

In early 1999, Department and Board officials proposed raising licensing
fees to ensure the availability of a comparable level of Program funding.
Given the Department’s proposal, it is prudent to determine how the
Department has been managing the Fund, in addition to examining analyses
presented to support its proposal.  To do this, we examined the reasonable-
ness of the Department’s projection and the accuracy of related supporting
documentation, assessed the Department’s methodologies for determining
Program costs, reviewed expenses charged to the Fund, and evaluated the
Department’s internal controls over the collection of Fund revenues.

We determined that the Department’s use of Fund monies in support of the
Program is consistent with State law and regulations.  However, we could
not confirm the adequacy of the Department’s projection of the Fund’s
future revenues and expenses because the Department has not maintained
adequate documentation of its methodology and other assumptions.  The
Department needs to develop and maintain complete documentation for its
projections.  We also found that the Department needs to improve basic
controls over license fee revenues, and that the Board has limited resources
at its disposal to exercise its statutory responsibilities.

As initially stated, the Governor and the Legislature ultimately determine
the amount and source of funding to be made available to operate the
Program.  With Fund revenues relatively stable and Program expenses
increasing, State policymakers need to decide whether to increase sporting
license fees, provide the Department with additional State appropriations,
scale back the current Program, shift funding within the Department, or
adopt some combination of these options.  The current projection does not
appear to incorporate consideration of these options or any other options for
increased program efficiencies.  The Department has proposed getting the
additional funds through a 20 percent increase in sporting license fees from
State residents and a $5 across-the-board increase for non-State residents,



6

Projected Fund
Deficit

along with some additional State funding.  State policymakers must
determine whether this proposal is an appropriate way to fund the State’s
fish and wildlife activities.  We believe our audit provides policymakers
useful information regarding the management of the Fund and its relation-
ship to the Program to help them make this funding determination.

Department officials indicate that sporting license sales have been declining,
both within the State and across the country.  Based on research done by
both the Department and others, Department officials concluded that fewer
people are purchasing sporting licenses, and revenues to the Fund have not
been keeping pace with Program expenses paid by the Fund.  The
Department and the Board formed a committee to address this issue.  The
committee’s goal was to maintain current levels of Program service and
have a cash balance in the Fund of at least $4 million by the end of FY
2003-04.  They concluded that this working capital would be needed to
cover expenses through September 2004, when license sales revenues for
the 2004-05 license year are expected to start coming in.  The committee
determined that the best solution would be a sporting license fee increase.

To be an effective tool for estimating revenues and expenditures, a
projection should be fully documented and include any factors that could
reasonably be expected to impact future revenues and expenditures.  The
documentation should include key assumptions, including the testing of the
degree of probability of these key assumptions, and policy decisions, trends
(both financial and otherwise), and potential weaknesses and plans to
address them.

The Department’s Division of Management and Budget Services (MBS)
provided the committee with projections of Fund revenues and expenditures.
These projections were revised and refined numerous times.  The Board
supported the proposed increase, based on the projection developed by MBS
on March 2, 1999 (Table 2).  As shown in the table, the Department
projected a Fund balance of about $1 million by April 1, 2000, and a
deficit of nearly $28 million by March 31, 2004, assuming no increase in
sporting license fees.
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Table 2: Department Projection of Fund Activity and Cash Balance in the Main Account through FY 2003-
04*

Fiscal Year 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04

Cash Balance on
April 1 $8,830,380 $6,225,986 $1,004,854 ($4,813,078) ($11,514,135) ($19,251,567)

Revenues 32,400,000 31,726,000 31,929,300 31,987,000 32,083,400 32,180,000 

Expenditures (35,004,394) (36,947,132) (37,747,232) (38,688,057) (39,820,832) (40,579,678)

Cash Balance on
March 31 $6,225,986 $1,004,854 ($4,813,078) ($11,514,135) ($19,251,567) ($27,651,412)

* Cash balances and fund activity related to the Return-a-Gift-to-Wildlife program and other Conservation Fund
sub-accounts were not included in the Department’s projection, because these sub-accounts either have
restricted use or the principal amount of the balances are unavailable.  The balances do not consider
accounts payable at the end of each year, which the Department estimated to be, on average, about $1.25
million.

MBS officials were able to describe the methodology and the key
assumptions they made in preparing their financial projection.  However,
they did not maintain detailed documentation for many of their key
assumptions, the methodology they used, or how the data they collected was
used to support their projections.  Consequently, we could not validate the
projection.

The cash balance projected is only that of the Fund’s Main Account,
excluding cash balances related to the Return-a-Gift-to-Wildlife program.
The projection also did not include revenues from Lifetime Licenses or
other subfund accounts, nor did it allow for any savings from Program
efficiencies or acknowledge the potential impact on revenues of chronic
backlogs in license sales reconciliations.  (We address the Department’s
management of revenues from Lifetime Licenses and the backlogs in
reconciliations later in this report.)  Revenues and expenditures were
projected based on historical trends.  MBS did not rely entirely on a
straight-line projection; certain numbers were adjusted based on past
experience and other undocumented factors.

