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July 31, 2024 

 
Dr. Devon Horton  
Superintendent 
DeKalb County School District 
1701 Mountain Industrial Blvd 
Stone Mountain, Georgia 30083 
 
Dear Dr. Horton, 

Plante Moran has performed the procedures identified within the report below in accordance with 
RFP 23-543 – E-SPLOST Comprehensive Audit for DeKalb County School District (the “District”). 
The purpose of this audit was to assess the District’s management and oversight of funds received 
via the E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V referendums. 

We were not engaged to and did not perform a financial statement audit, the objective of which 
would be the expression of an opinion on the District’s financial statements. Accordingly, we do 
not express such an opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might have 
come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 

Enclosed within this report is a summary of our findings, along with recommendations for the 
District to improve its controls, policies, procedures, and oversight in an effort to enhance 
governance of future E-SPLOST programs. Our team noted four areas of failure by the District to 
effectively govern the management of taxpayer funds, and we have aligned our recommendations 
to provide the District with an opportunity to enhance procedures and management oversight to 
reinforce the public’s trust in the District’s management of taxpayer funds. 

While we noted the issues enclosed within, we are encouraged by the District's commitment to 
remediation through the Miracles program. We trust the District in their remediation efforts, 
however, these actions should be validated and regularly monitored through routine internal 
audits. 

We would like to thank District staff members for their support in providing documentation and 
clarification throughout this audit. 

Sincerely,  
 
 
Plante and Moran, PLLC 
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I. Executive Summary 
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Background 

The DeKalb County School District (the “District”) utilizes the “Education – Special Purpose Local Option 
Sales Tax (“E-SPLOST”)” as a source of funds for District improvements. Use of this funding includes 
capital projects including but not limited to new school construction, existing school renovations, 
upgrades to school technology, procurement of musical instruments, and others as directed by the 
DeKalb County School Board and its Superintendent. The funding for E-SPLOST projects comes via a 
one-penny consumption tax funded by all purchases within DeKalb County, GA. On November 8, 2011, 
residents of DeKalb County voted in favor of approving the referendum related to E-SPLOST IV for a 
term of 60 months. On May 24, 2016, the residents of DeKalb County voted to further extend the E-
SPLOST program via E-SPLOST V for an additional term of 60 months. For purposes of E-SPLOST capital 
project management, a joint effort of District management and a third-party project management team 
contracted by the District are responsible for overseeing the selection of vendors, execution of the 
contracted services, and quality of the construction.  

During E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V, the District underwent a major technology upgrade, replacing the 
legacy ERP system, CrossPointe, with a cloud-based system, Munis. This upgrade resulted in a change in 
procedures and documentation, which impacted the processes for procuring goods, recording E-SPLOST 
ledger expenses, and disbursing E-SPLOST-related funds. 

Through our review, we identified 4 key themes that summarize our detailed findings: 

1. There was a lack of policies, procedures, and controls governing the E-SPLOST program 

2. A lack of management oversight and approval over the E-SPLOST program 

3. District staff did not have the proper training to effectively execute a controlled E-SPLOST 
program 

4. Multiple errors were noted in the recording, tracking, and accounting for large expenses 

Audit Scope 

Plante Moran was engaged to conduct a comprehensive audit of the expenditures related to E-SPLOST-IV 
and E-SPLOST V. The period of our audit included: 

• E-SPLOST IV: July 1, 2012 – April 25, 2023 

• E-SPLOST V: July 1, 2017 – August 15, 2023 

During this period, 15,600 transactions totaling $999M were expended on E-SPLOST-related projects: 

E-SPLOST Program Count of Transactions Total Expenses ($) 

E-SPLOST IV 8,800 $605M 
E-SPLOST V 6,800 $393M 
Total 15,600 $999M 
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Summary Engagement Timeline 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Q2 2023

• Engagement kick off and request for expense ledger and E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V documentation sent to District

• Intial expense ledger with $200M variance provided

• E-SPLOST V testing begins for transactions recorded in Munis to analyze what the District purchased, whether it was 
received, and the authorization behind it

Q3 2023

• Control walkthroughs are executed. Testing of E-SPLOST V continues. Support for transactions recorded in CrossPointe 
not provided by District

• Reconciliation of $200M variance completed by PM, resulting in a completed expense ledger

• Review of vendor selection scorecards, change orders, and final inspection documents is executed

Q4 2023
• Forensic analysis begins with completed ledger and "risky" vendors identified

• Support for transactions recorded in CrossPointe not provided 

Q1 2024

• District requests PM assistance in locating support for transactions recorded in CrossPointe. PM sends team to District 
facilities to retrieve documentation

• Identification of "risky" vendors completed.

Q2 2024

• PM completes retrieval of available documentation for entries recorded in CrossPointe. Testing of E-SPLOST V 
continues and testing of E-SPLOST IV begins to analyze what the District purchased, whether it was received, 
compliance with policy, and the authorization behind it.

• Request for extraction of all emails for employees potentially invovled in use of "risky" vendors sent to District. After 4 
week delay, emails are sent to PM

• PM executes review of 5M emails for indication of potential fraud

Q3 2024

• PM delivers draft executive summary of findings and recomendations

• Forensic analysis completed

• Project accounting and management analysis completed

• Final report delivery
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Procedures 

Our team utilized multiple methods of review to analyze the E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V processes: 

Inquiry: We interviewed key process owners from the District as well as major vendors to understand 
their roles, responsibilities, and procedures related to E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V. 

Inspection: Our team inspected the documentation furnished by the district supporting transactions in 
which E-SPLOST IV or E-SPLOST V funds were utilized to determine the legitimacy, business purpose, 
accuracy, and approval process for the transaction. We also inspected documentation related to change 
orders, vendor selection, project tracking, and close-out. 

Reperformance/Recalculation: For instances where payment of a service was determined based upon 
the percentage of completion, our team reperformed the calculation utilized to ensure its accuracy. 

Analytics: After identifying the vendors paid with E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V funds (explained 
further in Section III – Forensic Analysis), we performed data analytical tests on disbursements to those 
vendors.  

Background Research: We identified employees at the District, as well as AECOM contractors, deemed 
“key” to the E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V programs. Key employees were defined as: 

• Individuals involved in vendor selection, contract negotiation, and/or other procurement and 
approval tasks, as identified through review of supporting documentation and organizational 
charts; or 

• Employees with E-SPLOST-related wages over $100,000 during the scope period 

We conducted background research on these individuals using a variety of tools, including Thomson 
Reuters CLEAR software1, the Secretary of State Business Entity Search tools across multiple states, and 
internet research. When an individual appeared to own a business, we also researched that business. We 
compiled information regarding addresses associated with the key employees (and their businesses, if 
applicable). 

Email Review: Leveraging information learned from our analytics, interviews, background research, and 
document inspection, we determined our scope for reviewing emails to include the activity of 
approximately 40 individuals. We extracted over 5M emails and attachments from the District’s server in 
relation to these ~40 individuals. 

Summary of Findings 

Throughout the audit process, our team noted significant findings that either deviate from the stated 
policy or are based upon our professional judgment and indicate a lack of control over E-SPLOST IV and 
E-SPLOST V funds. 

Finding Category Finding Detail 

1. Policies Lack of enforceable policy to govern District processes  

 
1 https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/en/products/clearF 
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2. Project Spend Tracking Incomplete and inaccurate ledger of E-SPLOST transactions 

3. Contract procurement, 
execution, and monitoring 

Contracts were written in a manner that was not favorable to the 
District and resulted in the overpayment of additional soft costs and 
a lack of spending oversight 

4. Records Retention 
Documents to support the audit were not retained in accordance with 
District policy 

5. Vendor Selection 
Vendor selection teams were not appropriately split between AECOM 
and District personnel 

6. Purchase approval Purchases were initiated prior to approval of the purchase order 

7. Expense Review 
For expense items where documentation was available, significant 
exceptions were noted related to adherence to governing policies, 
rules, and regulations. 

8. Internal Control 
A suite of preventive and detective controls was not in place for the 
governance of E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V funds 

9. Change Orders 
Original contracts of low value followed by significant change orders 
provide opportunity for procurement exploitation 

10. Project Spending 
Documentation to support a budget to actual analysis, and changes to 
budget was not retained 

11.  Final Inspection 
Documentation 

Final inspection documentation was not retained to evidence the 
District reviewed the final condition and quality of work performed 
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II.  Accounting and Project Management 

Findings and Recommendations 
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Finding #1 - Policies 

Observation: The Policy and Procedures Manuals (“PPM”) were not developed to align with District 
processes and were not communicated to District personnel. As a result, District personnel were 
unfamiliar with the PPM, and there was no policy being adhered to throughout the E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V programs. 

Background/Details: The District engaged URS Corporation (E-SPLOST IV) and AECOM Technical 
Services, Inc. (E-SPLOST V) to prepare a policy manual for each E-SPLOST program. These policies, 
referred to as the Program Procedures Manual (“PPM”), were intended to govern E-SPLOST spending and 
detail the policies and procedures to ensure the E-SPLOST program adheres to legal and regulatory 
requirements, as well as best practice processes. 

Recommendation #1 

Industry best practice is that District administration maintains a version-controlled policy to govern all 
E-SPLOST program spend. 

The District should engage a third party to develop a policy and tracking mechanism for future E-
SPLOST programs that considers input from District personnel while taking into account any legal or 
regulatory requirements. The policy should include the following attributes:  

1. Responsibilities for job roles involved in E-SPLOST programs 

2. Timelines for process completion 
3. Decision-making authority limits  

4. Process for communication of policy requirements to District personnel 

5. Monitoring procedures to ensure compliance 
6. Procedures for accurate document retention 

7. Oversight procedures in establishing the budget, scope, and schedule to ensure quality, 
timeliness, and strong economics in project management (see Recommendation #3 for further 
details) 

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q1 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s recommendation. 

DCSD’s plan is to take advantage of existing opportunities to leverage the current documentation 
available (i.e., the ACERM PPM, Kahua Workflows) to fast-track the development of comprehensive and 
integrated Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). District personnel intimately involved in the E-
SPLOST CIP have the accumulated knowledge to compile new SOPs and will employ additional review and 
input from a qualified third-party qualified consultant. Further, the District intends to implement 
consistent, periodic review and updating of the SOPs and continual communication of and training on 
the SOPs as well. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q3 FY2025 

Finding #2– Project Spend Tracking 

Observation: The District did not maintain a complete and accurate ledger of E-SPLOST-related 
transactions consisting of project, expense details, vendor, date, and amount. This issue appears to have 
occurred because of the conversion to Munis in 2018, as well as a lack of appropriate supporting 
documentation for journal entries. 
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Background/Details: The District provided “Spend and Budget Reports” for E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST 
V separately. These reports summarize the total spent by phase (pre-construction, admin, architect, etc.) 
through May 8, 2023, totaling $998M. However, the reports do not show the transaction details 
comprising these amounts. 

When we requested the transaction details, we were provided various reports from CrossPointe and 
Munis, which totaled $1.233B, a variance of over $200M. Much of this variance was due to transactional 
data originally recorded in the legacy CrossPointe system being duplicated in Munis and/or imported 
into Munis without vendor details. These duplicates and lack of vendor detail were not easily identifiable 
for the purpose of tracking E-SPLOST project spend. 

Additionally, during the implementation of Munis, some transactions were not coded to the appropriate 
GL account with a project string, which is the segment of a GL account number that connects the 
transaction to a specific project. The missing information caused Munis to inaccurately 
display/categorize certain expenditures in comparison to the Spend and Budget Reports. As a result, only 
171 of the 261 projects listed on the initial transaction details provided to us reconciled to the Spend and 
Budget Reports, with a nearly $240M unreconciled variance remaining. 

Through extensive research into both CrossPointe and Munis systems’ transactional details, Munis 
Project Detail History reports, Munis Project Journal Inquiry reports, and review of supporting 
documentation, we constructed a detailed transaction ledger totaling $999,117,5632, which agreed to the 
Spend and Budget Reports.  

