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ORANGE COUNTY  
DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS (CONTINUED) 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2010 

 

ADDITIONAL MATTERS 

Finding No. 1:  Roofing Projects 

The District obtained bids for roofing services, such as removing and replacing shingle systems, or providing and 

installing waterproofing coating, and in May 2009, the District selected a contractor.  The District entered into a 

written agreement with the contractor, which provided that the contractor would provide roofing services for various 

roofing projects.  For each project, the type of service was to be paid at an agreed upon rate and based on the 
appropriate measure (square footage, linear footage, board footage, etc.).  In addition to specifically-identified roofing 

services, the agreement specified that the contractor would be paid at $35 per hour for non-specified tasks.  During 

the 2009-10 fiscal year, the District paid the contractor a total of approximately $1,063,000 for work performed on 18 

roofing projects.  We reviewed District records for 7 of these roofing projects, for which the contractor was paid a 

total of $634,335, to determine the propriety of payments to the contractor.  The results of our review, including 
$299,995 of questioned costs as shown in the following tabulation, are discussed below.  

Project Amount Paid Contract Costs
Questioned 

Costs

Lockhart Elementary Building 700 189,500$        73,191$              116,309$         

Tampa Avenue Center Building 400 164,900 85,875 79,025

Evans 9th Grade Center Media Center 74,070 59,400 14,670

Meadow Woods Elementary Canopy 72,434 72,434 0

Killarney Elementary Media Center 53,600 15,224 38,376

Spring Lake Elementary Media Center 48,294 19,816 28,478

Jackson Middle Gymnasium 31,537 8,400 23,137

Total 634,335$        334,340$            299,995$         

Summary of Roofing Projects Reviewed

 

Lockhart Elementary Building 700.  In June 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $189,500 based on the 

contractor’s proposal to replace a 28,000 square feet shingle roof system, and a 7,200 square feet flat-roof section over 

rooms 136 through 140, for Lockhart Elementary Building 700; however, in July 2009, a building permit was issued to 

replace only the shingle roof system.  In September 2009, the contractor invoiced the District $189,500 for the 
Building 700 project, including $121,900 to replace the 28,000 square foot shingle roof system, $31,200 to replace the 

7,200 square foot flat-roof section, $34,405 for 983 hours of labor for non-specified services, and $1,995 of 

miscellaneous costs.   

The District contracts with an owner authorized construction representative (OACR) to assist with monitoring 

construction activities, such as roofing services.  The District’s Senior Facilities Manager and the OACR signed the 

invoice to authorize the $189,500 payment; however, the building permit request, contract completion form, and 
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certificate of construction completion form indicated that the contractor replaced only the shingle roof system.  
District records did not evidence completion of the flat-roof section and did not evidence performance of the 983 

hours of labor for non-specified services included on the invoice, and labor charges were already included in the 

contract’s itemized roofing service rates.  Also, the Senior Facilities Manager indicated that the shingle roof system 

measured 15,324 square feet instead of the 28,000 square feet shown on the proposal and invoice.  As such, District 

records did not evidence the basis upon which District personnel approved the invoice for payment.  Lacking 
documentation evidencing completion of the flat-roof section or support for the 983 additional hours of non-specific 

roofing services, and using 15,324 square feet for the shingle roof system, the total cost of the project would have 

been $73,191.  Thus, payments totaling $116,309 represent questioned costs, resulting in part because the District had 

not verified the correct square footage of the shingle roof system as shown on the proposal and invoice, the validity of 

non-specified service charges, and that all work billed had been completed, prior to payment of the invoice.   

Tampa Avenue Center Building 400.  In June 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $164,900 based on the 
contractor’s March 2009 proposal for removal and replacement of the Tampa Avenue Center Building 400 roof.  In 

December 2009, the contractor invoiced the District that amount; however, our review disclosed the following 

apparent overcharges by the contractor: 

 The invoice indicated that the roof measured 19,100 square feet and included a charge of $76,400 to remove 
and replace the existing built up system; however, according to a building map and floor plan provided by 
District personnel, the project area was only 10,875 square feet.  Based on square footage of 10,875, the 
charge would have been $43,500, resulting in $32,900 of questioned costs.   

 The invoice included a charge of $15,000 to install a moisture guard on 15,000 square feet of roof; however, 
since the maximum square footage based on the building map and floor plan was 10,875 square feet, the 
maximum payment for the moisture guard would have been $10,875, resulting in $4,125 of questioned costs.   

 The invoice included a charge for $42,000 ($35 per hour for 1,200 labor hours); however, labor charges were 
already included in the contract’s itemized roofing service rates.     