The Department presented this projection to the Governor and State
Legislature as the basis for requesting a sporting license increase.
However, given that management’s assumptions in forecasting Fund
revenues and expenditures are undocumented, we attempted to determine
their soundness through other means.  We compared the cash balance
projection for FY 1998-99, which the Department made based on January
31, 1999 data, with the actual data from the State Accounting System for
that period, which was available at the time of our audit.  We found that
the Department had underestimated Main Account revenues by over
$530,000 and overestimated related disbursements by more than $1 million,
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Recommendation

1. Develop and maintain complete documentation of Fund revenue and
expenditure projections, including the allowances made for factors
that could reasonably be expected to impact future revenues and
expenditures.

which resulted in their underestimating the March 31, 1999 cash balance by
more than $1.5 million (20 percent), as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Activity and Cash Balance in the Fund’s Main Account FY 1998-99*

Main Sub-fund Receipts DisbursementsCash Balance at Cash Balance
4/1/98 at 3/31/99

State Accounting System (Actual) $8,830,380 $32,931,093 $33,981,905 $7,779,568
DEC’s Projections 8,830,380 32,400,000 35,004,394 6,225,986
Difference $0 $531,093 ($1,022,489) $1,553,582

* Cash balances and fund activity related to the Return-a-Gift-to-Wildlife program were not included in the
Department’s projection.

Projections, by their very nature, are not expected to be completely
accurate.  However, since the Department’s projections were prepared one
month prior to the end of FY 1998-99, it is surprising that the Department’s
projected ending cash balance was off by 20 percent, according to the State
Accounting System.

As Exhibit A shows, annual license sales revenues have been fairly
constant, only increasing $430,000 over the six fiscal years ending March
31, 1999 (an increase of 1.4 percent from FY 1993-94).  Overall Fund
revenues have risen $785,000 (an increase of 2.2 percent from FY 1993-94)
and disbursements made from the Conservation Fund have decreased nearly
$1.5 million (a decrease of 4.2 percent from FY 1993-94).  However, total
Program costs have risen $15 million from about $60 million in FY 1993-94
to about $75 million in FY 1997-98.  Through the appropriations process,
the Governor and the Legislature determine the amount of Program costs
and how they are to be funded - - through the Fund versus other State
funding sources.  A sporting license fee increase is only one option that’s
available.
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Determination of
Program Costs and
Expenditures

Amounts are in millions of dollars

The Department prepares and publishes annual guides for fishing, hunting
and trapping (Guides) which it makes available to the public.  Among the
general Program information included in the Guides is an annual report of
the total Program costs and the amounts of the costs paid by various funds.
In the 1999-2000 Guides, which included fiscal summary information for
FY 1997-98 (the most recent Department data available), the Department
reported that Program costs totaled almost $75 million, of which the
Department reported the Fund paid almost $35 million (we determined it
was actually $36.3 million - see Exhibit A).  Fund revenues, after
appropriation by the Legislature, are available for the support of Program
costs.

The Department accumulates total Program costs using a combination of
direct charges, cost allocations, and rate applications using the State
Accounting System and internal reports.  During the year, the Department
charges some costs directly to the Fund.  These costs include about half of
the salaries and supplies for the Division, the salaries of about a third of
the Department Conservation Officers, and about a seventh of the
Department’s property-lease costs.  Capital costs are charged to capital
funds.  Several months after the end of the fiscal year, MBS calculates
total Program costs for the year by analyzing staff time allocation records
and by applying indirect, overhead and fringe benefit costs.  MBS compares
the reasonableness of the expenses charged to the Fund with the calculated
total State costs of the Program.  It is a summary form of this “level of
effort” information that appears in the annual Guides.  The Department’s
reported Program funding sources for FYs 1991-92 through 1997-98 were
as follows:
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We evaluated the Department’s analysis of its total Program costs for FY
1997-98, including reviewing methodologies, assumptions, supporting
schedules, and documentation.  We found that the analysis is not a precise
presentation of Program activity.  Further, it did contain errors in some
calculations, although these errors did not materially affect the Depart-
ment’s Program cost analysis.  Therefore, we believe the Department’s
method of determining total Program costs provides a reasonable approxi-
mation of these costs for FY 1997-98.  Further, in an opinion provided by
the State Attorney General’s Office in 1984 and confirmed by legal counsel
of the Office of the State Comptroller (OSC), monies deposited in the Fund
may be used to support not only the promotion of fishing, hunting and
trapping, but also a broad range of fish and wildlife management activities.
We, therefore, conclude that charges to the Fund for FY 1997-98 were
appropriate and consistent with the provisions of the Law.