After reconciling totals by project, there remained hundreds of line items missing key pieces of 
information needed for analysis, such as vendor paid and payment amount, as many of the transactions 
were recorded via manual journal entries (i.e., batches) rather than individual disbursements through 
accounts payable. Through additional review of journal entry documentation and inquiries to District 
personnel, we identified the vendors paid for nearly all 15,000+ transactions included in the detailed 
listing. 

There are 22 line items/journal entries totaling a negative $461,310.85, for which vendor details could not 
be identified. However, this amount is decreasing the total spend and, therefore, is likely the 
reclassification of costs between projects rather than unknown disbursements for which we have no 
details. Therefore, we have inherently tested the transactions/vendors related to these 22 line items. 

These inconsistencies and omissions in maintaining a complete and accurate transaction listing pose 
significant challenges to the accurate tracking and management of E-SPLOST activities. They also 
resulted in significant additional time in our engagement, as, in order to comprehensively test E-
SPLOST-related spending, we needed the detailed components of what was spent. 

Recommendation #2 
Industry best practice is to reconcile detailed subledgers to the general ledger on a monthly basis. All 
variances should be investigated and resolved within 30 days. 

The District should craft and adhere to a policy that all sub-ledger systems must be reconciled to general 
ledger data monthly, with review from a member of management with the appropriate level of 

2 The $841,340 difference between the $998M in the Spend and Budget Reports and the $999M in our detailed transaction 
listing is a result of the timing between obtaining the Spend and Budget Reports and later creating a detailed transaction 
listing. We included the additional $841,340 of detailed transactions in our analysis. 
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knowledge and authority. Additionally, action plans should be developed to investigate and clear any 
variances within 30 days. 

The District should also provide comprehensive training sessions, standard operating procedures, and 
ongoing support to personnel responsible for financial record-keeping duties. Employees should have 
the necessary knowledge and skills to effectively utilize the accounting system or software; Munis has 
the capability to track spending by project, which should be leveraged for future E-SPLOST projects. 
Training should cover topics such as data entry techniques, ledger reconciliation procedures, adequate 
journal-entry documentation, and error resolution protocols. The District should encourage open 
communication channels for employees to seek assistance or clarification on ledger-related matters. 

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q1-Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

The conversion to Munis started in 2018 and was completed in 2024. During this time frame transactions 
ran through both the current Munis and legacy CrossPointe systems. Now that the conversion to Munis 
is complete, all revenue and expenditure details and the capital project subsidiary ledger are within one 
system. Management will develop policies and procedures to reconcile the capital project subsidiary 
ledger to the general ledger on a monthly basis as well as provide training and ongoing support to 
personnel responsible for financial record-keeping duties.     

Expected Implementation Completion: Q2 FY2025 

Finding #3 – Contract Execution and Monitoring 

Observation: The District’s contractual and financial processes for implementing capital improvements 
from procurement and planning through construction and close-out can be significantly improved from 
its current state. This includes procurement documentation, establishing and tracking the budget-to-
actual costs from the planning phase through construction (including contingencies), and close-out 
activities. 

Background/Details: 

Contract Forms 

We reviewed the construction management proposals, contracts, and Payment Applications for fifteen 
(15) capital projects (5 new construction and 10 renovations/additions) as part of E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V. From our review of the procurement process, the District utilizes its own set of construction 
contracts and issues request for qualifications and proposals for individual projects in alignment with 
industry practices. For the new construction projects, the original contracts for pre-construction match 
the proposing firms’ proposed fee for pre-construction services. We found instances of executed contract 
forms with blank line items related to fees and costs for construction services (i.e., Construction 
Manager (CM) fees, staffing, general conditions, insurance, etc.). 

Under normal industry, standard documents such as AIA documents, EJCDC documents, or Consensus 
documents, a separate document called the “General Conditions of Construction” governs the processes 
associated with administering the construction process and outlines the “cost of work” and change 
orders/contingencies. Additionally, this document is incorporated into both the Architect Engineer 
(“AE”) and CM/General Contractor (“GC") contracts as a “bridging” document to ensure that the separate 
obligations of the AE and CM under their respective contracts align to allow for the smooth 
administration of the work. In the Dekalb County School District contract documents, we observed that 
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there is no such bridging document, which could give rise to coordination issues during construction 
administration.  

In addition, we observed in the CM Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP) Lump Sum contracts that the 
scope of work was articulated by a general reference to the drawings, project manual, and addendum. 
The best practice is to provide more specificity of the project documents by including the dates published 
and the control version and/or having the AE provide their index of drawings and specifications (with 
dates of final issuance) for incorporation. This will help to avoid disputes over what version of the 
documents formed the basis of the contract.  

Payment Applications 

Observed multiple instances where the architect of record did not certify the Application for Payment. 
The architect’s certification is a critical control as an independent representation of the architect’s belief 
that the work has progressed to the point of the requested payment and that the work is in general 
conformance with the contract requirements. It also allows the review of change orders and an allocation 
as to the cause of such (field condition, error or omission, missing bid scope, Authorities Having 
Jurisdiction (AHJ) requested change, unforeseen conditions, etc.)  

We did not observe any sworn statements included in payment applications. While not contractually 
obligated, the inclusion of sworn statements is a best practice requiring the CM/GC to attest that the 
contractors listed are the only contractors providing labor and materials and that the breakdown of costs 
is accurate. 

Sworn statements allow the Owner to monitor the flow of costs among the CM/GC and subcontractors, 
secure appropriate waivers, and identify all potential claimants, secure appropriate waivers. An industry 
standard, AIA G907-2022, applies to this scenario. 

While lien waivers/releases were included in some payment applications, not all payment applications 
included these documents. Without a supporting sworn statement, it is impossible to determine if all 
waivers and releases were provided. 

Bonding/Insurances  

Bonding of the prime CM/GC is required by GA law for public contracts. A CM on a cost-plus contract 
often requires their subcontractors to also provide a bond protecting the CM against a subcontractor’s 
default at the Owner’s cost. The CM is already responsible for the subcontractor’s performance or lack of 
performance; no meaningful benefit to the Owner is provided by double bonding. Observed instances of 
double bonding being listed in the schedule of values, but no bond information was provided to 
substantiate the procurement of a bond. 

Instead of a subcontractor bond, some CMs attempt to secure a subcontractor default insurance (“SDI”) 
policy or provide self-insurance. As with a subcontractor bond, SDI is a protection measure for the CM 
provided at the Owner’s cost with no meaningful benefit being provided to the Owner. Observed 
instances of CMs seeking payment for SDI policies without backup, demonstrating any policy was 
procured. 

Cost Plus Contracts 

Upon reviewing the contracts and payment applications, we observed instances of large change orders 
ranging from $5,000,000 up to $22,942,000. These change orders are part of the construction 
management process of bidding out the individual trade contracts and assigning these to the engaged 
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Construction Manager. Included with the change orders are costs associated with the CM fee, staffing, 
general conditions, and insurance. 

It is best practice to have contractual terms governing the use of the contingency (e.g., specifying a 
procedure for the use, the allowable uses, and a drawdown schedule for the return of unused contingency 
to the Owner over the duration of the Project). Did not observe adequate contingency controls within the 
cost-plus contracts relative to the original budget to actual costs, cause of the contingency, reallocation 
of unused contingency, etc. 

It is best practice to maintain an Owner Contingency within an overall project budget; observed 
instances where the Owner Contingency was held within the CM Guaranteed Maximum Price. This is not 
a preferred practice given: 

1. If the Owner Contingency is within the GMP, there is a lack of contingency controls, and the CM 
is entitled to charge a related fee 

2. If outside the CM contract, Owner contingency can be used for other contracts and costs at the 
owner’s discretion 

Recommendation #3 

Industry best practices are to review and update procurement processes to align with current market 
trends and conditions.  For this recommendation, the District should conduct a comprehensive overview 
of its procurement of Construction Management services in alignment with its contract documents and 
incorporate industry “best practice” processes relative to defining the following; 

• Construction Management Fees (Overhead & Profit) 

• Staffing for pre-construction and construction services 

• General conditions, insurance, and contingency use.  

In addition, bridging documents and more specificity of the project bidding documents, including the 
dates published, control version, and/or having the AE provide their index of drawings and specifications 
(with dates of final issuance) for incorporation. 

Included in the contract review process, the District should conduct a comprehensive overview of the 
Payment Application process to ensure that multiple departments are reviewing, receiving, and 
approving the applications for payment, including the application of the proper CM costs, including fees, 
staffing, general conditions, contingency use, allowance use, and insurances and that multiple 
departments received and retain these records accordingly. 

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q1-Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with both the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

DCSD will contract and leverage input from a qualified third-party qualified consultant to work with the 
District’s Office of Legal Affairs to develop a framework within the newly developed Standard Operating 
Procedures (see Finding #1 response) to ensure that the District’s construction management function 
meets the best industry standards – particularly in the consideration and approval of various elements 
of total project expenditures with the goal of minimizing final project cost and creating project budget 
savings wherever possible. The District’s Office of Legal Affairs will also work with DCSD Finance to 
ensure that the capabilities of Munis’ contract management module, which is already in use, are also 
deployed to those ends. 
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Expected Implementation Completion: Q3 FY2025 

Finding #4 – Records Retention 
Observation: The District did not maintain records in an organized and auditable manner. Additionally, 
the District failed to appropriately maintain records in accordance with the DeKalb County School 
District Records Retention Schedule, dated 2013. 

Background/Details: E-SPLOST-related records prior to conversion to the Munis ERP system, if 
retained, were maintained in paper form and stored in a disaggregated fashion at several District 
locations. 61,454 documents were requested to complete detailed testing of the expenses. The requested 
documents consisted of invoices, evidence of approval, evidence of payment, and evidence of payment 
terms for each expense. Requests for the District to produce documentation, if fulfilled, often took 90 
days or more. 

To alleviate the delay in the District providing documentation for transactions not recorded in Munis, 
the District requested Plante Moran staff conduct physical searches of District locations for 
documentation. Our team expended 1,000 hours physically searching District property for 
documentation to complete our procedures. 

Per Section 10 – “Property” of the retention schedule, records related to capital construction must be 
maintained for 11 years after the completion of the project. There are 11,938 documents that have been 
confirmed by District managers as either lost or destroyed and unable to be audited. Details regarding 
the documents confirmed lost or destroyed are in the table below: 

E-SPLOST Program Documentation Type 
Count Confirmed Lost or 

Destroyed (by expense line 
item) 

IV Invoices 1,873 
IV Payment Approval 1,963 
IV Payment Support 2,339 
IV Purchasing Terms 4,375 
V Invoices 250 
V Payment Approval 290 
V Payment Support 23 
V Purchasing Terms 825 
Total 11,938 
Instances of all documentation being lost or destroyed 1,234 

Through testing procedures, our team learned the District did not communicate the need to retain 
records to team members, as many individuals were unaware of the required retention policies. 
Additionally, District management did not execute a monitoring program to ensure records were 
retained in accordance with applicable policies. 

Recommendation #4 

Industry best practice is to adopt and adhere to a records retention policy that is monitored and enforced 
by management. 

The District should develop and deploy a records retention training program for all District personnel. 
This training includes the following: 
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1. Awareness of governing policies in place from a District and regulatory standpoint 
2. Instruction that multiple retention timelines may apply to a single document. In these instances, 

the longest of the applicable timelines applies 
3. Best practices for storage contemplating security, structured folders, and searchability 
4. Procedures for effective disposal 

Additionally, the District should develop and execute a management monitoring program to inspect the 
effectiveness of the District’s records retention policy on a monthly basis. Monitoring should focus on 
selecting key documents within each department on a rotating schedule to evaluate whether these 
documents have been retained or not retained in accordance with applicable policies. This will allow 
future audits of E-SPLOST expenditures to be executed in a timely, efficient manner and improve the 
District’s adherence to the DeKalb County School District Records Retention Schedule.  

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q1 – Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

DCSD Management has charged the Division of Information and Instructional Technology (DIIT) with 
developing and promulgating the District-wide Records Retention Policy that is in compliance with the 
Georgia Records Retention schedule which is authored and overseen by the Georgia Secretary of State. 
DIIT is also spearheading the effort to digitize all existing paper records that have not surpassed the 
retention date so that they remain accessible for auditing and litigation purposes.  