Consequently, our review disclosed total questioned costs of $79,025 for this roofing project, resulting mainly because 

the District had not verified the correct square footage of the roof as shown on the proposal and invoice, nor the 

validity of non-specified service charges, prior to payment of the invoice.   

Evans 9th Grade Center.  In April 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $74,070 based on the roofing 

contractor’s March 2009 proposal to pressure wash, repair leaks, and install a waterproofing coating over the roofs of 
Evans 9th Grade Center Buildings 100, 300, and 500.  In May 2009, the contractor invoiced the District that amount, 

and the Senior Facilities Manager and the OACR signed the invoice authorizing payment; however, no District 

records, such as a certification of completion from the District’s Building Code Compliance Office (BCCO), 

evidenced completion of this work for these three buildings.  Further inquiry and review of District records indicated 

that this payment may have related to roofing services provided on the Evans 9th Grade Center Media Center 

(Building 400) project discussed below.  

In April 2009, the contractor submitted a building permit application to recoat the top of Building 400, and the 

BCCO subsequently issued a building permit for this project.  However, District records did not evidence the 

Facilities Department authorization, such as a proposal or purchase order, for the contractor to perform the roofing 

services on Building 400.  Additionally, in April 2009, the contractor submitted a completion request form to the 

BCCO for the Building 400 project; however, no inspections were performed prior to the application of the roof 
coating to ensure leak repairs were in compliance with the Florida Building Code.  In lieu of the inspections, the 

contractor certified the installation of five roof patches and a roof coating system according to applicable building 

codes, including roof preparation requirements, and guaranteed correction of any deficiency not covered by the 
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manufacturer’s warranty.  Although the contractor certified compliance with the building code and guaranteed 
correction of repair defects, without timely inspections before completion of roofing projects, the District may incur 

additional costs if the contractor did not repair the roof properly.  

On May 14, 2009, the BCCO issued a certificate of completion for the roofing repairs to Building 400.  The roof for 

Building 400 measured 14,850 square feet according to the manufacturer’s warranty, and based on the $4 per square 

foot for waterproof coating, as listed in the District’s roofing contract, the project cost would have totaled $59,400.  
As discussed above, although District records did not sufficiently evidence the basis for the $74,070 payment to the 

roofing contractor, if the payment was supposed to be for roofing services performed on the Building 400 project, 

then the District incurred questioned costs totaling $14,670, based on the District’s roofing contract.  

Meadow Woods Elementary Canopy.  In July 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $72,424 based on the 

contractor’s March 2009 proposal for the removal of 140 walkway roof panels from Waterbridge Elementary and 

re-installment of the panels at Meadow Woods Elementary.  In January 2010, the contractor invoiced the District that 
amount for 1,533 labor hours for this project.  Although the BCCO issued a certificate of completion for this project, 

and the Senior Facilities Manager and the OACR approved the payment, the cost represents an average of 

approximately 11 hours of contract labor to remove and re-install each panel.  Further, District records did not 

evidence any efforts by District personnel to monitor the reasonableness of the hours charged for the project.  Such 

efforts could include documented periodic reviews of the services provided or project cost sheets to support the days 
and hours that the contractor worked.  Without such, there is an increased risk of overpayment for these services.  

Killarney Elementary Media Center.  In April 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $53,600 based on the 

contractor’s March 2009 proposal to replace the Killarney Elementary Media Center built up system roof.  The 

District substantially modified the scope of the project in September 2009, prior to issuance of the building permit, 

and in October 2009, the contractor invoiced the District $53,600 for this project.  Both the contractor’s proposal and 
subsequent invoice indicated that the roof area was 10,000 square feet; however, District personnel indicated that the 

School’s Media Center roof area was 3,626 square feet.  In addition, the contractor based the invoice on May 2005 

contract rates, instead of the contractor’s May 2009 contract rates.  Although the Senior Facilities Manager and the 

OACR approved the payment, District records did not evidence the basis for using the May 2005 contract rates, 

instead of the more recent May 2009 contract rates.  Had the District applied rates from the May 2009 contract to this 

project, the District’s costs would have totaled $15,224.  As a result, the District incurred $38,376 of questioned costs, 
resulting mainly because the District did not verify the correct square footage of the roof shown on the proposal and 

invoice, nor that the proper contract rates were applied, prior to payment of the invoice.  

Spring Lake Elementary Media Center.  In April 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $48,300 based on 

the contractor’s March 2009 proposal to remove and replace the Spring Lake Elementary School Media Center roof.  