Program Costs

The Department has developed a methodology to estimate the total costs of
the Program and to distribute these costs to sources of funds.  We
reviewed this methodology, which we describe below, and made recom-
mendations for procedural improvements to enhance the accuracy of its
results.

The Department defines the following categories of costs incurred in
administering the Program:

! direct Program - all Division personal service and non-personal service
costs;

! direct support - costs that result from the Department’s analysis of time
and activity codes charged to Program activities by employees of other
divisions (such as Law Enforcement and Operations) and then applying
the relevant percentage to the other divisions’ total personal service and
non-personal services costs;

! fringe benefits - costs the Department derives from applying an
OSC-approved fringe benefit rate (or the Federal rate for Feder-
ally-funded personal service costs) to direct Program and direct support
costs;

! indirect support - costs that result from applying a Federally-approved
indirect cost rate to total Program direct personal service costs and
fringe benefits, and which represent the indirect support provided by
Department administration and other State agencies;
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! capital costs - the direct costs of Program-related land acquisition and
improvements which the Department accumulates and pays for through
State appropriations, Federal grants or environmental bond proceeds; and

The Department can improve the overall accuracy and reliability of its
analysis.  For example, we found that, since the Department does not have
written procedures for preparing the analysis, preparers rely on previous
years’ documentation as a guide.  Available documentation consists
primarily of manual calculation worksheets which are not clearly labeled
or annotated.  There is no systematic supervisory review of analysis
results, even though the employee who had prepared the analysis that we
reviewed was not familiar with the methodology for the analysis.  The lack
of procedures and experience, and the reliance on many manual calcula-
tions without systematic supervisory review provides an inherent risk of
erroneous results.

In allocating personal service costs to the Program, the Department
analyzes time and activity reports to determine the amount of personal
service costs that applies to the Fund.  To ensure it correctly identifies
Program-related costs, the Department should use uniform activity codes.
However, we found that MBS and other Department operating divisions do
not always use the same activity codes to identify Program-related costs.

We randomly selected for review five time sheets for 10 Law Enforcement
Officers, a total of 50 time sheets, and found that 11 of the 50 time sheets
had errors (such as addition errors or missing activity codes) in reporting
time and activity data.  The Department does not have a computer test
designed to ensure time charged to activity codes equals hours paid.  While
these specific errors were not material, inaccurate reporting of time and
activity could materially misstate any allocation made using a time and
activity factor.  Department officials told us supervisory review is their
primary control over the reliability of time and activity data.  The
Department should remind supervisors of their responsibilities to ensure
accuracy and completeness of time and activity records.  Department
officials further informed us that they have since developed appropriate
computer controls to identify instances where activity code charges do not
equal hours paid.

We examined the supporting worksheets and found many instances where
the preparer made basic mistakes in determining applicable costs.  The
overall effect of the errors was to materially understate the amount of costs
the Department calculated it had charged to the Fund by $1.68 million, and
correspondingly overstate by $1.68 million the amounts reported as received
from other operating funds.  The total amount of Program costs was
unaffected by the errors.  We have discussed these mistakes with
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Recommendations

2. Develop written procedures for identifying and reporting total
Program costs, including procedures for supervisory review.

3. Work with operating units to ensure consistency in the use of time
and activity codes for determining Program costs.

4. Modify the information system to flag activity reports which do not
equal time worked.

5. Remind supervisors of their responsibilities for ensuring the
accuracy of time and activity information.

Revenue Collection
and Management
Practices

Department officials, who agreed to devote more care to doing the analysis
and to provide for written procedures and a system of supervisory review.

Conservation Fund Expenditures

The Department uses Fund revenues to fund expenditures of operating units
that it believes have either a direct or indirect Program support function.
However, most expenditures charged to the Fund derive from operating
units with direct Program responsibilities, such as units that manage game
farms and fish hatcheries and units that enforce game laws.

To determine if Fund expenditures for nonpersonal service were appropriate
within the context of the Law and Department policies, we sampled 74
vouchers totaling about $1.4 million which were charged to the Fund for
fiscal years 1997-98 and 1998-99.  This sample included vouchers for
vendors with high total costs for these two years as well as various other
vouchers with charges that appeared questionable.  The vouchers tested
were initiated by various divisions throughout the Department, including
Fish and Wildlife, Law Enforcement, Operations, Marine Resources,
Management and Budget, and Information Systems Development.  We
found no instances of inappropriate charges to the Fund.

The Fund’s Main Account, which contains receipts from the sale of
sporting licenses, held about 95 percent of Fund revenues in each of the
three fiscal years from 1996-97 through 1998-99.  We evaluated Depart-
ment controls over revenues from the sale of sporting licenses.  We also
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examined the Department’s management of revenues that have accumulated
in the sub-account for Lifetime Licenses.

