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ALLISON BALL 

AUDITOR OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS 

Letter from Auditor of Public Accounts 
October 13, 2025 

 
 
Bruce Roberts, Executive Director  
Kentucky Fire Commission 
110 Cleveland Drive 
Paris, KY 40361 
Via email: bruce.roberts@kctcs.edu 
 
Dear Executive Director Roberts, 
 
The Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) has completed a limited-scope special examination of the 
Kentucky Fire Commission. This report summarizes the examination procedures performed and 
communicates the results of those procedures. 
 
The purpose of this special examination was not to provide an opinion on the Fire Commission’s 
financial statements but to review its governance and certain financial activity. This review also 
provides recommendations to ensure that the reviewed operating activities are consistent, 
transparent, and statutorily compliant. 
 
Detailed findings and recommendations based on our special examination are presented in this 
report to assist management in implementing corrective action. Overall, these findings indicate the 
following: 
 
• The Commission lacked adequate internal controls to ensure compliance with applicable statutes 

and did not establish written procedures for grant awards. 
• The Commission needs to address conflicts of interest. 
• The Commission failed to adhere to applicable KCTCS human resource management policies 

and procedures. 
• The Commission should ensure expenditures comply with policies outlined by KCTCS. 
 
 
 

mailto:bruce.roberts@kctcs.edu


 
 

Pursuant to KRS 43.090(1), “[w]ithin sixty (60) days of the completion of the final audit or 
examination report, the agency to which an Auditor's report pertains shall notify the Legislative 
Research Commission and the Auditor of the audit recommendations it has implemented and of 
the audit recommendations it has not implemented. The agency shall state the reasons for its failure 
to implement any recommendation made in the final audit or examination report. All audit reports 
and agency responses shall be, subject to KRS 61.870 to 61.884, posted online in a publicly 
searchable format.” 
 
Thank you for your attention to these matters and your cooperation with this limited-scope special 
examination. If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact Bryan Morrow, 
Executive Director of the Office of Special Examinations, at BryanD.Morrow@ky.gov. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Allison Ball 
Auditor of Public Accounts 
 
CC Ricky King, Fire Commission Board Chair, rking0032@kctcs.edu 

Dr. Ryan Quarles, KCTCS President, ryan.quarles@kctcs.edu 
Keith Hamilton, KCTCS Board Chair, keith.hamilton@kctcs.edu  

mailto:BryanD.Morrow@ky.gov
mailto:rking0032@kctcs.edu
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction and Background  
 
On May 10, 2024, the Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) received a letter from Kentucky 
Community and Technical College System (KCTCS) President, Dr. Ryan F. Quarles, requesting 
a review of the Kentucky Fire Commission’s (Commission) financial reports, processes, and 
controls through a full audit. This letter followed an approved motion by the Kentucky Fire 
Commission requesting that the APA perform an independent audit and examination of policies 
and procedures for compliance with state and federal laws and KCTCS policies. After receiving 
these requests, the APA initiated a limited-scope examination to review certain financial and 
operational activities of the Commission. 
 
The limited-scope examination reviewed the existence, implementation, and effectiveness of the 
organizational structure, policies, and procedures of the Commission; the statutory compliance of 
the Commission; and the Commission’s fiscal performance. The APA examined documentation 
for the period July 1, 2023, through August 31, 2024. In addition to the limited-scope examination 
performed, a financial statement audit was performed by the APA’s Office of State Government 
Audits and Technology, the results of which are noted in a separate report. 
 
Background 
 
The Commission was established by statute in 1970 and attached to KCTCS in 2000. Pursuant to 
KRS 95A.020(2), the Commission was attached to KCTCS “for administrative purposes only.” 
The Commission is composed of a 14-member board appointed by the Governor, plus three ex 
officio nonvoting members. The Commission employs approximately 70 full-time employees and 
450 part-time employees. 
 
