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 AUDIT OBJECTIVE AUDIT SCOPE AUDIT METHODOLOGY  

 Determine compliance with OCPS 
Policies and Procedures and 
Departmental Policies and 
Procedures. 

We selected 12 District Capital 
projects, performed between July 1, 
2008 and June 30, 2009, involving five 
contractors.  We examined seven 
projects that were less than $50,000, 
three projects that were between 
$50,000 and $200,000, and two 
projects that were between $200,000 
and $1,000,000. 

We reviewed job folders, examined 
pay applications, invoices, 
proposals, purchase orders, 
Certificates of Completion, Contract 
Completion forms, and CA Request 
Summaries.  We reviewed Building 
Codes and Compliance Office 
(BCCO) permits and Archived 
Warranties for the projects.  We 
also tested RS Means costs. 

 

     

Item: Audit Issues/Observations Auditee Response/Responsibility Auditor Response Recommended COVE 
Action 

1 Process and Procedural Issues 
The District Capital department does 
not have a written set of policies and 
procedures that they follow for 
projects other than new schools and 
comprehensive renovations. 
 

A draft written Facilities 
Process/Procedure (PP-135) has been 
developed for managing District-Wide 
Capital Projects.  This new 
process/Procedure will be placed in the 
Facilities Services operating manual. 
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

We are aware that written 
procedures have now been drafted. 
We will review them and offer 
comments in the coming weeks. 

 

2 CostWorks (RS Means) software 
not available to OACR’s 

• OACR’S (Owners Authorized 
Consultant Representative) 
indicated that CostWorks 
Software was not made 
available to them. 

• Although we noted OACR and 
Senior manager signatures on 
CostWorks proposals, there 
were no indications that the 
prices had been verified. 
OACR’s should clearly 
indicate on a sample basis 
which costs they certified. 

 

OACR’s (Owners Authorized 
Consultant Representatives) have been 
provided with current software to use in 
verifying estimates.  As referenced in 
the draft PP-135, proposals are 
required from vendors based upon 
level of defined scope and cost 
associated with completing the work.  
Cost will be verified for major line items 
and quantities for reasonableness and 
accuracy.  
 
 
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

We recommend that OACR’s 
clearly notate the prices that they 
verify on the CostWorks proposals. 
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Item: Audit Issues/Observations Auditee Response/Responsibility Auditor Response Recommended COVE 
Action 

3 Proper Oversight of Projects does 
not occur 

• Based on our conversations 
with selected OACR’s, they 
did not always conduct site 
visits.   There was not 
sufficient evidence to show 
OACR oversight. One 
example was the Evans 9th 
Grade Ctr.-Media Ctr. project.  

• District Capital did not verify 
at the start of the project the 
actual scope of work for the 
Lockhart ES project. They 
relied upon the vendor to 
determine project scope and 
did not verify the vendor’s 
numbers. 

 

The OACR’s verification of project 
completion is so noted through their 
signature on the contract completion 
form.  The form has been revised to 
reflect this responsibility.  The 
additional wording recommended (“The 
actual work/service has been verified 
by the OACR or an OCPS 
representative.”) has been added to the 
contract completion form for future 
work. 
 
As referenced in the draft PP-135, 
OACR’s will verify the consistency of 
the proposal, scope and invoice and 
that each agrees with the permit 
application. Furthermore, scope of work 
including cost is evaluated, refined and 
verified by DWC and Owners 
Authorized Consultant Representative 
(OACR). 
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

  

4 Invoice scope different on building 
permit and P.O. 

• The description on the invoice 
for the Evans 9th Grade Ctr.-1 
(Buildings 100, 300 & 500) 
project did not match the 
description on the BCCO 
permit application which only 
identified Building 400.  

• Per BCCO for Union Park MS 
– Bldg. 400 the vendor failed 
to apply for three additional 
building permits for the 
project. 

 

Pay application text will be verified by 
the OACR to ensure consistency with 
invoice and permit.  Work at Evans 9th 
Grade Center was verified. 
Union Park MS, Bldg. 400 permit is 
attached and inspection was 
performed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

The new procedure appears to 
address the findings. We will 
perform follow-up testing in the 
coming months to verify its 
effectiveness. 
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Item: Audit Issues/Observations Auditee Response/Responsibility Auditor Response Recommended COVE 
Action 

5 Vendor paid for unpermitted roof 
project at Mid-Florida Tech 

• A vendor was paid on a Mid-
Florida Tech – Bldg. 800 
project that did not have the 
proper Certificate of 
Completion.  After checking 
with BCCO, it was found that 
a permit was never applied 
for, nor received for a roofing 
project. 

• The fact that the contractor 
worked on a project without 
obtaining a permit indicates 
they determined the scope of 
work and proceeded without 
OACR approval. 