Sales Reconciliations

Sporting licenses are sold by nearly 1,800 License Issuing Officers (agents)
throughout the State, including 1,048 local municipalities, 693 private
merchants, 2 Department offices, and 47 State-operated campgrounds.  The
Department relies on the agents to submit license revenues accurately and
timely.  The Department requires these agents to report monthly sales data
and to remit license sale receipts monthly to a bank lock box.  The bank
provides the Department with the sales data and transfers the receipts to
the Office of the State Comptroller (OSC), which deposits the money in the
State Treasury.  The Department’s central license sales office reports
revenues directly to the Revenue Accounting Unit (RAU).  The Department
reconciles the monthly sales reports for each agent by verifying that the
agent sent in the appropriate revenues for what was reportedly sold.  The
Department posts monthly sales data to its Revenue Accounting System
(System).  For each year, the System produces an account reconciliation
for each individual agent comparing the number of licenses issued to the
number of licenses that were sold or returned unsold.  The System is not
capable of generating summary information for all 1,800 agents.  The
Department bills agents for any amounts due, and refers uncollectible
accounts to the Attorney General’s Office.  It is Department policy to
require private agents to be bonded for 50 percent of their license
inventory, and to withhold distribution of licenses to agents who have
outstanding billings.

We found that the Department’s use of a lock box for collecting agent
receipts provides good assurance that license revenues are properly
deposited and credited to the Fund.  However, we found the Department
is significantly behind in its license sales reconciliations.  The purpose of
the end-of-season license sales reconciliation is to provide assurance that the
Department collects all license sales revenues it should receive.  During
our audit, sales information was finalized for the 1998-99 licensing year,
but sales reconciliations had just been completed for the 1994-95 licensing
year.  In other words, the Department is four years behind in doing
reconciliations.  In addition, Department officials could not tell us the
summary results of the 1994-95 reconciliation, including the total of
accounts receivable from that period or the number of accounts outstanding.
Officials told us they have completed the first phase of the reconciliation
for the 1995-96 licensing year and had just sent most of the billing notices
to agents.

Long delays in reconciling sales revenues are a significant weakness which
the Department should immediately address.  Without the information
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provided by timely reconciliations, there is a risk the Department is not
collecting all sales revenue due and is not withholding licenses from agents
who owe the Department money.  Since the Department does not have
either the results of its 1994-95 reconciliation or summary information for
prior years, we cannot estimate the significance of this risk, or the effect
it could have, if any, on the projected deficits.  However, Department
officials need to know, in a timely way, if they have collected all revenues
due the Fund, if collections are short, and the amount of accounts
receivable.

Department officials said there were several reasons the final license sales
reconciliations are significantly backlogged, including limitations of the
System.  The Department is taking steps to alleviate the backlog of agent
reconciliations.  The existing reconciliation process is very time consuming
and labor intensive.  In fact, the Department plans to develop an on-line
license sales system by June 2001 that they anticipate will simplify the
license issuance process, provide better accountability and control for sales,
reduce the need for agents to be bonded, and speed up the deposit of
license sales revenue to the State Treasury.  Notwithstanding these
anticipated improvements, the Department needs to plan how to get more
timely reconciliation information for its existing backlog.  In addition, the
Department needs to consider the effects of such improvements, if any, on
Fund revenues.  The Department did not consider this in its projections.

Controls Over Cash Receipts and License Stamps

Most Fund revenues from license sales are received through a lock box
process, which provides adequate assurance that these revenues are
promptly deposited when received.  However, the Department’s RAU does
receive a small portion of sales revenue directly from agents.  The RAU
also receives agent payments on outstanding balances after the end of the
licensing season.

The OSC Accounting System User Procedures Manual provides guidelines
on the handling of cash (including checks) to establish accountability for
their receipt, to safeguard these assets from misappropriation and theft, and
to ensure their timely deposit.  In March 1999, during a separate audit of
controls over selected Department revenues, OSC auditors informed
Department management that there were significant control weaknesses in
the RAU, and that these problems should be immediately addressed.  As
part of the current audit, we reviewed the RAU’s processing cycle of Fund
revenues and found that the Department was still in the process of
developing and implementing a plan to correct these control weaknesses.
As a result, during our audit period the Department did not have assurance
that checks agents sent to the RAU were properly accounted for and
deposited.
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For example, the RAU does not establish accountability for checks
immediately upon receipt by logging in the check number, amount and
payer’s name, and reconciling the log to the deposit slips to ensure checks
were deposited.  Further, the RAU does not immediately restrictively
endorse checks (including specifying the Department name, bank account
name and account number).  The RAU also does not adequately separate
critical cash handling duties; the clerk who does the reconciliations also
issues bills to agents, receives payments directly and updates the agents’
accounts.  This is a significant control weakness, since an employee who
handles all aspects of a cash transaction can misappropriate funds without
detection.  Finally, the RAU stores the checks it receives in a safe, but the
safe is unlocked and accessible to everyone in the RAU during business
hours.  The combination to the safe, which is locked after-hours, has not
been changed in about five years.