The proposal indicated that the primary work was to remove and replace a 10,700 square foot roof at $4 per square 
foot.   

In August 2009, the District revised the scope of the work to installing a hydro-stop waterproof coating system, and 

issued a building permit for the revised scope in October 2009.  In November 2009, the contractor submitted invoices 

totaling $48,294, including retainage, for this project.  However, while the contractor’s proposal indicated the roof 

area was 10,700 square feet, the manufacturer’s warranty indicated the roof was 9,800 square feet.  Additionally, since 
the scope of the project was changed, the project cost should have been charged at a rate of $2 per square foot for the 

hydro-stop waterproof coating system installation per the May 2009 agreement.  Based on this square footage and the 

rate for system installation and other miscellaneous charges, the total cost would have been $19,816 for the roof 

coating work, resulting in questioned costs totaling $28,478.  The questioned costs occurred mainly because the 
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District did not verify the square footage of the roof or the contract rate for the waterproof coating prior to payment 
of the invoices.  

Jackson Middle Gymnasium.  In January 2009, the District issued a purchase order for $34,480, later amended to 

$31,537, to remove and replace the Jackson Middle Gymnasium’s west lower elevation roof at $4 per square foot.  In 

October 2009, the District issued the building permit, indicating that the District revised the scope of the work to 

installing a hydro-stop waterproof coating system.  In November 2009, the contractor submitted an invoice for 
$31,537 for materials and labor for this project, and the Senior Facilities Manager and the OACR approved the 

payment.  However, while the contractor’s proposal indicated the roof was 4,900 square feet, the manufacturer’s 

warranty indicated the roof was 4,100 square feet.  Additionally, since the scope of the project was changed, the 

project cost should have been charged at a rate of $2 per square foot for hydro-stop waterproof coating system 

installation per the May 2009 agreement.  Based on this square footage, the rate for system installation, and a $200 

mobilization fee, the total project cost would have been $8,400, resulting in $23,137 of questioned costs.  The 
questioned costs occurred mainly because the District did not verify the square footage of the roof or the contract 

rate for the waterproof coating prior to payment of the invoice.   

Consultant’s Report.  In February 2011, the District received an independent consultant’s report assessing the 

adequacy of the Facilities Department’s processes and operations over new construction, major renovations, and 

capital projects.  The consultant’s report disclosed various control deficiencies over construction contracting, such as 
not hiring architects and construction managers concurrently, limiting the construction managers’ impact on project 

design, and overreliance on construction managers to bid project work instead of monitoring the subcontractor bid 

selection process to limit the cost of such work.  The report also disclosed that the District’s capital project files 

lacked evidence of project inspections.  As noted above, and in Finding No. 2, our review disclosed similar findings.   

Recommendation: The District should enhance controls over roofing projects to ensure that required 
inspections are timely performed before project completion, contractors complete projects consistent with 
management’s authorization, and payments for such services are consistent with applicable contract terms.  
Also, the District should determine the propriety of the questioned costs, totaling $299,995, for roofing 
services, and seek recovery of these funds, as appropriate. 

Finding No. 2:  Construction Projects - Guaranteed Maximum Price Contracts 

Pursuant to Section 1013.45, Florida Statutes, the District may contract for the construction or renovation of facilities 

with a construction management entity.  Under the construction management entity process, the construction 

manager (CM) is responsible for all scheduling and coordination in both design and construction phases and is 

generally responsible for the successful, timely, and economical completion of the construction project.  The CM 
typically encourages subcontractor interest in projects, conducts pre-bid conferences, receives competitive bids, and 

prepares bid tabulation analyses for review with District personnel.  Further, the CM may be required to offer a 

guaranteed maximum price (GMP).  A GMP contract allows for the difference between the actual cost of the project 

and the GMP amount, or the net cost savings, to be returned to the District if actual costs are less than the GMP.  As 

such, a GMP contract requires District personnel to closely monitor construction costs and the award of bids to 
subcontractors. 

In September 2010, the Board awarded a GMP contract, totaling approximately $50.4 million, to a CM for the Oak 

Ridge High School project.  Previously, in February 2009, the Board awarded GMP continuing contracts to three CMs 

for projects ranging from $200,000 to $1,000,000 that are rotated among the three CMs.  During the 2009-10 fiscal 
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year, the District used GMP continuing contracts to pay for services totaling $673,572 for the Pinewood, Oakshire, 
and Riverdale Elementary schools.   