The mission of the Commission is to train and certify Kentucky’s volunteer and career firefighters, 
along with disbursing funds through grants and programs to fire service agencies throughout 
Kentucky. The Commission is funded through the Professional Firefighters Foundation Program 
fund established by KRS 95A.220(2). The Fund was created by the General Assembly with the 
intention of strengthening and upgrading fire protection and supporting and retaining experienced 
firefighters while enhancing their educational and training standards. 
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CHAPTER 2: Findings and Recommendations 
 
Four detailed findings and recommendations based on the special examination are presented in 
this report to assist management in implementing corrective action. These findings indicate three 
overarching goals the Commission should strive to achieve: 1) establish written policies, 
procedures, and internal controls governing the Commission’s functions that are specific to it; 2) 
ensure that those policies, procedures, and internal controls conform with KCTCS policies and 
procedures; and 3) generally follow KCTCS policies and procedures. 
 

Finding 1: The Commission lacked adequate internal controls to ensure compliance with 
applicable statutes and did not establish written procedures for grant awards. 
 
The Commission utilizes funds for grant awards to fire districts across the state as outlined by 
various Kentucky Revised Statutes (KRS) and Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KAR). 
While these provisions outline grant requirements, the Commission has not established internal 
policies and procedures for administering grant awards. The lack of a transparent process governed 
by internal policies and procedures led to several questionable issues during our review of grants. 
 
Training Facility Grants are regulated under KRS 95A.262 and 739 KAR 2:030 §§ 3–5. The 
funds can be put toward the construction of fixed structures used for training, to upgrade an 
existing training facility, or for equipment used solely for training purposes. Applications for the 
grant are required to be reviewed to ensure that the fire department is compliant before sending 
those applications to the Commission’s grants committee, with final approval made by the 
Commission’s Board. 
 
In our testing of grants awarded, the following non-compliance issues were noted: 
 

• Documentation required per statute from fire districts was not maintained – no quotes/bids 
or sketches were available for review. 

• The KAR specifies that grant funds shall not be held for longer than 12 calendar months 
for a project; however, one project was not completed within this timeframe. 

• Progress reports were not submitted timely. 
• Auditors were unable to determine if one award project was completed, as proof of 

purchase was not provided, and the address for the project differed from the fire 
department’s location. 

• There was no follow-up on awards to ensure completion of the project. 
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The Thermal Imaging Camera Grant program, regulated under KRS 95A.440 and 739 KAR 
2:130, provides funds for fire departments to purchase thermal imaging devices that assist 
firefighters in seeing through smoke, monitoring the spread of fire, locating hot spots, and helping 
save lives. 739 KAR 2:130 outlines the process as follows: (1) a fire department submits a 
completed application signed by the chief or administrator of authority over the department; (2) 
the Commission reviews the application to ensure the department meets the KRS 95A.440 
requirements; (3) the Commission sends an approval letter with the financial award stated; (4) the 
approved fire department purchases the requested devices; and (5) the department sends the 
Commission the proof of purchase, proof of payment, and manufacturer serial number. After the 
Commission receives the required documents, payment will be issued to the fire department. 
Additionally, the KAR states that priority should be given to fire departments with the fewest of 
these devices and provides a list of approved brands for these devices. 
 
Our test of these grants found the following non-compliance issues: 
 

• The Commission did not adhere to the grant application process and, instead, purchased 
multiple devices for distribution to select fire departments. This action was taken by the 
former Director of Operations. According to a Commission announcement of this process, 
the Commission “will be making all purchases and awarding the cameras to the 
departments chosen.” This change was “to streamline the [grant] program and reduce 
paperwork.” 

• Although the governing KAR provides a list of brands that can be used, auditors noted that 
not all cameras were purchased from the brand list. 

• While the grant application notification to departments indicated the goal of the grant is to 
ensure every department has at least one camera, thirteen fire departments did not have a 
camera and did not receive one.  Furthermore, the five departments reviewed already had 
a camera but were also awarded one. 