The RAU maintains an inventory of numbered license stamps and records
which stamps are distributed to agents.  When an individual buys a sporting
license, the agent affixes the appropriate stamp on the license to indicate
the license is valid for fishing, hunting small game, etc.  The stamps have
value, and should be properly stored and accounted for.  However, the
RAU does not properly safeguard or account for unissued stamps.

Lifetime Licenses

The Environmental Conservation Law has authorized the Department to
issue lifetime sporting licenses since FY 1988-89.  The Department sold
more than 2,500 Lifetime Licenses (costing between $125 and $500) in FY
1998-99, and has sold a total of about 15,500 Lifetime Licenses since the
Lifetime License program was implemented.  The Environmental
Conservation Law requires the Department to deposit all revenues from
Lifetime Licenses in the State Fish and Game Trust Account (Trust
Account) to help create a guaranteed income stream for the Fund.  OSC
invests Trust Account monies in the State’s Short Term Investment Pool,
according to the Law, and prepares an annual report on the Trust Account,
showing the principal, deposits, interest and transfers.

The principal in the Trust Account cannot be used for any purpose other
than earning interest.  The Environmental Conservation Law allows for the
transfer of the interest earned in the Trust Account to the Fund in an
amount that represents the equivalent of annual licenses that would normally
have been sold to Lifetime License holders.  Money must be on deposit for
at least one year before the interest is available for transfer to the Fund.
Essentially, the interest earned on the principal is supposed to pay for
Lifetime License holders’ annual sporting licenses.  However, we found
that the Department has not transferred interest from the Trust Account to
the Fund since the FY 1990-91 and FY 1991-92 when it transferred a total
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of about $24,000.  As of March 31, 1999, the Trust Account had a balance
of $5.7 million, of which about $5 million is principal and about $700,000
is interest that has accumulated since FY 1992-93. Trust Account
information does not appear in the Department’s annual public reports.

According to Department officials, they have not transferred interest
earnings to the Fund because they have determined that the Trust Account
must yield at least 6 percent to earn enough interest to cover the value of
annual licenses, and the Short Term Investment Pool has earned less than
that rate.  Also, the original pricing for Lifetime Licenses was based on
age 16 as the minimum hunting age to allow the principal to build (through
compounding) to the amount paid for an adult Lifetime License.  In 1993,
age 12 became the minimum hunting age.  Finally, the last sporting license
fee increase (for State residents) occurred in 1991, only three years after
the introduction of the Lifetime License program.  The Department chose
not to increase the Lifetime License fees at that time.  The current resident
Lifetime (Sportsman License-combined hunting, fishing and big game)
License fee for persons age 12 through 64 is $500.  With such a large age
span covered by this one-time fee, the Department may want to consider
charging different fees based upon the age of the applicant to increase
revenues.

To offset the less than expected returns due to these conditions and changes,
officials deferred the transfer to allow the interest to accumulate and
compound.  The Department recently requested the Board to authorize the
transfer of about $200,000 in Trust Account interest to the Fund to pay for
a television show promoting hunting and wildlife.  We believe the
Department should institute a policy of transferring the eligible amount of
interest to the Fund each year to help fulfill the legislative intent of using
the sale of Lifetime Licenses to produce guaranteed revenues for the Fund.
Department officials have since stated that they will begin to transfer
interest from the Trust Account to the Fund.  The Department needs to
consider how this increase in Fund revenues, as well as the possible
increase resulting from the promotional event described above, will impact
the potential deficit.
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Recommendations

6. Establish a system to accumulate and aggregate the results of the
annual final license sales reconciliation process.

7. Develop an accounts receivable system for sporting license sales.

8. Evaluate available options and take immediate steps to eliminate the
backlog in license sales reconciliations.

9. Establish a system of comprehensive internal controls over Fund
revenues received directly at the RAU which includes, but is not
limited to, the following measures:

! establishing accountability for checks immediately upon
receipt;

! restrictively endorsing checks immediately upon receipt,
including specifying the Department name, bank account
name and account number;

! maintaining a log of checks received and reconciling it to
deposit slips;

! locking assets in a safe and periodically changing the safe
combination; and

! separating critical cash handling duties among different
employees.

10. Properly safeguard license stamps at all times and periodically
account for unissued stamps.

11. Institute a policy of transferring eligible interest from the Trust
Account to the Fund so these monies can be used to support the
Program.