To determine whether the District properly designed controls and whether the controls were operating effectively 

over GMP contracts, we reviewed District records supporting the Oak Ridge High School and the three elementary 

school continuing CM projects, and noted the following: 

 For the Oak Ridge High School project, although District records evidenced that District personnel attended 
the CM’s initial subcontractor bid opening, District personnel informed us that they did not monitor a 
subsequent bid opening necessitated by design changes for electrical services totaling approximately 
$6.4 million.   

 District records supporting payments for the CM elementary school projects included applications for 
payment and schedules of values for subcontractor charges, general conditions, general requirements, 
contractor-provided labor and materials, and insurance.  However, subcontractor invoices, payroll records, 
and insurance certificates were not available to evidence the basis upon which the District paid the CMs 
$519,847 for these services.  Subsequent to our inquiry, District personnel obtained subcontractor invoices 
for one of the three projects, supporting $181,418 of the payments.   

Without District involvement in the subcontractor selection process and reconciling CM pay requests to detailed 

supporting documentation from subcontractors, subcontractor services may not be obtained at the lowest and best 
price consistent with acceptable quality, the CM may be overpaid for subcontractor services, and the District has 

limited assurance that it has realized maximum cost savings. 

Recommendation: For guaranteed maximum price contracts, the District should establish procedures 
to ensure District personnel properly monitor the subcontractor selection process, review and approve 
detailed records supporting subcontractor payments, and maintain records evidencing this. 

Finding No. 3:  Performance Assessments  

Section 1012.34(3), Florida Statutes, requires the District to establish annual performance assessment procedures for 

instructional personnel and school administrators.  When evaluating the performance of employees, the procedures 

must primarily include consideration of student performance, using results from student achievement tests, such as 
the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), pursuant to Section 1008.22(3), Florida Statutes, at the school 

where the employee works.  Additional employee performance assessment criteria prescribed by Section 1012.34(3)(a), 

Florida Statutes, include evaluation measures such as the employee’s ability to maintain appropriate discipline, 

knowledge of subject matter, ability to plan and deliver instruction and use of technology in the classroom, and other 

professional competencies established by rules of the State Board of Education and Board policies.  

Section 1012.34(3)(d), Florida Statutes, requires that, if an employee is not performing satisfactorily, the performance 
evaluator must notify the employee in writing and describe the unsatisfactory performance. 

The District established performance assessment procedures based on criteria prescribed by Section 1012.34(3)(a), 

Florida Statutes, that included provisions to evaluate instructional personnel and school administrators based on 

student performance.  However, District records did not sufficiently evidence a correlation between student 

performance and the employee performance assessments nor that such assessments were based primarily on student 
performance.  For example, the evaluation form did not provide a numeric or percentage indicator to show that 

student achievement was the primary contributing factor used to evaluate employee performance.  Without 

sufficiently documenting the extent to which student performance affects employee performance, performance 
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assessments of instructional and school administrator personnel are incomplete and may not effectively communicate 
the employee’s accomplishments or shortcomings. 

Recommendation: The District should ensure that performance assessments of instructional personnel 
and school administrators are based primarily on student performance, and maintain records evidencing 
this. 

Finding No. 4:  Compensation and Salary Schedules 

Section 1001.42(5)(a), Florida Statutes, requires the Board to designate positions to be filled, prescribe qualifications 

for those positions, and provide for the appointment, compensation, promotion, suspension, and dismissal of 

employees, subject to the requirements of Chapter 1012, Florida Statutes.  Section 1012.22(1)(c)4., Florida Statutes, 

requires the District to adopt a salary schedule with differentiated pay for school-based administrators.  The salary 
schedule is subject to negotiation as provided in Chapter 447, Florida Statutes, and must allow differentiated pay 

based on District-determined factors, including, but not limited to, additional responsibilities, school demographics, 

critical shortage areas, and level of job performance difficulties.  

The Board had adopted formal policies and procedures establishing the documented process to identify school-based 

administrators entitled to differentiated pay using the factors prescribed in Section 1012.22(1)(c)4., Florida Statutes, 

except for the critical shortage areas factor for school-based administrators.  Such policies and procedures could 
specify the documented process for applying the critical shortage areas factor, and the individuals responsible for 

doing so.  

The 2009-10 fiscal year salary schedule for school-based administrators provided pay levels based on factors such as 

job classifications, years of experience, level of education, and other factors.  The salary schedule evidenced 

consideration of differentiated pay for additional responsibilities, school demographics, and level of job performance 
difficulties by providing differing administrative pay grades for elementary, middle, and high schools based on the type 

school.  However, the salary schedule did not evidence consideration of differentiated pay based on critical shortage 

areas for school-based administrators, contrary to Section 1012.22(1)(c)4., Florida Statutes.   