Expected Implementation Completion: Retention Schedule Q2 FY2025; Digitization Q1 FY2026 

Finding #5 – Vendor Selection 
Observation: Selection committees to determine vendors to provide services paid for with E-SPLOST 
funding were not comprised of sufficient and adequate team members, as recommended by the policy. Of 
328 vendor scoresheets analyzed, we noted that 68% did not have the appropriate split between DCSD 
personnel and third-party project management personnel. 

Background/Details: The District utilized selection committees to determine vendors to provide services 
paid for with E-SPLOST funding. Per the PPM, the following guidelines for selection team compositions 
are recommended: 

1. E-SPLOST IV 

a. Two DCSD team members 
b. Two third-party project management team members 

2. E-SPLOST V 

a. Three DCSD team members 
b. Two third-party project management team members 

In our analysis, we noted the following: 

1. Overall findings: 

a. 99% of scoresheets had four or more evaluators on the selection committee 
b. Of the scoresheets that had four or more evaluators, 57% of the committees had the 

appropriate split between DCSD and AECOM members 

2. E-SPLOST IV 

a. 2 of 243 score sheets had less than 4 evaluators 



 

14 

b. 104 of the 241 score sheets had more DCSD team members than third-party project 
management team members 

3. E-SPLOST V 

a. 48 out of 85 score sheets had less than 5 evaluators 
b. 4 out of 85 score sheets had more third-party project management team members than 

DCSD team members. In all 4 instances, contracts were awarded to Evergreen 
Construction 

Additionally, we noted the following trends:  

Several vendors were selected more often than others: 

1. Centennial Contractors—selected for 12.0% of the total scoresheets analyzed 
2. Gardner Spencer Smith Tench & Jarbeau—selected for 6.6% of the total scoresheets analyzed 
3. Construction Works—selected for 6.2% of the total scoresheets analyzed 

Several evaluators were commonly a part of the selection committee: 

1. Director of Design and Construction, DCSD—evaluated 19.1% of scoresheets analyzed 
2. CIP Deputy Program Director, AECOM—evaluated 5.9% of scoresheets analyzed 
3. Contract Compliance Specialist, DCSD—evaluated 5.5% of scoresheets analyzed 
4. CIP Project Manager, AECOM—evaluated 5.2% of scoresheets analyzed 
5. Construction Manager, DCSD—evaluated 5.1% of scoresheets analyzed 

Our team requested the rating criteria detail of each scoresheet by each evaluator; however, these were 
not retained by the District in accordance with the DeKalb County School District Records Retention 
Schedule, dated 2013, therefore limiting our procedures able to be performed. On the final evaluation 
forms evaluated, the final score for the proposing vendors was recorded. The scoring rubric was not 
consistent throughout the E-SPLOST IV and V selection meetings. While the criteria vendors were scored 
on varied on the final evaluation forms, proposing vendors were typically scored on project approach, 
scheduling, cost, and previous experience.  

Recommendation #5 
Industry best practice is to ensure a fair, equitable, knowledgeable, and neutral representation of 
evaluators for all public bids. Additional best practices include retaining score sheets, including 
evaluation details for all public bids. 

The District should implement a monitoring program for the Procurement Department to ensure 
representation on selection committees is in line with policy and best practices. This monitoring 
program should include an objective review prior to vendor evaluation to ensure the individuals assigned 
to the selection committee are in alignment with applicable policies. A component of the vendor 
selection process should include a certification from the Procurement Department that the selection 
committee was aligned with applicable policies. The District should also implement a standard scoring 
rubric and ensure the full evaluation scoresheets are retained for audit purposes. 

Additionally, on at least a semi-annual basis, the Internal Audit Department should execute reviews of 
the Procurement Department’s adherence to these policies by selecting a sample of vendor evaluations to 
validate that the selection committee representation is appropriate. 
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Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q2-Q3 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

DCSD will contract and leverage input from a qualified third-party qualified consultant to assist with 
development and implementation of the recommended monitoring program designed to provide 
assurance to the Procurement Department that representation on selection committees is in line with 
policy and best practices. Internal Audits & Compliance is also charged with reviewing vendor 
evaluations to ensure compliance with the Procurement Vendor Selection policy. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q3-Q4 FY2025 

Finding #6 – Purchase Approval 
Observation: The District did not have a process for ensuring purchase orders were created and 
approved prior to the purchase being made and invoice being generated by the vendor. In instances in 
which a purchase order was not available for audit, District administration indicated an accounting 
transmittal form could be leveraged. In total, 3,677 transactions (23%) did not have a purchase order or 
transmittal form that documented all approvals as required by policy. 

Background/Details: Through inquiry with District personnel, it was noted that in instances where a 
purchase order was not available, and an invoice was due to be paid, the District utilized “after the fact 
purchase orders,” in which the individual requesting payment of the invoice would approve the purchase 
of the goods after delivery and invoicing had already occurred.  

Recommendation #6 
Industry best practice is to employ a suite of internal controls to ensure the approval of a purchase order 
prior to any purchase made with District funds. 

The District should ensure that the related purchase order policy and procedures are clear and enforced 
so that purchases are not made without a fully approved purchase order from Munis.  

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q1 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

DCSD’s legacy ERM CrossPointe system was not capable of creating or managing “blanket” POs covering 
entire projects despite that it has been a standard practice in business for years. DCSD employed the use 
of “after the fact” purchase orders created for each individual invoice associated with a particular 
project.  The practiced continued after the transition to Munis, although no longer necessary. 

DCSD has now stopped the use of “after the fact” purchase order processing in the ESPLOST program as 
Munis has the capability to create and manage “blanket” purchase orders that are created for the entire 
budgeted cost of the project and liquidated as project invoices are approved and paid.  Furthermore, the 
internal workflow within Munis ensures that necessary approvals are recorded before payment requests 
can be properly approved and verified utilizing the 3-way match, which is a best practice for final 
approval requirement for payment of purchases.  

Expected Implementation Completion: Q1 FY2025 
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Finding #7 – Expense Review  

Observation: Upon completion of a comprehensive review of the E-SPLOST IV and V expenses, there are 
significant discrepancies that raise concerns regarding the current accounting, expense tracking, and 
approval practices. Our testing revealed instances of errors in accounting entries that were not 
corrected, improper approval processes, and a lack of adequate documentation to support the 
expenditures.  

Background/Details: Plante Moran was engaged to execute detailed testing overall E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V expense transactions. Note: Our review of E-SPLOST V transactions was as of May 2023 and 
may not include all E-SPLOST V transactions as of the date of this report. We intended to rely upon 
District personnel to provide expense ledger detail from CrossPointe and Munis; however, due to the 
District’s inability to provide a complete and accurate ledger, our team re-constructed a ledger of E-
SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V expense detail. 

Through our analysis, we identified the projects and expenses within the E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 
funds through May 8, 2023.  For brevity purposes, the accompanying table below summarizes the projects 
in which less than 25% of the project expenses were testable due to documentation retainage.  
Additionally, the table's final row presents a cumulative count of expenses and spending for projects with 
over 25% of testable expenses. Note that this represents a selective overview of the audited projects and 
expenses. A complete list is available upon District request. 

Fund Project  Project Title Scope of work 
Count of 
expenses 

Total amount 
expensed 

% of 
expenses 
testable 

Effective? 
(Y/N) 

IV 000-34 
Program Revenue 
and Bond 
Payments 

SPLOST Support 16 $40,286,910 0% N 

IV 137-34 
Terry Mill 
(canceled) 

SPLOST Support 1 $270 0% N 

IV 138-34 
Warren Tech 
(cancelled) 

SPLOST Support 1 $270 0% N 

IV 305-34 
Chamblee MS – 
Capital Renewal: 
Electrical 

Facility Upgrades 1 $439 0% N 

IV 328-34 
Southwest DeKalb 
HS – Capital 
Renewal: Roofing 

Facility Upgrades 1 $342,477 0% N 

IV 407-34 

Clifton ES – 
Capital Renewal – 
Code 
Requirements: 
Kitchen 
Equipment, HVAC 

Facility Upgrades 3 $49,090 0% N 

IV 600-34 
Safety/Security 
System Upgrades 
FY 2013 

Safety/Security 
System Upgrades 

3 $1,375,471 0% N 
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Fund Project  Project Title Scope of work 
Count of 
expenses 

Total amount 
expensed 

% of 
expenses 
testable 

Effective? 
(Y/N) 

IV 610-34 
Safety/Security 
system Upgrades 
FY 2014 

Safety/Security 
System Upgrades 

21 $917,248 0% N 

IV 640-34 
School Bus 
Purchase 

School Buses 45 $11,219,567 7% N 

IV 700-34 
Infrastructure 
Refresh 

Technology 
Equipment and 
Infrastructure 

592 $7,648,100 6% N 

IV 710-34 
Technology 
Equipment 

Technology 
Equipment and 
Infrastructure 

1073 $25,231,314 3% N 

IV 900-34 
Chamblee HS: 
Replacement 
(COPS Repayment) 

Major Projects 48 $48,739,312 0% N 

IV 903-34 DCSD Staff SPLOST Support 11 $7,583,648 0% N 

V 109-35 
Life Safety Set-
aside 

Set aside funds for 
other fire and life 
safety improvements, 
which could include 
enhancements to fire 
alarm systems, 
emergency lighting, 
and other life safety 
improvements to 
support our 
partnership with the 
DeKalb Fire Marshal’s 
office 

2 $1,050 0% N 

V 531-35 Portables 

Purchase new 
portable classrooms 
to replace outdated 
units and for 
enrollment increases 

15 $2,436,169 13% N 

V 603-35 DCSD Salary 

Salary for District 
employees in support 
of the E-SPLOST 
program 

534 $4,760,928 0% N 

All other projects in E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 13,290 $848,525,299 
25%-
100% 

N 
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Audit Approach 

Our team utilized the following testing steps during our review of the transactions: 
 

Test 
Step 

Procedure Occurrence of Test 

#1 Ensure the amount per the vendor invoice agrees with 
the amount recorded in the general ledger 

Performed on all expenses 

#2 Ensure the amount per the vendor invoice and general 
ledger agrees to the amount per the check paid 

Performed on all expenses 

#3 Ensure the vendor per the vendor invoice and 
recorded in the accounting system, agrees to the 
vendor name listed on the check 

Performed on all expenses 

#4 Ensure the amount recorded in the general ledger for 
the expense does not exceed the amount per the 
purchase order 

Performed on all expenses 

#5 Ensure there was adequate segregation of duties 
between the initiator of the purchase order, the 
approver of the purchase order, and the receiver of the 
purchase order 

Only performed for expenses recorded in 
Munis due to CrossPointe not having the 
functionality of recording the individual 
responsible for initiating, approving, and 
receiving 

#6 Ensure the expense appears reasonable relative to the 
applicable E-SPLOST project 

Performed on all expenses 

#7 Ensure the pay application contains appropriate 
signatures per District policy 

Due to the limitations noted above 
regarding Test Step #5, Test Step #7 was 
utilized for transactions recorded in 
CrossPointe to ensure appropriate 
approval of the expense was obtained 
prior to payment of the invoice. 