12. Consider charging different fees for Lifetime Licenses based upon
the age of the applicant.
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Oversight by the
Conservation Fund
Advisory Board

The 16-member Board has 11 voting members and five non-voting
members.  Of the 11 voting members, nine represent sportsmen and
women from around the State, and are appointed by either the Governor
or leaders of the State Legislature; the other two voting members represent
the New York State Conservation Council and the Fish and Wildlife
Management Board.  The five non-voting members serve ex-officio by
virtue of their positions in State government.  Voting members should be
interested, knowledgeable and experienced in fish and wildlife management.
Members serve without pay, and the only resources available to the Board
are limited clerical and support services provided by the Department.

The Board is required to report to the Commissioner annually on its
findings regarding the Board’s review of expenditures and appropriations
from the Fund and their consistency with the requirements of State law.
The Commissioner is then required to submit the Board’s report to the
Governor, the Legislature and interested individuals and organizations.  The
Board is further required to consult with fish and wildlife interests and
prepare annual reports on fiscal needs, including recommendations on how
to meet the needs.  The Board is also supposed to assist Department efforts
to expand the available sources of income for the Fund, advise the
Department about the needs of various fish and wildlife programs, and
work to encourage both residents and non-residents to hunt, fish and trap
in New York State.  Thus, although it has an advisory function, the Board
is expected to render an independent judgement about the Department’s
various fish and wildlife programs.

The Board meets regularly, provides insights to the Department about the
sportsmen’s concerns, and questions Conservation Fund program activities.
However, the Board does not prepare the required annual report on the
Department’s compliance with State Law regarding Fund expenditures and
appropriations.  We examined the Board’s annual fiscal report on Fund
revenues, which constitutes one page of the Department’s 48-page Guides
for 1999-2000.  These Guides also show Program expenditures from the
Fund and other revenue sources, including aggregate expenditures for direct
support and a comparative statement of Fund income for fiscal years
1996-97 and 1997-98; they do not show Fund balances or explain the cost
allocation methodology.  Although the Guides identify this fiscal summary
as the Board’s annual report, Department staff prepare the report, and the
Board publicly disclaims any responsibility for the accuracy or completeness
of its information.  Moreover, the Board does not submit formal reports to
the Department about the Fund’s fiscal needs or make recommendations on
how to meet these needs.  Except for the recent proposal for the license
fee increase, the Board has not issued or released any formal reports to
sportsmen and women and the general public about the Fund and/or the
Program.
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Recommendations to the Board

13. Review expenditures and appropriations from the Fund and the
extent to which they are consistent with requirements of State law.

14. Prepare an annual report to the Commissioner detailing findings and
recommendations related to the above review.  Include in the report
a description of the Department’s cost allocation process and the
activity of the lifetime license account.

15. Ensure each Board member is aware of his or her responsibility to
oversee the Department’s management of the Fund.

16. Take necessary action to secure the additional resources that may
be necessary to effectively fulfill the legislatively-mandated
responsibilities, including conveying those needs to the Department
and the Legislature.

We reviewed the minutes from the Board’s monthly meetings, and other
available documentation, from April 1997 through July 1999 and found the
Board made only a few informal recommendations, which were in the
Board’s meeting minutes.  The Board did not communicate any formal
recommendations (e.g., in a report format) which the Department could be
held publicly accountable for implementing.  We also interviewed a number
of Board members and attended a Board meeting.  We concluded that some
Board members may not understand the scope of their responsibilities, and
that the Board may not have the resources available to effectively oversee
Department operations.

As a result, the Board is not able to provide the independent review of
Department’s financial operations, or the routine oversight of the Depart-
ment’s use of the Fund to support the Program as required by the
Environmental Conservation Law.  We also believe it would be helpful to
disclose Trust Account activity and balances (Lifetime License data) in the
Board’s annual report in the Guides.  Currently, this information is not
reported to outside parties.

In the Board’s response to our draft report, one Board member stated that,
since the Board reports to the Department’s Commissioner, it does not have
absolute independence.  He added that, because the Board has no
professional legal and audit staff assistance, it must rely on the Department
to provide all fiscal data.  Under its current structure, the Board thus
cannot independently analyze Department data and formulate detailed and
credible annual reports.



Exhibit A 

Conservation Fund
Receipts, Disbursements and Changes in Fund Balances

State Fiscal Years 1993-1994 through 1998-1999
Amount: in thousands 

Fiscal Year
1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99

RECEIPTS
 Annual License Sales Revenue $31,798 $31,709 $31,954 $31,059 $31,260 $32,228 
 Lifetime License Sales 422 523 577 599 608 698 
 Miscellaneous Other Receipts 3,212 5,200 3,365 3,335 3,526 3,291 

 Total Receipts 35,432 37,432 35,896 34,993 35,394 36,217 

DISBURSEMENTS
 Departmental Operations
 Personal Service 22,099 18,400 19,431 19,843 20,154 20,935 
 Non-Personal Service 7,110 6,493 7,765 5,722 8,243 7,011 
 General State Charges 6,611 4,542 5,446 5,209 7,930 6,385 