Without Board-adopted policies and procedures establishing the documented process to identify school-based 

administrator critical shortage areas, the District may be limited in its ability to demonstrate that the critical shortage 
areas factor for school-based administrators was consistently considered and applied.    

Recommendation: The Board should adopt formal policies and procedures for ensuring that 
differentiated pay of  school-based administrators based on the critical shortage areas factor is appropriately 
identified on the salary schedule, consistent with Section 1012.22(1)(c), Florida Statutes. 

Finding No. 5:  Collection of Social Security Numbers 

The Legislature has acknowledged in Section 119.071(5)(a), Florida Statutes, the necessity of collecting social security 

numbers (SSNs) for certain purposes because of their acceptance over time as a unique numeric identifier for identity 

verification and other legitimate purposes.  The Legislature has also recognized that SSNs can be used to acquire 

sensitive personal information, the release of which could result in fraud against individuals or cause other financial or 

personal harm.  Therefore, public entities are required to provide extra care in maintaining such information to ensure 
its confidential status. 
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Section 119.071(5)(a), Florida Statutes, provides that the District may not collect an individual’s SSN unless the 
District has stated in writing the purpose for its collection and unless it is specifically authorized by law to do so, or is 

imperative for the performance of the District’s duties and responsibilities as prescribed by law.  Additionally, this 

Section requires that if the District collects an individual’s SSN, it must provide that individual with a written 

statement indicating whether the collection of the SSN is authorized or mandatory under Federal or State law, and 

identifying the specific Federal or State law governing the collection, use, or release of SSNs for each purpose for 
which the SSN is collected.  This Section also provides that SSNs collected by the District may not be used for any 

purpose other than the purpose provided in the written statement.  This Section further requires that the District 

review whether its collection of SSNs is in compliance with the above requirements and immediately discontinue the 

collection of SSNs for purposes that are not in compliance. 

During the 2009-10 fiscal year, the District used unique identification numbers, instead of SSNs, for filing certain 

records such as student registration forms and employee travel vouchers.  However, the District collected SSNs from 
employees, prospective employees, and certain contracted vendors for purposes such as payroll deduction 

authorizations, employment applications, and citizenship verification without providing written notifications to 

individuals of the purpose and basis for collecting the SSN.  In March 2010, subsequent to our inquiry, District 

personnel started providing the required notifications to individuals who provided SSNs and discontinued the use of 

SSNs on certain forms.  Effective controls to properly monitor the need for and use of SSNs and ensure compliance 
with statutory requirements reduce the risk that SSNs may be used for unauthorized purposes.  

Recommendation: The District should continue its efforts to ensure compliance with Section 
119.071(5)(a), Florida Statutes. 

Finding No. 6:  Monitoring of Charter Schools 

Insurance.  During the 2009-10 fiscal year, the District sponsored 20 charter schools.  The charter school agreements 

required, in part, that the charter schools provide the District with evidence of insurance, including general liability, 

automobile liability, worker’s compensation, and school leader’s errors and omissions.  However, contrary to the 
agreements, District records provided for our initial review in February 2010 disclosed that insurance certificates did 

not evidence:  

 Professional liability coverage for 11 charter schools, although the required coverage was $2 million annual 
aggregate coverage per charter school; 

 Director and officer liability coverage for 11 charter schools, contrary to charter school agreements; 

 Fidelity bonds for administrative staff and staff responsible for handling or expending school funds or 
property for 10 charter schools, although the required coverage was $100,000 per person; 

 Workers’ compensation coverage for 6 charter schools, although the required coverage was $1 million per 
occurrence and $2 million annual aggregate; 

 General liability coverage for 1 charter school, although the required coverage was $1 million per occurrence 
and $2 million annual aggregate; 

 Automobile liability coverage for vehicles used for 2 charter schools, although the required coverage was 
$1 million per occurrence and $2 million annual aggregate; 

 The District as an additional insured party for 2 charter schools; and 
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 Cancellation provisions consistent with the charter school agreement for 18 charter schools.  Fifteen charter 
schools used a 30-day cancellation notice, 2 used a 10-day notice for cancellation, and 1 had no cancellation 
provision, contrary to the required cancellation notice of 45 days. 

In response to our inquiry, District personnel obtained from the applicable charter schools revised insurance 

certificates consistent with the agreements, except for a fidelity bond for one charter school and professional liability 

insurance for another charter school.  