As a result of our testing, we noted the following exceptions related to the test steps above: 
 
E-SPLOST IV 
 

Finding 
Count of 

Deficiencies 
Total of 

Deficiencies 

Documentation confirmed lost (invoice, purchase 
approval, purchase terms, and/or evidence of payment) 

3,664 $125,223,671  

Expense was improperly recorded and was not corrected 13 $132,346 
Evidence of appropriate approval for the expense was not 
available  

1,548 $118,753,558  

Unable to substantiate the use case for the expense 34 $14,685,162 
PM did not receive documentation to support appropriate 
testing in a timely manner 

135 $104,037,499  

Total 5,394 $362,832,236 
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E-SPLOST V 
 

Finding 
Count of 

Deficiencies 
Total of 

Deficiencies 

Documentation confirmed lost (invoice, purchase 
approval, purchase terms, and/or evidence of payment) 

207 $7,610,229 

Expense was improperly recorded and was not corrected 18 $512,034 
Evidence of a 3-way match being performed was not 
available 

155 $6,616,589 

Unable to substantiate the use case for the expense 9 $8,906,277 
PM did not receive documentation to support appropriate 
testing in a timely manner 

587 $97,693,503 

The Purchase Order was created after the invoice was 
created and billed 

2,285 $137,452,339 

Total 3,261 $258,790,971 

Recording of expenses to the general ledger was performed via manual entry.  This presented an 
opportunity for human error during the expense entry process.  A lack of management oversight and 
effective controls resulted in errors not being identified.  During our detailed testing, we noted the 
following deficiencies as identified in the tables above as it relates to “Expense was improperly recorded 
and was not corrected”: 

1. An invoice in the amount of $1,365 was approved for payment by the District for the same 
services as another invoice for $1,365; however, the invoices contained different invoice numbers.  
The invoice was paid to the vendor twice. 

2. Five invoices with the same invoice numbers and the same services were paid to the vendor twice.  
The invoices paid twice total $3,850.  The invoices were processed by the District and paid twice 
on separate checks.  

3. There were four expenditures in E-SPLOST IV and one expenditure in E-SPLOST in which there 
was a discrepancy in the amount invoiced from the vendor and the amount paid to the vendor. 
The total difference between the invoice amount and amount paid was $25,393 for E-SPLOST IV 
and $114.15 for E-SPLOST V. 

4. There were two invoices totaling $17,000 in E-SPLOST IV and fifteen invoices totaling $493,175 in 
E-SPLOST V that were recorded to incorrect projects and were not corrected. 

5. For E-SPLOST V, two invoices were over the approved purchase order amount resulting in $7,782 
being expensed over the approved amount.  

6. In E-SPLOST IV, there was an invoice recorded and paid $200 over the vendor invoice amount.  

As part of our procedures, we reviewed the codification related to E-SPLOST funds as governed by 
Georgia's constitution and statutory law. Specifically, E-SPLOST funds are regulated under Article VIII, 
Section VI, Paragraph IV of the Georgia Constitution, which provides the legal framework for the 
collection and allocation of these funds for educational purposes. The Official Code of Georgia Annotated 
(O.C.G.A.) further details the administration of these funds through §§ 48-8-121 to 48-8-122 and §§ 48-8-
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140 to 48-8-141, ensuring that the district adheres to the stipulated guidelines for capital outlay projects. 
Additionally, the definitions and applications of capital outlays and educational facilities are outlined in 
O.C.G.A. § 20-2-260(b)(3) and § 20-2-260(b)(5), respectively, with Rule 160-5-4-.04 providing further 
clarification on the definition capital outlays respective to public schools.  

Our procedures included using professional judgement to determine if the scope and work performed 
falls within state guidelines, reviewing the transparency of reporting to the public, and ensuring 
maintenance and operations costs of the District were excluded from E-SPLOST IV and V expenditures. 
Due to incomplete retainage of documentation, our team could not validate the full extent of funds to 
ensure compliance with regulations and guidelines, as well as compliance with established District 
standards and practices for the capital expense program.  Additionally, due to the lack of retained 
documentation, we could not validate the E-SPLOST IV and V expenses, excluding the District’s 
maintenance and operations costs.  Our team was able to obtain the annual reports for fiscal year 2013 
through fiscal year 2023 as required per O.C.G.A. § 48-8-122. However, due to incomplete retainage of 
documentation, our team could not validate that the reporting within the annual reports is a complete 
and accurate representation of project spend.  

Recommendation #7 
Industry best practice is to maintain an effective process for recording expenses through consistent 
adherence to a defined policy and procedure and execute a strong, ongoing administrative monitoring 
procedure. 

The District should implement a robust internal control system to prevent and detect errors in a timely 
manner, enhance the expense approval workflow, and communicate the record retention policy to 
District personnel to ensure thorough documentation for all transactions. Implementing a policy 
disallowing after-the-fact purchase orders will protect the District from being responsible for expenses 
that are not approved prior to the expense occurring. 

Additionally, retraining of staff on financial policies and procedures will be crucial to prevent recurrence 
of such issues. The District should ensure team members are trained on how to effectively review 
invoices for specific services. Team members should track long-term projects for services previously 
invoiced and ensure services are not invoiced multiple times. These steps will not only rectify the 
current deficiencies but also strengthen financial management practices for the future. 

The District’s adherence to the state’s codifications will demonstrate its commitment to following the 
legal requirements for the betterment of its educational facilities and the community it serves. 

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q1 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with both the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

DCSD has now stopped the use of “after the fact” purchase order processing in the E-SPLOST program 
since Munis has the capability to create and manage “blanket” purchase orders that are created for the 
entire budgeted cost of the project and liquidated as project invoices are approved and paid.  By 
leveraging the approval workflow function and reporting capabilities of Munis, as well as obtaining 
technical assistance from a qualified third-party consultant, new Standard Operating Procedures to 
ensure that DCSD’s construction management function corrects residual deficiencies and strengthens 
ongoing expense tracking and reporting in the E-SPLOST program. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q1-Q2 FY2025 
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Finding #8 – Internal Controls 

Observation: As part of our procedures to review the oversight and management of E-SPLOST funds, our 
team reviewed the internal controls that were in place or not in place during the E-SPLOST program. We 
noted 18 key controls per the PPM that should have been in place. During our review of the adequacy of 
the design of each control, we noted that 7 of the 18 controls were not designed to effectively provide 
oversight and management of E-SPLOST funds. 

Background/Details: Our team met with AECOM and District personnel with a responsibility over E-
SPLOST processes. Our meetings consisted of interviewing the identified individuals to understand their 
roles, responsibilities, and processes in ensuring accurate reporting, oversight, and management of E-
SPLOST funds. Management indicated the root cause for the design deficiencies was due to the lack of 
communication of the policy and procedures manual. Detailed below are the 7 controls where our team 
noted ineffective design: 

Control ID Control Description Detail of Design Deficiency 

SPLOST.01 All Project-level Schedules are monitored 
continually and updated at least monthly to 
reflect current project status. 

For the selected project (Indian Creek 
Elementary School), evidence of approval of 
the change to the project schedule does not 
exist, and subsequent master schedules did 
not show an indication of the updated 
expected completion date. 

SPLOST.04 No less than quarterly, the PMT shall 
reconcile the Proliance Cost Data with the 
District's Munis accounting data.  

The process of reconciliation is not a true 
reconciliation. Any missing entries in 
Proliance are hardcoded with data from 
Munis. The reconciliation document for May 
2022 for E-SPLOST IV shows a variance of 
$75M. Per discussions with the District, true-
up entries are made to agree Munis to 
Proliance.  

SPLOST.06 The Program Master Schedule is monitored 
continually and updated at least monthly to 
reflect the current program status and is 
communicated to District stakeholders. 

Evidence of communication of the Program 
Master Schedule to District stakeholders on a 
monthly basis (inclusive of project timelines) 
was unable to be provided by the District for 
the selected project (DeKalb Early College 
Academy - Security Vestibules).  
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Control ID Control Description Detail of Design Deficiency 

SPLOST.08 For large projects ($15M - $20M), the PMT PM 
will submit the Project Schedule to the 
District for their review and 
approval/disapproval by the conclusion of 
the Planning Phase. The District will review 
and approve/disapprove the Project Schedule 
within two weeks after submittal.  

For the selected project (Dunwoody 
Chamblee Elementary School), evidence of 
approval/disapproval of the project schedule 
was not retained. 

SPLOST.14 A minimum of two (2) DCSD employees and 
one (1) PMT member must be in attendance 
when the bids/ proposals are opened and 
logged in. The Proposal Receipt Log must be 
signed by all three (3) attendees, and signify 
by signing the bid evaluation form that the 
bids were received and opened according to 
the state law and board policies. The 
Selection Committee rotates with each 
solicitation. For awards, the Review 
Committee signs the recommendation of the 
award, the PMT Program Director and DCSD 
Director of Design & Construction sign the 
recommendation as a reviewer, and the 
Executive Director of Facilities Management 
signs the recommendation as an approver. 
The signed package is submitted to the DCSD 
Legal Department for review and approval. If 
the award recommendation is over $50,000 
for Process for General Construction, then 
the contract requires DCSD Board of 
Education approval. If the award 
recommendation for Process for Design is 
over $100,000, then the contract requires 
DCSD Board of Education approval. 

Per discussion with management, detailed 
scoresheets showing the names and scores of 
each evaluator were not retained. 

SPLOST.16 The Project Management Team (PMT) Project 
Manager (PM) will review/monitor the 
contractor's schedule and confirm that the 
Architect/Engineering (A/E) is performing its 
contractual responsibilities. 

For the selected project, (Druid Hills MS) 
Plante Moran was not provided a certificate 
of substantial completion and punch list.  
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Control ID Control Description Detail of Design Deficiency 

SPLOST.18 At a minimum of each month, the PMT 
compares the revenues received by the 
District from primarily the E-SPLOST 
receipts and GaDOE reimbursements versus 
the obligations that the District has agreed to 
through executed contracts. Any excess 
funds are frozen and remain in a DCSD bank 
account. 

The District was unable to provide evidence 
of review for excess funds being frozen. 

 

Recommendation #8 

Industry best practice is to employ a suite of preventive and detective controls that aid in reducing the 
risk of misstatement or fraud. These controls can leverage the capabilities of the ERP system, with 
manual controls layered in as an extra line of defense. 

The District should develop a control framework for future E-SPLOST programs, with a focus on 
establishing and communicating policies and procedures to District and AECOM personnel. Additionally, 
regular monitoring and periodic testing should be implemented to ensure that all controls are 
functioning as intended. For those controls that continue to operate ineffectively, require remedial 
training of the control owners consisting of a review of desktop procedures and affirmation of 
understanding of the requirements to effectively operate controls. 

A draft control framework the District should consider for implementation is included below: 

Control ID 
Control 

Frequency 
Control Description 

SPLOST.01 Monthly All Project-level Schedules are monitored continually and updated at least monthly 
to reflect current project status. 

SPLOST.02 Weekly The Project Manager Team (PMT) Project Managers (PMs) provide a weekly status 
report on each of their active projects to the Deputy Program Director for 
transmittal to the District on Wednesday by 2:00 PM each week. 

SPLOST.03 As Needed Changes to the project/program budget are managed by the PM and approved by the 
District. 

SPLOST.04 Quarterly No less than quarterly, the PMT shall reconcile the Proliance Cost Data with the 
District's Munis accounting data. This should be reviewed and approved by the 
District's accounting team. 

SPLOST.05 As Needed For all invoices, the PMT Project Administrator shall date stamp the invoice and 
distribute the invoice to the appropriate PMT Project Manager. The PMT Project 
Manager shall complete the DCSD Accounting Transmittal. The Project Manager 
reviews the accounting transmittal for accuracy, signs, and dates, and returns it to 
the PMT Project Administrator.  

SPLOST.06 Monthly The Program Master Schedule is monitored continually and updated at least 
monthly to reflect current Program status. 

SPLOST.07 Quarterly The Program Master Schedule is revised as directed by the District and approved by 
the Board of Education quarterly. 
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Control ID 
Control 

Frequency 
Control Description 

SPLOST.08 As Needed For large projects ($15M+), the PMT PM will submit the Project Schedule to the 
District for their review and approval/disapproval by the conclusion of the Planning 
Phase. The District will review and approve/disapprove the Project Schedule within 
two weeks after submittal.  

SPLOST.09 As Needed If the Contractor’s schedule update shows a substantial completion date of 30 or 
more days beyond the contract completion date or any milestone completion date, 
the contractor will submit a proposed Recovery Schedule showing how it plans to 
recover the lost time. The PMT PM will evaluate the Recovery Schedule and forward 
recommendations for any schedule modification to the District. Any resulting 
proposed changes to the Program Master Schedule require District approval. 

SPLOST.12 As Needed Approval for intent to advertise is approved by the DCSD Legal Department prior to 
listing. 