• There was no way to ensure that the 45 cameras the Commission purchased to distribute to 
fire districts were, in fact, received by fire districts. In other words, auditors could not trace 
the purchased cameras to the cameras the fire districts actually received. Nor could auditors 
determine if the fire districts that obtained cameras were, in fact, eligible to receive one per 
statute and regulation. 

 
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) Grants were established to provide grant funds up to 
$10,000 to qualifying fire departments for the purchase of “NFPA 1971, 2018 edition” structural 
firefighting protective equipment, including structural firefighting boots, gloves, hoods, helmets, 
coats, and pants. According to guidance from the Commission, to be eligible, the fire department 
must be in good standing and have completed at least 20 hours of training with Kentucky State 
Fire Rescue Training.  
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A committee selected by the Executive Director of the Commission evaluates grant applications, 
prioritizing requests by need by seeking out departments that have either no PPE, PPE over 10 
years from the date of manufacture, or PPE that does not have NFPA 1971 labels. In deciding how 
to award grants, a point system based upon equipment and financial needs was to be used. 
Recipients of the grant were required to follow all local, state, and federal procurement laws, 
ensure the gear purchased meets grant requirements, and submit an invoice with proof of payment 
by the established deadline. 
 
Our test of these grants found the following non-compliance issues: 
 

• The Commission did not adhere to the grant guidance, as PPE was purchased in bulk and 
distributed to the fire districts instead of following the grant process described above. There 
also appears to be no written polices or procedures, outside of the Commission’s general 
guidance described above, formalizing or ensuring documentation of the specific process 
for the Commission’s granting of awards. 

• There were no signed award letters that identified which department received equipment, 
nor was there any documentation provided that the point system was utilized. Therefore, 
auditors could not determine if the equipment was properly distributed. In reviewing the 
available documentation for 25 fire districts awarded PPE, we were unable to identify that 
an application had been submitted for eight. 

• We were unable to determine if the training eligibility requirement for this grant was met. 
• The Commission did not obtain the proof of purchase for Phase II PPE payout for all 

awards, and because there was no deadline, we were unable to determine if funds were 
spent as outlined in the grant. One district that received a payout submitted an invoice and 
proof of purchase dated almost one year after the Commission disbursed the funds. 

 
Automated External Defibrillator (AED) Grants and Battery Powered Combi-Tool Grants 
were “developed to assist fire departments across the Commonwealth in securing vital equipment 
to ensure firefighters are equipped to assist their communities and citizens in their times of need.” 
The grant application notification for these grants stated that they were to be awarded to fire 
departments that are in good standing and have met training requirements. The grants were 
announced in FY 2023; however, the invoices reviewed were received and paid during FY 2024. 
 
As a result of our testing of these grant payments, the following issues were noted: 
 

• The Commission did not have written policies or procedures for multiple grant awards – 
AED, Combi-Tool, Safety Education, and Gear Extractor. 
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• The Commission purchased 72 AEDs totaling $134,759 and 11 combi 
tools/batteries/chargers totaling $118,613 without documenting which fire department 
received them or noting whether it was in good standing with training requirements. There 
were no signed award letters with serial numbers to identify equipment awarded or 
distributed. 

 
International Fire Service Training Association (IFSTA) eLibrary Subscription Grant was a 
new grant initiative announced in FY 2024, offering free subscriptions to the IFSTA eLibrary for 
firefighters in Kentucky. Our testing of this grant revealed the following issues: 
 

• No written policies or procedures for administering this grant were documented.  
• Auditors were unable to confirm whether the $120,000 spent during the exam period was 

approved by the board or executive staff.  
• Auditors could not determine who received the subscription and how many of the 10,000 

subscriptions purchased were used. 
 