Vendor acknowledged that a permit 
was not applied for initially.  Vendor 
has now submitted permit application 
for this project, which will be reviewed 
and inspected by the BCCO Office. 
To prevent future work from being 
performed without a permit, as 
referenced in the draft PP-135, OACR’s 
will verify the consistency of the 
proposal, scope and invoice and that 
each agrees with the permit 
application.  The permit application will 
be signed acknowledging submission 
by the contractor. 
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

The new procedure appears to 
address the findings. We will 
perform follow-up testing in the 
coming months to verify its 
effectiveness. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

6. Term Service Bid Proposals not 
Verified  

• The contractor failed to 
provide the roofing square 
footage on the proposal for 
the Evans 9th Grade Center 
as required. For the same 
project, District Capital 
management did not know 
who requested the proposal 
from the vendor, even though 
the proposal was submitted to 
the District Capital manager. 
When we inquired of District 
Capital Management how a 
vendor came up with the 
price, they could not provide 
the information.  

As addressed in the draft District-Wide 
Process and Procedures PP135, 
verification of requests from 
stakeholders, scopes and proposals 
are the responsibility of the OACR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

The recently drafted Capital 
Projects Process and Procedures 
now require District Wide Capital 
(DWC) and OACR’s to verify cost of 
work. We will conduct follow-up 
procedures to test if this is being 
performed in the coming months. 
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Item: Audit Issues/Observations Auditee Response/Responsibility Auditor Response Recommended COVE 
Action 

7. Purchase order generated after 
Certificate of Completion 

• Our review of the Union Park 
Middle School project –
Building 400 indicated a 
purchase order was 
generated (11/20/2008) after 
the project Certificate of 
Completion (11/19/2008).  
Later, on 12/5/2008 a 
proposal to install Densdeck 
from the vendor resulted in an 
adjustment to the same 
Purchase Order which also 
was after the 11/19/2008 
Certificate of Completion date.  

• See Management Directive A-
5 and DJB Purchasing 
Procedures  

 

Contractor submitted two, phased 
proposals for re-roofing work on 
building 400 at Union Park MS.  
Purchase order authorization was 
issued for phase I and work 
commenced.  During the process of 
generating the purchase order for 
phase II, the contractor initiated and 
completed work on the second phase 
without an authorized purchase order.  
Work was inspected and found to be in 
accordance with the proposal and 
purchase order issued, and a final 
certificate of occupancy was issued. 
During roofing work on Union Park 
Middle School, the contractor included 
additional materials required to 
complete the job.  The additional 
material, known as Densdeck, was 
verified by OCPS staff during the 
installation.  The contractor invoiced 
the district for this additional material 
after the work was completed. 
 
In accordance with OCPS Management 
Directive A-5 and district policy DJB-
Purchasing Procedures, a Notice of 
Compliance Violation report has been 
issued to the OCPS CFO for reporting 
this incident to the Superintendent.  
The contractor will be notified in writing 
to reiterate the requirement that all 
work is to be authorized in writing prior 
to commencing any district work.   
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 
 
 
 

We will perform follow-up testing in 
the coming months to ensure 
procedures and processes have 
corrected this deficiency 
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Item: Audit Issues/Observations Auditee Response/Responsibility Auditor Response Recommended COVE 
Action 

8. Warranties not recorded with 
Facilities Close-out/Archives 
Department 

• The Manufacturers Product 
Warranties and Vendor’s 
Warranties for roof projects 
were not recorded with the 
Facilities Close-out/Archives 
Department (Evans 9th Grade 
Ctr. – Media Center; Mid-
Florida Tech – Bldg. 800; 
Lockhart MS – Bldg. 1; Union 
Park MS – Bldg. 400).This 
represents 100 % of the 
roofing projects we sampled. 
 

All District Capital warranties are 
maintained on file with Facilities 
Archives department.  Warranties for 
minor repairs processed through the 
OCPS Facilities Maintenance 
department are provided for 1 and 2 
year periods by the vendor.  The 
master contract for these services is 
under review to address this 
inconsistency with standard industry 
practice. 
 
As per draft PP-135, OACR’s shall be 
responsible for coordinating closeout 
processes including warranties for 
District Capital Projects. 1 and 2 year 
warranties for maintenance repairs will 
be maintained on file by the Operations 
and Maintenance Department.  
 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles 
Davis/James Surguine 

The new procedure appears to 
address the findings. We will 
perform follow-up testing in the 
coming months to verify its 
effectiveness. 

 

9. Roofing Material Not Used 
• Although the building permit 

related to the Evans 9th Grade 
Center. – Media Center 
project specifically stated that 
the Eraguard 1000 would be 
used on the roof, we noted no 
evidence of its use.  The 
product’s manufacturer stated 
that Eraguard 1000 was not 
sold to the vendor during the 
project time period. 

Contractor has reapplied the 
elastomeric coating and provided 
appropriate documentation to the 
district.   
As referenced in the draft PP-135, field 
verification that the scope is being 
completed for General Contractor, 
Term Service or Construction 
Management projects will be performed 
by OACR’s.   OACR’s shall also verify 
all Contractor Pay Applications and 
include their signatures. 
Responsibility: 
Moe Khosravian/Charles Davis 

The issue is that the project was not 
adequately monitored to ensure the 
district is getting what it paid for. 

 

 