SPLOST.13 As Needed The DCSD Procurement Specialist posts the solicitation on the DCSD website and 
notifies by email all vendors known to the District to be interested in submitting for 
the solicitation. If pre-qualified vendors are available, the DCSD Procurement 
Specialist will select three vendors to submit proposals for the work in question. 

SPLOST.14 As Needed A minimum of two (2) DCSD employees and one (1) PMT member must be in 
attendance when the bids/ proposals are opened and logged in. The Proposal Receipt 
Log must be signed by all three (3) attendees and signify by signing the bid 
evaluation form that the bids were received and opened according to the state law 
and board policies. The Selection Committee rotates with each solicitation. For 
awards, the Review Committee signs the recommendation of the award, the PMT 
Program Director and DCSD Director of Design & Construction sign the 
recommendation as a reviewer, and the Executive Director of Facilities Management 
signs the recommendation as an approver. The signed package is submitted to the 
DCSD Legal Department for review and approval. If the award recommendation is 
over $50,000 for Process for General Construction, then the contract requires DCSD 
Board of Education approval. If the award recommendation for Process for Design is 
over $100,000, then the contract requires DCSD Board of Education approval. 

SPLOST.15 As Needed Upon approval, the contract package is returned to the DCSD Contract Specialist, 
who transmits the contract package to the DCSD Office Specialist of Executive 
Assistant to the COO, who will sign the transmittal form and forward the documents 
for signature by the DCSD Superintendent and Board of Education Chairperson (as 
appropriate). 

SPLOST.16 As Needed The PMT PM will review/monitor the contractor's schedule and confirm that the A/E 
is performing its contractual responsibilities. For all projects, on a monthly basis, 
the PMT PM will document their review of the contractor's schedule. 

SPLOST.17 As Needed Budget reallocations taken from program contingency over $100,000 are approved 
by the Board of Education. 

SPLOST.18 Monthly At a minimum of each month, the PMT compares the revenues received by the 
District from primarily the E-SPLOST receipts and GaDOE reimbursements versus 
the obligations that the District has agreed to through executed contracts. District 
accounting staff will review and approve the reconciliation. 

SPLOST.19 As Needed At the conclusion of each project, the PMT will conduct a walkthrough validating the 
conditions of the completed project and affirm such on the closeout checklist. 
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Control ID 
Control 

Frequency 
Control Description 

SPLOST.20 As Needed A 3-way match is performed by the District's accounts payable department to ensure 
what was ordered by the District matches what was received and invoiced. 

SPLOST.21 Continuous Munis enforces segregation of duties within the procurement and disbursement 
cycle to ensure those with procurement abilities do not have disbursement abilities. 

SPLOST.22 As Needed All vendor contracts are reviewed by the District’s Chief Legal Officer and a subject 
matter expert for the goods/services being procured. 

 
Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with both the Auditor’s observation and recommendation. 

DCSD will leverage the technical capabilities of Munis associated with workflow and document 
verification, as well as contract a qualified third-party consultant to develop a framework within the E-
SPLOST program that addresses internal controls. Additionally, Internal Audits & Compliance has begun 
the process of developing an Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) framework that will institute 
preventive and detective controls to reduce the risk of material misstatement or fraud within the 
District’s business functions. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q3-Q4 FY2025 

Finding #9 – Change Orders 
Observation: During our review of the District’s E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V processes it was noted 689 
change orders with a total value of $126.8M were recorded. We noted 30 instances of change orders over 
$100,000 when the base contract value was less than $1M. For the 30 instances, the total value of the base 
contracts was $8M. After the change orders were applied, the total contract value including change orders 
was $111.5M.  

Background/Details: Throughout the construction process, changes in scope, conditions, costs, etc., 
occur that require an amendment to the originally contracted price. In these instances, a change order is 
issued and establishes a new contracted price and term for the project. 

As part of our comprehensive audit of E-SPLOST expenses, we focused on analyzing the construction 
change order process. Our objective was to assess the effectiveness, compliance, and adherence to 
established policies within this area. Our team requested the contract associated with the project, the 
specific change order details, evidence of approval of the change order, and any relevant supporting 
documentation for each of our selections. 

Through discussions with DCSD staff, along with a review of policies and procedures in section 7-CON-
0030 2.0 in the PPM, we noted approvals from the Superintendent and the Legal Department are required 
for each change order. Additionally, included in the justification for the change order there is required to 
be: 

1. Contractor documentation showing the necessary updates  
2. Estimated costs 
3. Valid reasoning for the change order 
4. Approval from the Superintendent, and if the change exceeds $100,000, the Board of Education 

Chair 
5. Approval from the Legal Department  

 



 

26 

Audit Approach and Sample Selection 

We began our analysis by gathering the entire population of change orders executed during E-SPLOST IV 
and V, totaling 689 change orders with a total value of $126.8M. We selected 30 change orders with a total 
value of $97.7M. This represents 77% of the total dollar value of E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V change 
orders. We made our selections for further analysis based on the following criteria: 

1. Risk Assessment: We evaluated transactions based on the change order amount relative to the 
contract value. Change orders that resulted in at least a 10,000% increase in the original contract 
price were selected. 8 change orders were selected based on this criterion.  

2. Change Order Volume: Projects with at least 20 executed change orders were deemed significant 
and included in our sample. 15 change orders were selected based on this criterion. 

3. Change Order Amount: Projects that approached the $100,000 threshold were chosen. According to 
PPM section 7-CON-0030 1.3, change orders exceeding $100,000 must receive board approval. 4 
change orders were selected based on this criterion. 

4. Vendor Change Order Volume: Vendors that constituted at least 10% of all E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V project change order requests were selected for testing. 3 change orders were selected 
based on this criterion.  

5. Project Significance: We sorted the change orders based on the highest total expenditure amount 
for each of the specified criteria and selected projects with the highest spending.  

Audit Findings 

In our audit of 30 samples, 2 samples lacked evidence of a review by the Legal Department. However, our 
primary concern centered around large change orders approved on initially small contracts. In our 
sample of 30, we identified 8 instances where the initial contracts underwent significant increases in 
total contracted amount and scope. These instances are described below:  

Project Name/Number Change Order Title 
Original Contract 

Amount 
Change Order 

Percent 
increase 

Indian Creek ES – 223-423 Indian Creek ES GMP-1 (Site 
Work) 

$50,000 $5,000,000 10,000% 

Indian Creek ES – 223-423 Indian Creek ES Component 
GMP #2 

$50,000 $11,700,000 23,400% 

Indian Creek ES – 223-423 Indian Creek ES Final GMP - CO 
#3 

$50,000 $19,850,000 39,700% 

McNair MS Replacement – 
505-422 

Change Order #03 - Final GMP $35,000 $22,942,113 65,500% 

McNair MS Replacement – 
505-422 

GMP - Phase II - Structure 
Package 

$35,000 $9,098,879 26,000% 

McNair MS Replacement – 
505-422 

GMP - Phase I - Site Package $35,000 $3,000,000 8,500% 

Doraville United ES – 222-
423 

Gilbane - Change Order #01 
Early Release Package No. 1 

$20,500 $5,000,000 24,400% 
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Doraville United ES – 222-
423 

Gilbane - Change Order #03 
CKNES GC 

$20,500 $15,378,262 75,000% 

 

This finding identifies the opportunity for contractors to exploit the procurement process. Contractors 
have an opportunity to secure approval for a small contract amount during the vendor selection process, 
then inflate costs significantly using change orders. This practice undermines the competitive bidding 
process and is a way for vendors to manipulate the bidding process by appearing to be cost-effective to 
the District.  

Recommendation #9 
Industry best practice is to maintain an owner contingency within the overall budget and ensure strong 
controls exist within. 

Additionally, the District should implement oversight procedures during the procurement process. This 
could include a cap on the percentage increase allowable through change orders, regular audits of 
contract amendments, and a review process by an independent committee. Additionally, training for 
District officials on the identification and prevention of such exploitative practices by contractors may 
help to ensure the integrity of the competitive bidding process. 

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s recommendation. 

The District’s “Standard Form of Construction Management Contract” dictates the use of “Exhibit M” for 
the submittal and approval of ‘partial’ (or ‘component’) GMPs. DCSD Management states that the Change 
Orders observed by the Auditors are not technically Change Orders, but rather constitute the “Exhibit M” 
under the Guaranteed Maximum Price proposals approved as part of the larger, total contract for 
construction. 

Similar to the DCSD Response to Finding #3, DCSD will contract and leverage input from a qualified 
third-party qualified consultant to work alongside SPLOST Management and the Office of Legal Affairs 
to develop a framework within the newly developed Standard Operating Procedures (see Finding #1 
response) to ensure that the District’s construction management function meets the best industry 
standards – including consideration and adjustments to contract structure and language, as well as the 
approval process for elements of total project expenditures in a manner that puts DCSD at the best 
possible advantage. The District’s Office of Legal Affairs will also work with DCSD Finance to ensure that 
the full capabilities of Munis’ contract management module, which is already in use, are also deployed to 
those ends. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q3-Q4 FY2025 

Finding #10 – Project Spending 
Observation: For 15 E-SPLOST IV and 2 E-SPLOST V completed construction projects, the total 
expenditures surpassed the budgeted amount approved by the Board.  

Background/Details: The Board approved the initial scope and budget for each project, with the 
stipulation that any subsequent modifications to the scope or budget over $100,000 must be approved by 
the Board. While there is a program contingency fund for unexpected increases in project costs, these 
modifications may encompass alterations to the project's scope or even the discontinuation of other 
projects.  
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We noted a consistent theme of fluctuating project budgets, incomplete retainage of change orders, and 
the inability of the District to provide a comprehensive record of all contracts and change orders related 
to E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V expenses. Despite these issues, we noted the Operations team's monthly 
financial reports stored within District drives have consistently shown that the E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V funds remain within the limits of the State's financial contributions.  

During our review of project spend, we noted the following projects spent more than the approved 
budget amount: 

E-SPLOST IV Completed Projects 

Total Amount Approved per Budget File $120,012,466  
 

Total Amount Expended $123,801,093  
 

Difference  $3,788,627 Spent over budget 

 
Project Budget Amount Expensed Amount Overspend: 

108. Eldridge Miller ES ‐ ADA $747,374 $777,416 $30,042 
115. Jolly ES ‐ ADA  $777,934 $820,513 $42,579 
134. Woodward ES ‐ ADA $540,143 $544,550 $4,407 
139. Eagle Woods Academy Renovation $2,075,324 $2,093,864 $18,540 
211. Buck Godfrey Stadium $2,031,078 $2,126,726 $95,648 
304. Cedar Grove MS ‐ Capital Renewal $2,480,727 $2,507,511 $26,784 
314. International Student Center $564,226 $624,641 $60,415 
336. Wadsworth ES ‐ Capital Renewal $305,774 $343,189 $37,415 
403. Brockett ES ‐ Capital Renewal $1,758,703 $2,748,030 $989,327 
417. Kittredge ES ‐ Capital Renewal $329,195 $350,648 $21,453 
505. McNair MS Replacement $40,731,144 $40,782,170 $51,026 
506. Peachcrest ES Replacement $20,959,041 $21,356,984 $397,943 
507. Pleasantdale ES Replacement $26,830,843 $28,307,843 $1,477,000 
512. Henderson MS Renovation/Addition $19,312,027 $19,827,166 $515,139 
519. Portable Classrooms $568,933 $589,843 $20,910 
Total $120,012,466 $123,801,094 $3,788,628 

 

E-SPLOST V Completed Projects 

Total Amount Approved per Budget File $31,542,166  

Total Amount Expended $31,720,045  

Difference $177,879 Spent over budget 
 

Project Budget Amount Expensed Amount Overspend: 

201. Cross Keys High School $143,045 $310,973 $167,928 
221. John Lewis Elementary School $31,399,121 $31,409,071 $9,950 
Total $31,542,166 $31,720,044 $177,878 

Our team reviewed the change orders available to support the amount spent over the initially approved 
budget amount. Due to incomplete retainage of contracts and change orders and the inability to obtain a 
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comprehensive record of all contracts and change orders related to E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 
expenses, we noted 3 of the 17 projects with overspend had evidence of change orders to support approval 
of the additional expenses: 

Project Expensed Amount 
Total of Contracts 

and Change 
Orders 

Difference 

108. Eldridge Miller ES ‐ ADA $777,416 $1,107,561 $330,145 
314. International Student Center $624,641 $767,208 $142,567 
519. Portable Classrooms $589,843 $592,645 $2,802 

While the projects above were over the approved initial budget assigned to the project, the total spend of 
the E-SPLOST IV and V funds did not exceed the approved fund budget of $636.9M for E-SPLOST IV and 
$630.3M for E-SPLOST V. 