Gear Extractor Grants were awarded to assist fire departments in efforts to reduce firefighters’ 
exposure to cancer-causing agents. Testing of this grant revealed the following issues: 
 

• No documented policies or procedures for this grant exist.  
• While some departments submitted applications, others sent an email to request equipment. 

One department received an extractor even though there was no email or application. 
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend that the Commission establish policies/procedures for each grant type awarded 
and document the awards process. The policies/procedures should adhere to all applicable statutes 
and regulations to ensure compliance. The established policies/procedures should require 
documentation as to which department received funds/equipment and that it was in good standing 
with training requirements. We also recommend the Commission follow up on all grant awards to 
ensure funds awarded to districts were appropriately spent within a reasonable timeframe. 
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Finding 2: Commission policies do not address conflicts of interest.  
 
Because some employees of the Fire Commission also serve with their local fire departments, 
conflicts of interest were identified during the exam. While a conflict-of-interest form was on file 
for one of these conflicts, Commission policies did not address how these conflicts should be 
addressed to prevent bias or favoritism. 
 
One of the identified conflicts was the former Director of Operations signing the awards letter and 
Memorandum of Agreement for a $45,000 training facility grant awarded to the department where 
he also served as Fire Chief. In addition to signing forms for the local fire department to receive 
funds, the former employee was also responsible for overseeing the grant process, including 
monitoring quarterly progress reports that grantees were required to submit. However, this 
department did not submit progress reports timely, and the project was not completed within 12 
months per the grant requirements (See Finding 1). 
 
A current Commission executive, who also serves as a department fire chief, signed and submitted 
documents requesting a low-interest loan administered by the Commission. The Commission 
approved the loan request of $125,000 for that department. Although this employee had a conflict-
of-interest statement on file, the appearance of bias in the process of awarding funds still exists. 
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend that the Commission implement controls to address and prevent bias when 
Commission staff also serve on a local fire department. Additional safeguards should be developed 
for when departments staffed by Commission employees request funds or equipment. 
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Finding 3: The Commission failed to adhere to applicable KCTCS human resource 
management policies and procedures.  

 
The Commission is governed by administrative policies and procedures outlined by KCTCS.  
During our review, we noted various inconsistencies and noncompliance with these policies. 
 
For example, per discussions with both the Commission and KCTCS, the Commission follows 
KCTCS Performance Review policy number 2.5 for regular full-time employees. This policy 
outlines a system-wide standardized process for annual performance reviews and corresponds with 
the Commission’s fiscal year from July 1 through June 30. For existing employees, the 
performance review cycle starts in May with supervisors meeting with employees to establish 
performance goals for the upcoming fiscal year. The completed performance planning evaluation 
(PPE) document must be submitted by August 31st of each fiscal year. For new employees and 
those who change positions, the deadline for the planning process is within one month of their 
employment or position change. Once the PPE documents are completed, optional mid-year 
progress reports/meetings are conducted at the supervisor’s discretion, which should be completed 
no later than the first week of February. By May 15th, supervisors are required to complete the 
annual performance evaluation report and evaluation meeting with the employee. 
 
Via email on December 7, 2023, the acting KCTCS President granted a temporary reprieve from 
the formal evaluation process, which was required to be completed by June 2024. This reprieve 
occurred during our examination period and was considered in our compliance testing. 
 
A review of FY 23 revealed that out of 55 employees, only 25 had completed evaluations. Six 
employees had no PPE documents at all during that period. Of those six, only one was a new hire 
at the beginning of the fiscal year. 
 
A review of FY 24 revealed that no employees had completed evaluations due to the reprieve. 
While 58 of the 68 employees had some PPE documents, six employees had no PPE documents, 
and four employees terminated their employment during the fiscal year. Out of those six 
employees, five were not evaluated during FY 23 or FY 24. 
 