 Total Disbursements 35,820 29,435 32,642 30,774 36,327 34,331 

Excess (Deficiency) of Receipts over Disbursements (388) 7,997 3,254 4,219 (933) 1,886 

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
 STIP Note (Investment) 0 (48) 48 0 0 0 
 Transfers from Other Funds 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 
 Transfers to Other Funds (2,396) (1,661) (1,652) (1,668) (1,666) (1,673) 

 Total Other Financing Sources (Uses) 2,604 (1,709) (1,604) (1,668) (1,666) (1,673) 

Excess (Deficiency) of Receipts & Other Financing
Sources over Disbursements & Other Financing Uses 2,216 6,288 1,650 2,551 (2,599) 213 

Fund Balance on April 1 5,902 8,118 14,406 16,056 18,607 16,008 

Fund Balance on March 31 $8,118 $14,406 $16,056 $18,607 $16,008 $16,221 

Balance in Subfund:
 Main Account (includes Return-a-Gift-to-Wildlife $4,854 $9,143 $10,405 $12,736 $9,278 $8,061 
program)
 Marine Resources Account 1,215 2,732 2,291 1,596 1,548 1,867 
 Migratory Bird Account 227 68 78 151 134 186 
 Guides License Account 89 109 103 125 147 195 
 State Fish and Game Trust Account 1,733 2,333 3,090 3,873 4,717 5,691 
 Surf Clam/Ocean Quahog Account 0 21 89 126 184 221 

Total Balance in Conservation Fund $8,118 $14,406 $16,056 $18,607 $16,008 $16,221 

Source: State Accounting System

Note: Some of the sub-accounts, such as the Marine Resources Account have dedicated revenue sources and restricted uses.  Additionally, the
Department may not use the principal collected from the sale of lifetime licenses.



Exhibit B

Comparison of State Sporting License Fees

State
Fishing Small Game Hunting Deer Hunting

Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident Resident Non-Resident

Alabama $8.50 $30.00 $16.00 $42.00 $16.00 $202.00 

Alaska 25.00 200.00 25.00 20.00 25.00 235.00 
Arizona 22.00 48.00 18.00 85.50 35.50 164.00 
Arkansas 15.50 37.50 10.50 75.00 25.00 195.00 
California 31.80 78.25 30.45 99.75 48.55 265.65 
Colorado 20.25 40.25 15.25 40.25 20.25 150.25 

e Connecticut 15.00 25.00 10.00 42.00 10.00 30.00 
e Delaware 12.70 21.20 12.50 86.00 12.50 86.00 

Florida 13.50 31.50 12.50 151.50 12.50 151.50 
Georgia 14.00 37.00 10.00 59.00 19.00 177.00 
Idaho 29.50 64.50 7.50 101.50 24.00 334.00 
Illinois 26.00 37.50 7.50 50.75 22.50 150.75 
Indiana 15.50 22.50 8.75 40.75 13.75 76.75 
Iowa 20.50 32.50 18.00 66.00 49.00 156.00 
Kansas 23.50 43.50 15.50 65.50 60.50 205.50 
Kentucky 17.50 35.00 12.50 95.00 33.50 116.00 
Louisiana 5.50 31.00 10.50 86.00 21.00 160.50 

e Maine 20.00 51.00 13.00 56.00 21.00 87.00 
Maryland 17.00 27.00 15.50 120.50 34.00 130.00 

e Massachusetts 27.50 37.50 27.50 65.50 27.50 99.50 
Michigan 26.00 39.00 13.00 60.00 13.00 120.00 
Minnesota 24.50 40.50 15.00 61.00 23.00 111.00 
Mississippi 14.00 56.00 14.00 78.00 18.00 228.00 
Missouri 15.00 36.00 9.00 60.00 11.00 110.00 
Montana 19.50 57.50 10.00 60.00 20.00 251.00 
Nebraska 17.75 40.00 19.50 65.00 32.25 160.00 
Nevada 26.00 56.00 24.00 111.00 49.00 266.00 

e New Hampshire 23.25 35.50 15.50 36.50 15.50 70.50 
e New Jersey 24.25 40.75 22.00 100.00 43.75 121.75 

New Mexico 22.50 44.00 17.00 80.00 53.00 180.00 
New York 14.00 35.00 11.00 50.00 13.00 100.00 
North Carolina 15.00 30.00 15.00 40.00 25.00 80.00 
North Dakota 13.00 32.50 15.00 85.00 29.00 170.00 
Ohio 15.00 24.00 15.00 25.00 35.00 111.00 
Oklahoma 20.25 36.25 12.50 85.00 29.25 286.00 
Oregon 43.00 70.50 15.00 53.00 26.00 229.00 

e Pennsylvania 22.50 40.50 12.75 80.75 12.75 80.75 
e Rhode Island 15.00 36.50 9.50 41.00 17.00 66.50 