Additionally, we noted that the agreements require charter schools to provide the District with evidence of the 
renewal or replacement of insurance no less than 30 days before the expiration or termination of the required 

insurance.  However, District records indicated that none of the charter schools provided changes to policies within 

the required timeframe, contrary to the charter school agreements.  

Floor Plans.  Section 1002.33(16)(a)5., Florida Statutes, provides that charter schools are subject to the provisions of 

Chapter 1013, Florida Statutes, pertaining to student health, safety, and welfare.  Section 1013.13, Florida Statutes, 
requires each school district to annually submit a copy of the floor plan for each educational facility in the school 

district that was new or modified during the preceding year to the law enforcement agency and fire department with 

jurisdiction over that facility.  However, the floor plans for the District’s educational and ancillary plant facilities 

submitted to law enforcement agencies and fire departments did not include the District’s charter schools.  In 

response to our inquiry, District personnel indicated that they will obtain charter school floor plans and submit them 

to the law enforcement agencies and fire departments.  

Without adequate procedures to monitor the charter schools’ insurance coverage and timely submission of floor plans 

to appropriate authorities, there is an increased risk to student health, safety, and welfare, subjecting the District to 

potential losses.  Similar findings were noted in previous audit reports, most recently in our report No. 2008-150.  

Recommendation: The District should continue its efforts to enhance monitoring procedures to ensure 
that its charter schools maintain the required insurance, and submit floor plans to the appropriate law 
enforcement agencies and fire departments as required. 

Finding No. 7:  Purchasing Cards 

To expedite the purchase of selected goods and services, the District uses purchasing cards in certain situations.  The 

District assigned purchasing cards to approximately 1,080 employees as of February 2010, and incurred total 
purchasing card expenditures of approximately $12.5 million during the 2009-10 fiscal year.  

Orange County Public Schools Purchasing Card Procedures established guidance and instructions for purchasing card 

use, and credit limits for each cardholder at $999 for a single transaction and $5,000 for total monthly transactions.  

The procedures also prohibited cash advances and required that each department perform its preauthorization, final 

approval, and record retention of purchasing card transactions.  We initially tested 25 purchasing card transactions 
totaling $87,235, and noted that improvements in controls over the program were needed, as discussed below.  

Our initial tests disclosed that, contrary to the District procedures, a Maintenance Department employee used a 

District purchasing card to pay $780 to a cash advance business in December 2009.  Upon our request for 

documentation to support this expenditure, the employee reimbursed $780 to the District as a personal charge.  We 

expanded our review of the employee’s purchasing card transactions and noted 12 additional payments totaling $8,038 

to this business.  Further, District records did not evidence the basis upon which these payments were made, and the 
employee resigned in February 2010.  
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Subsequent to our inquiry, the District’s Internal Audit Department performed a District-wide review of purchasing 
card expenditures, and identified $10,453 of additional questioned charges by the former employee.  The internal audit 

report indicated that District records only evidenced invoices or receipts for 7 of the employee’s 99 transactions 

examined and that numerous purchases did not appear to be legitimate.  It further indicated that the questioned 

charges occurred, in part, because the supervisor did not properly perform preauthorization of the expenditures.  

Among other suggestions, the internal auditors recommended that District management implement procedures to 
ensure that supervisors timely review and determine approval or denial of cardholders’ purchases.  The State 

Attorney’s Office is conducting an investigation of questioned expenditures, and criminal charges were pending as of 

January 2011.   

Although a purchasing card program is useful for expediting the payment of small purchases in an efficient manner 

with a significant reduction in overhead, without effective monitoring procedures, there is an increased risk that 

purchasing cards will not be used for authorized purposes.  

Recommendation: The District should improve monitoring procedures over purchasing cards and 
ensure compliance with the District’s purchasing card guidelines, including supervisory review and approval 
of expenditures.  In addition, the District should document the propriety of the questioned charges, or seek 
reimbursement from the former Maintenance Department employee. 

Finding No. 8:  Information Technology – Security Management 

Effective security relies on a security structure that includes consideration of data classification and ownership, 
organizational and operational policies, a thorough review of security, and security administration procedures.  

Specific procedures developed and documented for each of the major functions of security administration include the 

design of the security hierarchy, the granting and revoking of data and resource access, and the reporting and 

monitoring of activity. 