Upon reviewing the status of projects and the current amount paid to date in the Monthly Status Reports 
and comparing them with the expense ledger for E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V expenses, it has been 
observed that while the ledger generally concurs with the status and current expenses reported in the 
monthly reports, discrepancies were identified.  Specifically, there were projects that incurred expenses 
during a month yet were not listed in the respective Monthly Status Report, and there are also instances 
where expenses attributed to projects are not accurately captured in the current expenses paid to date.   

A total of $45.2M was recorded in CrossPointe as expenses throughout 2017, however, these expenses 
were absent from the Monthly Status Reports until January 2018. This oversight challenges the 
transparency expected by stakeholders, given the program's approval by voters in May 2016. 
Furthermore, there were discrepancies in project expenditure reporting for E-SPLOST IV project 412. In 
December 2016, $446,806 was expensed to date, but only $219,320 was reported. Although the correct 
amount of expenses paid to date was initially reported in November 2016, it was errantly reduced in 
subsequent reports and was not corrected until May 2017. 

These discrepancies indicate that the Monthly Status Reports do not fully reflect the actual financial 
activities, indicating a need for a more thorough reconciliation process to ensure accuracy and 
transparency in financial reporting.  Additionally, we noted only 5 of the Monthly Status Reports 
between fiscal years 2019 and 2023 are accessible to the public on the District’s C.I.P. website, therefore 
limiting the transparency of the program to the community. 

Our team performed an analysis of the physical technology purchases.  In our analysis, we compared the 
unit prices of physical technology purchases made by the District against the prevailing market rates.  
The review showed that the items were acquired with either neutral or favorable terms when compared 
with the market rates for the same item.   

Recommendation #10 

Industry best practice is to maintain a detailed accounting ledger by project, with the supporting 
documentation behind it, in an organized fashion.  This provides the opportunity to not only re-trace the 
project from inception to completion but also allow trends or anomalies to be detected and acted upon. 

The District should implement procedures to ensure changes to project budgets are captured to allow 
continuous monitoring of project spending to the approved project budget. Additionally, the District 
should ensure the comprehensive contract management system that is being implemented in Tyler 
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Technologies Munis system identifies all contracts and change orders related to E-SPLOST expenditures 
so the District is aware of its financial obligations, timelines, and deliverables.  The District should also 
implement a more thorough expense reconciliation process to ensure the monthly reporting of project 
status and expenses to date is complete and accurate for full transparency to District stakeholders.  
Finally, the District should implement a periodic internal audit of the contracts and change orders to 
ensure proper approval is obtained.  

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s recommendation. 

DCSD Management has already leveraged Munis’ contract management system and project ledger to 
maintain a detailed accounting ledger by project, with the supporting documentation behind it, in an 
organized fashion. This will allow for a more thorough expense reconciliation process to ensure the 
monthly reporting of project status and expense. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q3 FY2025 

Finding #11 – Final Inspection Documentation 

Observation: The final inspection documents for E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V construction projects 
were not maintained to provide them in a timely manner for audit purposes. 

Background/Details: In the final stages of a construction project, District and AECOM personnel obtain 
and complete the final inspection documents. The final inspection documents include the Substantial 
Completion Form, evidence of project completion such as a Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of 
Completion, and Consent to Surety of Final Payment.  

The Substantial Completion Form is a critical document that signifies the near completion of the project. 
The form lists any incomplete work along with estimated costs to finish those tasks, serving as a formal 
acknowledgment between the contractor and the District of the final work to be completed.  

Additionally, evidence of Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Completion is necessary to 
demonstrate that the work has been performed according to the contract specifications, is satisfactory to 
the District’s requirements, and that the building is transitioned to the District for its intended use. 

Finally, the Consent to Surety of Final Payment is an assurance from the bonding company that they are 
aware of and approve the amount of the final payment of the contractor. The document assures the 
bonding company that they will fulfill the contractor's obligations if the contractor cannot complete the 
payment to any unpaid subcontractors, suppliers, or laborers. This document protects the District’s 
financial interests and ensures the project's successful closure.  

Together, these documents form a comprehensive close-out process, intending to safeguard the 
District’s investment and confirm the integrity and completion of the construction project. 

Audit Approach 

We began our approach by identifying the E-SPLOST IV and V construction projects that were completed 
based on the listing of all projects provided to us by District personnel. 114 projects were identified for E-
SPLOST IV and 8 projects were identified for E-SPLOST V.  

Our team utilized the following testing steps during our review of the transactions. 
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Test Step Procedure 

#1 Ensure the project scope approved by the Board agrees to the scope on the Substantial Completion 
Form 

#2 Ensure the Substantial Completion Form was fully executed 
#3 Ensure any work that was incomplete at the time of the Substantial Completion Form was estimated 

on the form 
#4 Ensure there was evidence of project completion, such as a Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of 

Completion, and was approved by an appropriate individual 
#5 Ensure a Consent to Surety of Final Payment was issued and approved 

We noted of the 122 completed E-SPLOST IV and V construction projects, full support of the 3 requested 
documents (Substantial Completion Form, Certificate of Occupancy/Completion, and Consent to Surety 
of Final Payment) was able to be provided for 28 projects, all within E-SPLOST IV. The remaining 
documentation was not able to be provided by District personnel in a timely manner, therefore, we could 
not conclude if the documentation was completed and furnished to relevant parties.  

Recommendation #11 

Industry best practice is to establish a close-out checklist, with a final review of the checklist and 
supporting documentation (and the storage of this documentation) performed by those charged with 
management of the capital program. 

The District should establish a systemic approach to maintaining the crucial closeout documentation for 
complete projects. The documentation should be easily accessible to individuals with appropriate roles 
and responsibilities. Additionally, implementing a periodic internal audit of the Final Inspection 
Documents ensures the documentation meets the requirements and is ready for external consideration.  

Suggested timeframe for implementation: Q2 FY 2025 

DCSD Response: Management agrees with the Auditor’s recommendation. 

DCSD Management will leverage the document retention capabilities of Munis, the current Records 
Digitation project, and the implementation of a District-wide document retention schedule and policy to 
ensure that all relevant documentation, including Final Inspection Documentation, are available for any 
future Financial or Legal audit, assessment, or review. 

Expected Implementation Completion: Q3 FY2025 
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Responses to questions fielded from Board Members and Community Advisors: 

Throughout our engagement, multiple questions were asked by DCSD Board Members and E-SPLOST 
Citizen Oversight Committee Members. Those questions and the responses are below: 

Question # Question Asked By Question Plante Moran Response 

Question 
#1 

Board Member 
Hill 

The BOE initiated this 
audit because they 
wanted to confirm: Is 
what the BOE approved 
what actually 
happened? 

Our team reconciled the Board-approved 
projects to actual reported expenditures 
on E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 
projects.  Additionally, we met with the E-
SPLOST Program Manager (AECOM) to 
review current processes and procedures 
relative to contracts, pay applications, and 
reporting.  From our observations, it 
appears that DCSD received the $999M in 
capital improvements between E-SPLOST 
IV and V and was reported to the DCSD 
Administration on a monthly basis from 
AECOM. 

Question 
#2 

Board Member 
Hill 

Does any of your work 
help explain why E-
SPLOST V is 
approximately 50% 
expended even though 
we are well into the 
collection of E-SPLOST 
VI? 

PM reviewed design and construction 
schedules with AECOM for E-SPLOST V 
and confirmed the Capital Improvement in 
Process (CIP) amounts.  E-SPLOST V 
expenditures were slowed between 2019 
and 2022 due to the realignment of DCSD 
priorities as well as the impact from 
COVID.  To date, E-SPLOST V projects in 
process total approximately $85M to $95M, 
which equates to a E-SPLOST V 
expenditure of 75% at this time.  An 
analysis of E-SPLOST VI projects and 
expenditures is outside the scope of our 
engagement. 

Question 
#3 

Board Member 
Hill 

Do you have concerns 
that the issues exist in 
E-SPLOST VI? 
 

While we noted significant issues with 
regard to governance and oversight in E-
SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V, we are 
encouraged by the District's commitment 
to remediation through the Miracles 
program. We trust the District in their 
remediation efforts, however, these 
actions should be validated and regularly 
monitored through routine internal 
audits. 

Question 
#4 

Board Member 
Hill 

Does it concern you that 
E-SPLOST reporting is 
not timely or accurate? 

Yes, due to the fact the District was unable 
to produce a detailed ledger of expenses 
and the related support. 
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Question # Question Asked By Question Plante Moran Response 

Question 
#5 

Board Member 
Hill 

Have you ever 
experienced this in 
other districts? Maybe a 
better way to ask the 
question is on a scale of 
1-10, how “serious” 
would you consider 
these problems? 1, 5, 7? 

Yes, but not to this extent. These are 
serious deficiencies over governance and 
oversight of taxpayer funds. The lack of 
key controls over the E-SPLOST program 
gives rise to the seriousness of our 
findings. 

Question 
#6 

Board Member 
Hill 

Do you suspect fraud, 
waste, or abuse? 

We performed an extensive analysis 
involving analytics and research to narrow 
the population from $1B of spend to 23 
flagged vendors.  We subsequently 
performed an exhaustive review of 
invoices and emails to understand the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the 
reasons that led to 16 of the vendors being 
flagged, and in our review did not identify 
evidence of fraud waste or abuse related to 
those vendors.  However, there were seven 
vendors for which we were unable to make 
a determination as to their 
appropriateness due to the lack of 
information available for review. 

Question 
#7 

Board Member 
Hill 

Was there any work you 
wish you had been able 
to perform but it was 
outside of the scope of 
work?  

Yes, we wish we had the opportunity to 
provide real-time remediation and 
coaching to District team members. Once 
issues were found, we wish we had been 
able to develop policies, procedures, 
controls, templates, etc., that would 
provide District team members with the 
skills and tools to remediate the identified 
issues. This would then provide a roadmap 
for standing up a governance and 
monitoring function that allows real-time 
reporting to prevent and detect material 
deviations from best practices and 
policies. 

Question 
#8 

E-SPLOST Citizen 
Oversight 
Committee 
Member Major 

Do you have a dollar 
value tied to the 
documents that could 
not be found 

There was $274M in expenses that we were 
unable to fully test due to missing 
documentation.  

Question 
#9 

E-SPLOST Citizen 
Oversight 
Committee 
Member Allen 

How many transactions 
were there where no 
documentation at all 
was available 

There were 1,234 transactions with a value 
of $22.6M where no documentation was 
available to test. 
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Question # Question Asked By Question Plante Moran Response 

Question 
#10 

E-SPLOST Citizen 
Oversight 
Committee 
Member Major 

Regarding change 
orders, were you not 
able to find them, or do 
they just not exist?  

Construction change orders were tracked 
in the third-party engineering firm’s 
system. They were supposed to be 
maintained digitally on District drives; 
however, our team was unable to locate all 
change orders even after requesting 
assistance from District personnel. 
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III. Forensic Analysis  
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

1. Through analysis and research, we flagged 23 vendors for further review. 

2. Of the 23 flagged vendors,  

a. No evidence of fraud waste or abuse was identified for 16 of the vendors researched. 

b. We were unable to make a determination due to limited information for seven (7) of the vendors 

researched. 

3. We have incorporated our recommendations in Section II of this report. 

For the seven (7) vendors referenced in 2b: We did not find evidence to conclude that problematic activity occurred.  

However, we also did not identify evidence to substantiate the red-flag anomalies.  This is primarily due to the 

District not maintaining evidence, nor having institutional knowledge of the transactions due to the length of time 

having passed since these transactions occurred, as previously explained in this report.  