Because the examination period covered only the first two months of FY 25, auditors reviewed 
only the planning phase of the evaluation process. There were 59 employees out of 64 who had 
PPE documents. Three employees did not have any PPE documents, and three employees either 
terminated or left their employment during the fiscal year. Out of those three with no PPE 
documents, two were not evaluated during FY 23, FY 24, or FY 25. 
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Other examples of noncompliance exist, as well. Through discussions with Commission staff, 
there were no disciplinary actions taken during the examination period. However, an investigation 
conducted by the Division of Organizational Integrity within KCTCS identified systemic issues 
related to the Commission’s oversight and adherence to human resource management policies. 
 
Recommendations  
 
We recommend that the Commission ensure compliance with all required KCTCS human resource 
management policies and procedures, which includes KCTCS’s policy on performance 
evaluations for all employees. Furthermore, all Commission processes should be adequately 
documented and properly maintained. Finally, all disciplinary issues or reports should be properly 
documented, investigated, and appropriate actions taken when necessary. 
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Finding 4: The Commission should ensure expenditures comply with policies outlined by 
KCTCS.  

 
The Commission follows KCTCS policies and procedures, in addition to the statutes governing 
them. However, during our review of expenditures, we noted instances in which the Commission 
did not always comply with these policies. 
 
For example, the Commission paid $740 for a working lunch without an agenda or documented 
purpose. Typically, employee meals are provided only when employees are required to travel. 
While there are exceptions to this policy, KCTCS requires a documented agenda to approve this 
type of meal purchase. Lunch was also provided for a company picnic on a Saturday for employees 
and their immediate families. This use of funds is neither reasonable nor necessary, and it would 
not comply with KCTCS’s policy for a special event meal since no agenda or list of attendees was 
provided. There were also expenditures for DirecTV; however, the Commission cancelled these 
services in May 2024. 
 
Recommendations  
 
We recommend that the Commission ensure expenditures are reasonable, necessary, and not 
personal in nature. The Commission also should adhere to KCTCS policies and procedures. 
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CHAPTER 3: Observations 
 
Observation 1: The Commission did not comply with KRS 304.13-380.  
 
Per KRS 304.13-380, fire departments shall complete a report each time they respond to a fire. 
Because the Commission is required to distribute the fire reporting form, fire departments report 
incidents to the National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) via the Commission’s website. 
The statute also requires fire departments to file monthly summaries of these reports with the 
Commission, and the Commission is required to transmit a copy of the monthly reports to the 
Insurance Commissioner. However, these monthly reports are not being collected by the 
Commission nor submitted to the Commissioner. Furthermore, KRS 95A.262(2)(c) states that a 
fire department that fails to “participate satisfactorily in the Kentucky fire incident reporting 
system as described in KRS 304.13-380 shall forfeit annually five hundred dollars of its 
allotment.” 
 
The Commission simply verifies the departments have entered at least one report of an incident in 
NFIRS before approving State Aid payments, which does not appear to comply with the 
monitoring requirements the KRS mandates. Commission officials believe this statute should have 
been repealed when the Commission was moved from the Office of Housing and Building 
Construction to the Kentucky Community and Technical College System (KCTCS). While the 
Commission is now under a different umbrella, the requirements of the KRS are still in place. 
 
Recommendations  
 
We recommend the Commission comply with the statute by ensuring monthly reports are filed by 
fire departments and withhold funds as required by the KRS for any fire departments not 
complying. 
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Observation 2: Training certificates were not signed.  

 
Commission employees are required to complete mandatory compliance training each year. A 
third-party vendor presents the training and maintains the completion certificates for employees. 
Auditors confirmed employees completed the required training by reviewing completion 
certificates issued. 
 
Even though the certificates contained signature lines for the training coordinator to sign and for 
the employee to initial, certificates were not signed or initialed. While the Commission’s HR 
director indicated certificates were only issued when the training was complete, the lack of 
signatures gives the appearance that training was not completed/certified. 
 
Recommendations  
 
We recommend that the Commission either add electronic signatures to the certificates or remove 
the signature lines. 
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