As similarly noted in our report No. 2008-014, our audit disclosed that some aspects of the District’s information 
technology (IT) security management needed improvement.  Specifically: 

 Management had not established policies and procedures for the periodic review of user access privileges for 
the enterprise resource planning (ERP) application, nor had it performed periodic reviews.  We reviewed 
access privileges to selected application functions to determine the appropriateness of the access privileges.  
We identified nine employees whose access allowed them inappropriate or unnecessary privileges to maintain 
user accounts (e.g., change user access privileges).  In response to audit inquiry, District management 
indicated that they were in the process of defining a review plan and piloting an application tool to refine the 
review process with an anticipated completion date of December 2010.  Further, District management 
indicated that the above mentioned access privileges will be removed.  

 A District policy to protect sensitive information and software existed only in draft form.  We are not 
disclosing specific details of this issue in this report to avoid the possibility of compromising District 
information.  However, we have notified appropriate District management of this issue.  

 Certain important security features available in the software had not been utilized, and certain security 
controls protecting the network and database were inadequate.  We are not disclosing specific details of these 
issues in this report to avoid the possibility of compromising District data and IT resources.  However, we 
have notified appropriate District management of these issues.  

 The District’s monitoring of security events and other key system activity needed improvement.  We are not 
disclosing specific details of these issues in this report to avoid the possibility of compromising District data 
and IT resources.  However, we have notified appropriate District management of these issues.  
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These issues increased the risk that information security controls would not be sufficiently assessed and imposed to 
prevent compromise of the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of data and IT resources.  

Recommendation: The District should establish a periodic review of user access privileges for the ERP 
application and finalize its policy for protecting sensitive information and software.  The District should also 
implement appropriate security control features (including controls protecting the network and database) 
and improve its monitoring of security events and other key system activity. 

FEDERAL AWARDS FINDING AND QUESTIONED COSTS 

Federal Awards Finding No. 1: 
Federal Agency:  United States Department of Education 
Pass-Through Entity:  Not Applicable 
Award Number:  P063P084320, P063P094320, P063P084293, P063P094293, P063P084180, P063P094180,  
  P063P084300, P063P094300 
Program:  Federal Pell Grant Program (CFDA No. 84.063) 
Finding Type:  Noncompliance and Significant Deficiency 
Questioned Costs:  $17,205 

Special Test and Provisions – Post-Withdrawal Disbursements.  Title 34, Section 668.22(a), Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR), requires that when a recipient of Pell grant program assistance withdraws from the District during 

a payment period or period of enrollment in which the recipient began attendance, the District must determine the 

amount of the Pell grant assistance that the student earned as of the student's withdrawal date.  If the total amount of 

assistance that the student earned was greater than the amount of assistance disbursed to the student, the difference 
between these amounts is to be treated as a post-withdrawal disbursement.  Section 668.22(a)(5), CFR, provides that 

the District must disburse earned but unpaid Pell grant funds to a student who withdraws prior to receiving Pell 

program funds and, in determining the earned amount, the District must consistently use either the payment period 

basis or the period of enrollment basis. 

During the 2009-10 fiscal year, the District had Pell program expenditures totaling $3,776,730 for Mid Florida Tech 

Center, Orlando Tech Center, Winter Park Tech Center (WPTC), and Westside Tech Center (WTC), and the District 
chose to use the payment period basis to determine the earned amount.  We tested post-withdrawal procedures for 

seven students at the WPTC and three students at the WTC and noted that the District had not accurately determined 

the Pell program funds earned for two students at the WPTC and one student at WTC as of the student’s withdrawal 

date.  For two of the students, tech center personnel used the enrollment period instead of the payment period basis 

when determining the post-withdrawal disbursements and, for the third student, tech center personnel overstated the 
scheduled hours in calculating the percentage completed.  Overpayments for the three students totaled $4,415 in 

unearned Pell program funds, and are subject to disallowance by the grantor.  

Subsequent to our inquiry, the District performed a recalculation for all students receiving Pell program funds and 

withdrawing during the audit period, and noted overpayments to 14 students totaling $17,205, including the 

overpayments cited above.  The District is in the process of remitting the total overpayment amount to the United 
States Department of Education, and has committed to retraining financial aid personnel at each of the tech centers 

on post-withdrawal calculations.  
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Recommendation: The District should continue efforts to improve procedures over post-withdrawal 
calculations and return the overpayments totaling $17,205 to the Pell program. 

District Contact Person:  Teriann Giessuebel, Financial Aid Administrator 

PRIOR AUDIT FOLLOW-UP 

Except as discussed in the preceding paragraphs, the District had taken corrective actions for findings included in 

previous audit reports.   

MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 

Management’s response is included as Exhibit A.   



 

 

 
 
 
 
March 17, 2011 
 
 
Mr. David W. Martin, CPA 
Auditor General, State of Florida  
G74 Claude Pepper Building  
111 West Madison Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1450 
 

RE:  Audit of Orange County District School Board - Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2010 
 
Dear Mr. Martin: 
 
 Per your letter dated February 18, 2011, the following represents our responses to the findings 
noted. 
 