4. Going Forward, more timely audits and/or transactional reviews are needed to ensure evidence and/or 

institutional knowledge exists to support the transactions.  The District should caution not penalize the six 

(6) vendors for its own lack of record keeping and/or staff turnover. 

 

  

Vendor Name
 No. of E-SPLOST 

Projects 
 Total E-SPLOST 

Spend  Summary of Research 
1 Ace Modular Structures 1 65,809.00$           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
2 Autaco Development LLC 13 2,820,456.97        No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
3 B Levett & Company Inc. 6 464,735.56           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
4 Blue Door Networks LLC 1 84,475.58             No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
5 Brandon W. Silvera 1 15,190.00             Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
6 Burwyn Associates 1 15,518.50             No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
7 Celebrity Fence Co. 1 406,588.00           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
8 Century Music Center 1 538,464.27           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
9 Clean-A-Blind of Atl 3 87,285.00             No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
10 Compass Environmental Inc. 39 140,223.13           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
11 Construction Consulting 1 93,125.00             No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
12 Cooper & Co General Contractors Inc. 2 25,459,376.31      No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
13 Donald Camp Inc. 9 395,539.98           Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
14 Evelyn R. Barnes 1 72,960.00             Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
15 Evergreen Corporation 2 81,668,601.00      No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
16 GSB Architects Inc. 6 184,945.70           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
17 Guardian of Georgia 1 2,955,842.45        No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
18 M Mitchell Group LLC 8 351,380.00           Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
19 Mechanical Services Inc. 3 261,363.00           No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
20 Ninas Consultant Services 1 74,410.00             Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
21 Tracie Graham 1 20,625.00             Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
22 Tracy Watson Adkison 1 31,850.00             Unable to make a determination due to limited information.
23 Winter Construction 2 37,470,886.30      No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.
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PROCEDURES PERFORMED 

For this engagement, we performed the following: 

• Obtained access to DCSD’s current accounting system, Munis, and extracted relevant information; 

• Obtained access to DCSD’s legacy accounting system, Cross Point, and extracted relevant information; 

• Combined and reconciled E-SPLOST information from both accounting systems to create a master listing 

of all E-SPLOST disbursements; 

• Interviewed key employees; 

• Performed data analytics and, using a risk-based scoring system, identified transactions and vendors 

warranting additional research; 

• Performed background research on select entities and individuals utilizing Thomson Reuters CLEAR3 

software; 

• Recorded and analyzed vendor ownership information utilizing Georgia’s Secretary of State website4; 

• Analyzed invoices, contracts, purchase orders (“POs”), and other supporting documentation; and 

• Obtained email activity for the following individuals5 to locate conversations and/or supporting 
documentation related to flagged vendors and transactions.  

 

 
3 https://legal.thomsonreuters.com/en/products/clear 
4 https://ecorp.sos.ga.gov/BusinessSearch 
5 Six (6) individuals had corrupted email containers which prevented the extraction of their entire email population, resulting in the loss 
of approximately 3% of emails downloaded. Those individuals are Richard Boyd, Joseph Brew, Antwyn Brown, Carl Henry, Belinda Quillet, 
and Kathie Wise.  
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INTERVIEWS 

In order to complete our objectives, we conducted interviews with the following individuals: 

• Barry Thompson, External Consultant 

• Belinda Quillet, Procurement Manager 

• Byron Schuenemen, Chief Financial Officer 

• Carla Smith, Vendor Services Executive Director 

• Dan Copeland, Finance Systems Engineer 

• Eric Cannady, Accounts Payable Manager III 

• Erick Hofstetter, Chief Operating Officer 

• Gwendolyn Brame, IT Business Operations 

• Hans Williams, Director of Planning & Capital Improvement  

• Jacinta Hightower, Manager – Division of Operations – Planning 

• Jamie Amos, Manager Risk Advisory FORVIS (provided compliance audit services related to COVID) 

• Joel Thibodeaux, Director of Internal Audits & Compliance 

• Lance McConkey, Comptroller 

• Mel Butler, Jr., E-SPLOST Program Director 

• Monika Davis, Chief Information Officer 

• Richard Boyd, Director of Design & Construction 

• Shauna Woody-Coussens, Managing Director, FORVIS (provided compliance audit services related to COVID) 

• Tijuana Naylor Smith – ESPLOST Budget Analyst III 

INFORMATION RELIED UPON 

For this engagement, we obtained and relied upon the following information: 

• Vendor Master File extracted from Munis (“Munis VMF”) 

• Vendor Master File provided to us from Cross Point (“Cross Point VMF”) 

• Employee Master Files extracted from Munis and Cross Point, which we combined into one file (“Combined 

EMF”) 

• Invoice listings provided to us from Cross Point, by fiscal year 

• Invoice listing extracted from Munis 
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• E-SPLOST transaction detail, including: 

o General Ledger Detail provided to us from Cross Point 

o Munis Project Detail History Reports 

o Munis General Ledger Detail Reports 

o Munis Account Detail History Report 

• Supporting documentation for hundreds of E-SPLOST purchases, including but not limited to POs, invoices, 

contracts, check stubs, receipts, etc. 

• E-SPLOST IV Program Budget Reallocations (detailing total budget by project) 

• E-SPLOST V Project List of Board Approved Budget Adjustments (detailing total budget by project) 

• Budget & Spend Report, detailing total spend by project 

• Electronic extractions of select DSCD employee email accounts (.PST format) from DCSD’s network 

• Background information related to multiple DSCD employee’s and vendors as obtained from public records, 

social media, open-source web searches, and Thomson Reuters CLEAR 

PROCESS 

We performed the following procedures to analyze E-SPLOST vendors and related spending within our scope: 

• Step 1) Data analytics: We performed analytical data tests on over 7.5 million invoices, including both E-

SPLOST and non-E-SPLOST invoices, received from 424 E-SPLOST vendors during the scope period. 

Including all invoices in the analysis ensured the results from select tests were not misleading. For example, 

if we only included E-SPLOST invoices, a vendor submitting sequential invoice numbers might not be 

flagged if they also submitted non-E-SPLOST invoices, as the non-E-SPLOST invoices would cause 

seemingly legitimate gaps in the numbering rather than then questionably sequential numbering. A detailed 

description of each test is provided below.  

No. Test Name Test Description 

Invoice Number Tests: Invoice numbers are an important aspect of invoicing as they make it easier to track payments 
and manage overdue invoices. Anomalies in a vendor’s invoice numbers may be indicative of fictitious payments, 
fictitious vendors, and/or erroneous charges. 

1. Sequential invoice numbers 
    

Sequential invoice numbers can be indicative of a potentially 
fictitious vendor, as it would indicate they do not have other 
customers. 
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No. Test Name Test Description 

2. Invoice numbers of 100 or lower  Typically, lower invoice numbers are indicative of newly established 
vendors. Newly established vendors may present an operational risk 
and/or could be indicative of a fictitious vendor. 

3. Invoice numbers without numbers  Invoice numbers that don’t include numbers (i.e., are comprised 
solely of text characters) would not be expected (i.e., should be the 
exception versus the norm). 

4. Invoice dates as invoice numbers Invoice numbers that don’t include legitimate numbers (i.e., are just 
the invoice date) would not be expected (i.e., should be the exception 
versus the norm). 

5. Duplicate invoice numbers Duplicate invoice numbers may be indicative of a fictitious charge or 
a fictitious vendor and/or may lead to accidental duplicative 
payments. 

Vendor Information Tests: A vendor master file (“VMF”) is a database that lists all vendors. It typically includes key 
information about an organization’s vendors, including addresses, key contacts, payment terms, EIN, etc. Anomalies 
in this data may signal fictitious vendors, vendors with a conflict of interest involving employees, or poor record-
keeping practices.  

6. Invoices from vendors not on the 
vendor master file 

A payment issued to, or invoice received from, a vendor not listed in 
the VMF can be indicative of a problematic disbursement. 

7. VMF to Employee Master File 
Comparison 

Vendors with matching characteristics, such as an address, with an 
employee may indicate a fictitious vendor. 

8. Vendors with missing information A potential characteristic of a fictitious vendor is that key 
information for the vendor is missing from the VMF. 

Vendor Payment Tests: We conducted various statistical and red-flag tests to identify vendors with anomalous 
payment activity. 

9. Z-Score analysis  A one-time payment to a vendor for an amount significantly larger 
than other payments to that vendor can also be indicative of a 
fraudulent payment. A Z-Score is a statistical measurement that 
identifies payments that are outside the expected amount compared 
to the average payments for a vendor.  

10. Benford's Law Benford’s Law is a mathematical theory that applies to large sets of 
randomly produced natural numbers, such as AP disbursements. 
According to this theory, the number 1 occurs more frequently than 
the number 9, resulting in an inverse exponential distribution. 
Problematic payments, if they exist, often deviate from Benford’s Law 
because they are not random. 

11. Round dollar amount invoices While legitimate disbursements may involve rounded dollar amounts, 
perpetrators frequently use these rounded amounts when issuing 
problematic payments. We defined round dollar amounts as an even 
$1,000 increment. 
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No. Test Name Test Description 

12. Trend of vendor payments over 
time 

One potential characteristic of a fictitious vendor and/or a kickback 
scheme is the payments to the vendor increase over time. 

13. Vendors receiving only one 
payment 

A potential characteristic of a problematic disbursement is that the 
payment was issued to a vendor who received no other payments. 

From these analytics, we flagged ~170 vendors for Step 2, based on the following criteria: 

o Vendors flagged by Test #7: VMF to Employee Master File Comparison. 

o Vendors flagged by Test #10 #Benford’s Law. 

o Vendors flagged using a weighted risk-based scoring system, including the following tests: 

 Invoices from vendors not on VMF (weight-score of 1); 

 Sequential invoice numbers (weight-score of 1); 

 Invoice numbers of 100 or lower (weight-score of 1); 

 Duplicate invoice number (weight-score of 1); 

 Invoice numbers without numbers (weight-score of 0.75); 

 Invoice dates as invoice number (weight-score of 0.5); 

 Vendors receiving one payment (weight-score of 0.5); and 

 Round dollar amounts (weight-score of 0.1). 

o Vendors flagged due to unusual payment trends. 

• Step 2) Public record and web presence research: We utilized Georgia’s Secretary of State website to identify 

the registered agents and directors of the (Georgia-based) vendors flagged in Step 1. In addition, we 

researched each vendor’s web presence to confirm the existence of company websites and physical 

addresses. We flagged 66 of the ~170 vendors for additional research based on limited-to-no state filings, no 

web presence, and/or the use of residential addresses as its business address. 

• Step 3a) Vendor invoice review and enhanced background research: We found instances whereby vendor 

invoices were either lost or destroyed. However, we analyzed the available invoices for the 66 vendors 

flagged in Step 2. Our analysis included: 

o Reviewing the invoices for reasonableness (i.e., did they contain reasonable supporting 

information); 
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o Identifying formatting anomalies; 

o Assessing business purpose; 

o Checking mathematical accuracy; and 

o Looking for other characteristics commonly found in fictitious and/or problematic billings.  

Additionally, we performed CLEAR background research on select vendors. These procedures resulted in 

identifying 18 potentially problematic vendors flagged for further research. 

• Step 3b) Comparison of employee addresses with vendor addresses: A common asset misappropriation 

tactic involves a scheming employee creating fake vendors using their own address. To address this risk, we 

used CLEAR to perform background research on all employees paid more than $100,000 of E-SPLOST funds 

(31 employees, in total) and compiled a listing of more than 50,000 associated addresses (e.g., current 

addresses, previous addresses, addresses of associated businesses, and addresses of potential relatives as 

identified by CLEAR). The 31 employees researched are detailed in the ensuing table:  

 
We joined our listing of associated addresses to the Combined EMF, resulting in a master Employee Address 

File. We compared the Employee Address File to the addresses in the Munis VMF and Cross Point VMF to 

identify E-SPLOST vendors with addresses matching an employee or an employee’s associated address. We 

performed this comparison using a geocoding process, which matches addresses based on the proximity of 

the latitude and longitude coordinates for each address6. We identified that some employees, such as 

 
6 Within our test, geocoding can only be applied to valid addresses located within the U.S. and Canada. International addresses are 
excluded from this test, as well as addresses that do not exist or addresses that are missing information. For vendor addresses that cannot 
be geocoded, such as P.O. Boxes, we manually compared the addresses to the Employee Address file. There were ~220 such addresses 
for ~130 vendors which we manually compared. 
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Brandon Silvera (also a SPLOST vendor), are paid expense reimbursements through the Accounts Payable 

process; we have excluded these matches from the list of matches below. We identified the following E-

SPLOST vendors were paid during our scope period and shared an address with an entry in our Employee 

Address File. These matches are indicative of an employee’s relative owning and/or managing an E-SPLOST 

vendor. 