South Carolina 18.50 40.50 12.00 75.00 18.00 155.00 
South Dakota 21.00 59.00 27.00 95.00 30.00 150.00 
Tennessee 33.00 51.00 21.00 56.00 39.00 156.00 
Texas 33.00 44.00 19.00 250.00 19.00 250.00 
Utah 18.00 40.00 17.25 45.25 30.25 203.25 

e Vermont 18.00 38.00 12.00 35.00 12.00 80.00 
Virginia 28.00 64.00 12.00 60.00 12.00 60.00 
Washington 38.00 76.00 30.00 150.00 36.00 360.00 
West Virginia 18.50 45.00 14.00 25.00 14.00 105.00 
Wisconsin 28.50 49.00 14.00 75.00 20.00 135.00 
Wyoming 20.00 70.00 20.00 55.00 27.00 200.00
New York’s Rank 42 37 39 37 41 38

e Neighboring states in the region used for comparison purposes
Source: 1999 survey by staff of State Senator Marcellino



Appendix A

Major Contributors to This Report
Frank J. Houston
Carmen Maldonado
Gerald Tysiak
Roger C. Mazula
Donald D. Geary
Amy Dauscher
Linda Giovannone
Brandon Ogden
Jennifer Paperman
Miroslaw Pietkiewicz
Mark Radley
Donald Wilson
Nancy Varley



Appendix B



B-2

*
Note

1

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-3

*
Note

2

*
Note

3

*
Note

4

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-4

*
Note

5

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-5

*
Note

1

*
Note

3

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-6

*
Note

6

*
Note

7

*
Note

3

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-7

*
Note

8

*
Note

3

*
Note

3

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-8

*
Note

9

*
Note
10

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-9

*
Note

2

*
Note

3

*
Note
11

*
Note
12

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-10

*
Note
13

*
Note
14

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-11

*
Note

4

*
Note
15

*
Note

5

* See State Comptroller’s Notes, Appendix D



B-12



B-13



B-14



Appendix C



C-2



C-3



C-4



C-5



C-6



C-7



C-8



C-9



C-10



C-11



C-12



C-13



C-14



C-15



C-16



C-17



C-18



C-19



C-20



C-21



C-22



C-23



Appendix D

State Comptroller’s Notes
3. The Department’s recommendation to State policymakers considered a constant Program would be paid

for through increased license fees and additional State appropriations.  Department officials did not
provide alternative options for State policymakers to consider.

4. Even considering the Department’s projections of the uncommitted Fund balance at March 31, 1999,
there was a $1.5 million difference between the Department’s projection and actual cash balances.  This
projection was made only two months before the fiscal year end.

5. Certain matters addressed in the draft report were revised or deleted from the final report.  Therefore,
some agency comments included in Appendix B may relate to matters no longer contained in this report.

6. One intent of the Law authorizing the sale of Lifetime Licenses was to raise revenues for the
Conservation Fund.  Unless the Department transfers the interest earnings, the intent of the Law is not
being met.

7. The Conservation Fund Advisory Board has both advisory and oversight responsibilities.  We have
clarified this in the final report.

8. As stated in the report, the lack of documentation prevented the auditors from validating the
appropriateness and accuracy of the Department’s projections.

9. Although the Department documented their assumption that the purchasing of sporting licenses would
decline, it did not document its decisions about how much each type of sporting license sales would
change and how that would affect the revenue projections.

10. As the audit points out, Department officials described the process, but did not maintain detailed
documentation for many of their key assumptions.  Without such documentation, we could not validate
the appropriateness and accuracy of the Department’s projections.

11. Exhibit A shows financial information of the Conservation Fund from the State Accounting System.  The
Department’s concerns have been incorporated as a footnote to Exhibit A.

12. As shown in Exhibit A, the Conservation Fund’s Main Account fiscal year-end cash balance peaked in
1996-97 at $12.7 million.  Three years earlier, the amount was less than $4.9 million.

13. We presented this finding to Department officials in preliminary audit findings and at the closing
conference, but may not have characterized it in those precise words.  Nevertheless, it represents a $1.5
million difference between the Department’s projection and actual cash balances.  This projection was
made only two months before the fiscal year end.

14. There may have been supervisory review of the methodology and assumptions, but not of how the analysis
was prepared.  As we discuss in the report, this resulted in many errors.
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15. The State Comptroller’s guidelines for the proper handling of receipts, require restrictively endorsing
checks upon receipt.  This helps to safeguard these assets from misappropriation and theft.

16. License stamps have value and unissued stamps should be appropriately secured.

17. Although Trust Account information is in the Department’s internal reports, which may be available to
some members of the public, it is not in its annual report which is widely distributed to the public.