 
 Finding No. 1:  Roofing Projects 
 
 Response:  In April 2010 a new process for District wide capital projects was implemented which 
significantly tightened controls over these types of projects.  All projects are now being field inspected for 
quality assurance and completion by OCPS staff.  Invoices are being reviewed and signed by two 
reviewers to ensure applicable contract terms are being met prior to payment.  An auditing firm is 
reviewing all questionable costs.  The appropriateness of payments is being analyzed.  The District will 
seek to recover any findings of overpayment. 
 
 Finding No. 2:  Construction Projects – Guaranteed Maximum Price Contracts 
 
 Response:  Per contract, construction management (CM) firms are required to publicly advertise 
and bid all items above $25,000, as well as notify the Contract Administration (CA) department of these 
bids.  Due to these findings, the CM has been issued a non-compliance notice addressing this matter.  
Also, a pay application checklist is being created to help insure that all items are included with each pay 
application. 
 
 Finding No.3:  Performance Assessments 
 
 Response:  It is our intention to have new instructional and school administrator personnel 
evaluation systems in place prior to fiscal year 2012. 
 
 Finding No. 4:  Compensation and Salary Schedules 
 
 Response:  The District’s Differentiated Accountability Model identified the critical status of low 
performing schools for fiscal year 2010.  These low performing schools are considered “critical shortage 
areas” as defined in Section 1012.07, FS, “Identification of critical teacher shortage areas”.  This 
information was used in fiscal year 2010 to provide bonuses to applicable principals and assistant 
principals.  It will be included in the Administrative Pay Guidelines prior to the end of fiscal year 2011.  
The District will ask for technical assistance and clarification from FDOE on what is meant in statute by 
“critical shortage areas” for school administrators to verify the applicability of Section 1012.07, FS, to 
Section 1012.22(1)(c)4, FS. 
 

Finding No. 5:  Collection of Social Security Numbers 



 

 Response:  The District will continue its efforts to ensure compliance with Section 119.071(5)(a). 
 
 Finding No. 6:  Monitoring of Charter Schools 
 
 Response:  School Choice Services has reviewed all insurance certificates for the charter schools 
and they are all properly insured.  Procedures are now in place to insure that current certificates are 
received prior to the insurance expiration date.  Additionally, procedures are also in place to ask for the 
charter school floor plans in July of each year and provide those school floor plans to the appropriate law 
enforcement and fire departments.  The submittal of the floor plans will be documented. 
 
 Finding No. 7:  Purchasing Cards 
 
 Response:  The District has enhanced controls and monitoring procedures over purchasing 
cards.  These include providing clear definitions of violations, prohibited purchases and disciplinary 
actions by revising the manual and management directive.  To help prevent violations the District has 
blocked certain merchant category codes, changed the appearance of the P-Card, and required the 
taking of training courses for all personnel using, reconciling, and certifying P-Cards.  Also, various 
reports are produced weekly, monthly, and semi-annually in order to monitor the District P-Card activities. 
 
 Finding No. 8:  Information Technology – Security Management 
 
 Response:  Bullet 1 – We concur.  The access privileges for the nine employees have been 
removed.  The pilot stage is continuing and we anticipate the recommendations will be in place by May 
2011. 
 
 Bullet 2 – We concur.  The recommendations should be in place by April 2011. 
 
 Bullet 3 – We concur.  The recommendations should be in place by April 2011. 
 
 Bullet 4 – We concur.  The recommendations should be in place by May 2011. 
 
 
FEDERAL AWARDS 
 
 Finding No. 1:  Special Test and Provisions – Post-Withdrawal Disbursements (Pell). 
 
 Response:  The District returned $17,205 on March 11, 2011.  To help prevent the issuing of 
overpayments in the future, multiple trainings have occurred which included the review, line by line, of the 
Federal Return of Title IV spreadsheet for all financial aid coordinators.  The training materials were left 
with all coordinators and are available from the District office.  This information will be reviewed, as 
appropriate, in the monthly financial aid staff meetings. 
 

Should you have any questions please contact Richard Collins, Chief Financial Officer.  I would 
also like to express my thanks to the auditing staff for their cooperation and professional manner in 
conducting the audit. 
 
      Sincerely, 

       
      Ronald Blocker 
      Superintendent 
 
 
c:  The School Board of Orange County, Florida 
       Richard Collins, Chief Financial Officer 
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