 

We added these three (3) vendors to our list of 18 vendors flagged in Step 3a above, for additional research. 

• Step 3c) Other selected vendors: We included two (2) additional vendors in our list for further research, 

Evergreen Corporation and Winter Construction, as they had E-SPLOST-related change orders totaling over 

$30M. 

In total, our analytics, public record research, invoice review, and background research resulted in 23 vendors 

flagged for additional review (Step 4). These vendors are detailed in the ensuing table: 
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Step 4) Email review: We conducted email review using keyword searches, date analytics, and relationship analysis 

in our e-discovery software, RelativityOne7 to identify conversations and supporting documentation related to these 

vendors and their transactions. 

ANALYSIS/FINDINGS 

Within this section of the report, we present each of the flagged 23 vendors, in alphabetic order, and our findings 

related to each vendor in the following format: 

Amount paid: The dollar amount paid to the vendor using E-SPLOST funds. 

Project: Specific E-SPLOST project(s) for which the vendor was paid. 

Timeframe: Contract period, or date of disbursement for E-SPLOST funds. 

Data Analytics Results: Flags identified from data analytics performed. We emphasize that analytics were 

performed on all invoices for E-SPLOST vendors, so some invoices provided as examples may fall outside of 

the E-SPLOST timeframe. 

Other Relevant Findings: Flags of fraud, waste, or abuse identified from invoice, background research, and 

email review. 

Determination: Our conclusion as to whether fraud, waste, and/or abuse occurred. 

Although we have performed the analysis as described, it should be noted that the determination of “No evidence of 

fraud waste or abuse was identified” does not mean with absolute certainty that no fraud, waste, or abuse occurred; 

but, instead, that evidence was not discovered to support a different determination (as it’s possible the evidence was 

lost or destroyed).  Our analysis resulted in the following: 

1. Ace Modular Structures (“Ace”) 

Amount paid: $65,089.00 

Projects: 4-512 Henderson MS Renovation/Addition 

Timeframe: December 2014 – February 2015 

 
7 https://www.relativity.com 
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Data Analytics Results: 

• Sequential invoice numbers: Two of the three invoices issued were sequential; Ace issued invoice numbers 

6966, 6967, and 6969.  

• P.O. Box as address: Fictitious vendors may be set up with a P.O. Box as its address in order to conceal the 

actual recipient of the funds.  

Other Relevant Findings: 

• No records on Georgia’s Secretary of State Website: A search for Ace Modular Structures and John Kiefer on 

Georgia’s Secretary of State website yielded no results.  

• Residential address: While the invoice lists a P.O. Box address, background research in CLEAR indicates that 

the business is at a residential location. 

• Lack of detail in invoices: Vendor invoices reviewed lacked information we would expect to see in invoices, 

such as remittance information and a logo. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Based on email review, it appears the vendor was approved to perform work at Henderson Middle School. In June 

2014, the District received quotes and floor plan specifications from the vendor. Shortly after, Ace was approved and 

contracted by the District. The owner of Ace frequently corresponded with multiple District employees (ex. Brian 

Albanese and Derji Thomas) about the status of projects at Henderson Middle School. Additionally, the invoices align 

with the email correspondence and relate to E-SPLOST work performed for the Henderson Middle School 

renovation.  

2. Autaco Development LLC (“Autaco”) 

Amount paid: $2,820,456.97 

Projects:  
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Timeframe: August 2014 – April 2023  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: Autaco issued invoice numbers A001, A002, A003, and A004. 

• Round dollar invoice amounts: On May 5, 2017, Autaco invoiced the District $72,000 related to ramp upgrades 

to portable classrooms.  

Other Relevant Findings:  

Employee Address File match to Munis VMF: Autaco matched with a potential relative (Gary Brown) of DCSD 

employee, Leo Brown.  

 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Leo Brown is listed in the Combined EMF as the Chief Human Capital Officer and does not appear to be involved with 

E-SPLOST vendor selection. Utilizing CLEAR and web-based searches we performed background research on both 

Leo Brown and Gary Brown to determine whether connections between these individuals and Autaco exist. Gary 

Brown is connected to a business called Brown Design Group, which shares an address with Autaco at 3099 

Washington Rd. Google Maps Street View shows this is a commercial building with multiple business. 

We were unable to find evidence connecting Leo Brown or Gary Brown to Autaco, other than the shared address of 

a multi-unit building. Additionally, during email analysis, we found extensive correspondence involving multiple 

individuals concerning Autaco. Multiple District employees were involved in the process of background checks, 

approvals, project updates, and bidding. At one point, the District was waiting for Autaco to sign an extension of its 
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contract, and District Finance personnel withheld payments until the contract was completed, rather than pushing 

payments through inappropriately. 

The invoices we reviewed for Autaco confirm discussions in email correspondence and address work done for 

multiple schools across the District. The invoices provide detailed descriptions about what and where work was 

performed. Other supporting documentation included bids/quotes from other vendors for projects, in which Autaco 

was the lowest bidder. 

3. B Levett & Company Inc (“B Levett”) 

Amount paid: $464,735.56 

Projects:  

• 4-002 Southwest DeKalb HS Addition  

• 4-135 Former ISC (temporary John Lewis ES) 

• 4-211 Buck Godfrey (Panthersville) Stadium ‐ Stadiums 

• 4-513 Redan HS Renovation/Addition  

• 4-514 Southwest DeKalb HS Renovations 

• 4-801 Fire/Sprinkler/Life Safety Improvements 

Timeframe: July 2014 – August 2017 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice dates used as invoice numbers/sequential invoice numbers: B Levett’s invoice number format 

included the year in which services were performed, followed by a series of numbers (ex. yyyy110). As a 

result, many of the invoices were also sequential, such as 2017001, 2001702, 2017003, etc. through 2017020. 

• Round dollar invoice amounts: B Levett invoiced $14,000 on September 8, 2015. 

Other Relevant Findings:  

• Invalid address: The address 4304 Drexel Way, Dunwoody, GA 30346 found on B Levett’s invoices and also 

recorded with Georgia’s Secretary of State is invalid when searching for the address on Google Maps. 

• Former employee: B Levett is owned by Gregory Bernard Levett. Mr. Levett appears to have been a Project 

Manager for the District until 2012. B Levett was not paid until 2014.  

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 
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Email analysis revealed multiple District employees were involved in communications with this vendor, including 

conversations around contract execution, work being performed, and vendor billings. The invoices provide detailed 

descriptions of what and where work was performed and align with both email correspondence and the E-SPLOST 

projects with which the vendor is associated. The timing of Mr. Levett’s work as an employee for the District does 

not overlap with his work as a vendor. 

4. Blue Door Networks LLC (“Blue Door”) 

Amount paid: $84,475.58 

Projects: 4-700 Infrastructure Refresh 

Timeframe: February 2013 – May 2013 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Round dollar invoice amounts: Blue Door invoiced the District for the amounts of $57,000 and $29,000 on 

June 14, 2017, and August 13, 2019, respectively.  

• Duplicate invoice numbers: Issued on the same date, invoice #12658 is on the District’s invoice register three 

times, for $69,810.00, $117,085.00, and $10,105.00. 

Other Relevant Findings:  

• Lack of web presence: We were unable to locate a website for Blue Door. 

• Inconsistent invoice details: The first invoice from Blue Door in February 2013 was one line-item for $23,780 

and lacked details on the specific scope of work performed, including location. This differed from 

subsequent invoices from this vendor, which listed specific schools where services were performed and 

totaled specific amounts (i.e., $493.46 per unit). 

• Generic nature of invoices: The invoices received from this vendor have a format often used by fictitious 

vendors and lacked a logo specific to the vendor. An example is shown below: 
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Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

We did not identify email conversations specific to this vendor’s services while they were being performed. However, 

we found a conversation from October 2014 discussing vendors expecting to be paid more than $100,000, which were 

submitted for BOE approval; we also identified the meeting minutes on the District’s website showing the vendor 

was approved at the November 3, 2014 board meeting. Additionally, Blue Door sent a renewal quote in May 2015 for 

its services. Therefore, it appears this vendor was approved by the BOE to provide services exceeding $100,000. 
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5. Brandon W Silvera (“Silvera”) 

Amount paid: $15,190.00 

Projects: 4-710 Technology Equipment 

Timeframe: February 2014 – June 2014 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice dates used as invoice numbers: Invoice dates used as invoice numbers is a characteristic sometimes 

found on fictitious invoices and/or used by fictitious vendors. The invoice number data in Cross Point 
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indicates this vendor used dates as its invoice numbers; however, we were unable to locate the actual 

invoices to confirm this. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Unable to locate invoices: We were unable to locate invoices from Silvera. 

• Lack of web presence: We were unable to locate evidence of a registered company or website related to 

Silvera. Additionally, we could not find social media related to this individual. 

Determination: Unable to make a determination due to limited information. 

The lack of supporting documentation and length of time since this payment occurred restricted our ability to 

analyze payments to this vendor. During email review, we identified a vendor information sheet indicating Silvera 

was an employee receiving payments for the reimbursement of employee travel:  

We were unable to locate and review the supporting documentation to identify the nature of the reimbursements or 

if they were properly supported. 
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6. Burwyn Associates (“Burwyn”) 

Amount paid: $15,518.50 

Projects: 4-904 Program Consultants 

Timeframe: January 2016 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice dates used as invoice numbers: Burwyn issued invoice numbers such as “2016-00701”. 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: Burwyn also issued invoice number “DCSD-0001”.  

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Lack of web presence: We were unable to locate evidence of a registered company or website for Burwyn. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

In January of 2016, emails between DCSD employees Joshua Williams and Ramona Tyson indicate this vendor was 

used as a consultant for E-SPLOST. Burwyn was approved by Nina Gupta as an exception under BOE policy for 

professional services as seen below. We did not identify communications or background research between Burwyn 

and Ms. Gupta indicating inappropriate approval under the professional services exception.  
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The point of contact for Burwyn was M. Larry Litwin, who performed consulting work for the District. His website, 

http://www.larrylitwin.com/, has a reference to Burywn Associates as contact information.  

The invoices we reviewed provide details relating to strategic communication and planning of E-SPLOST-related 

communications. Invoice details include dates of services provided, descriptions of work performed, the District 

employees involved, and the length of time spent for each task. The services provided to the District appear to relate 

to E-SPLOST and seem reasonable. 

7. Celebrity Fence Co. (“Celebrity”) 

Amount paid: $406,588.00 

Projects: 5-111 Fence installation A 

Timeframe: June 2021 – August 2021 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: Originally, our analytics flagged this vendor as having an invoice #2 for 

$164,408.80. However, the District incorrectly recorded the invoice number causing a false positive result 

http://www.larrylitwin.com/
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within our analytic. Upon reviewing the invoice, we found the invoice number to be #1346. It is important 

for DCSD employees to properly maintain accounting records and input information into the system. 

Other Relevant Findings:  

• Lack of web presence: We were unable to locate a website for Celebrity.  

• Residential Address: According to Google Maps, the address listed on the vendor’s invoices is residential 

(3736 George Washington Dr, Ellenwood, GA 30294). 

• Bid Tabulation Sheet: Based on the bid tabulation sheet for Project 5-111, Celebrity was the only vendor to 

bid on this fencing project. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Our email review uncovered conversations and documentation related to approvals for Celebrity. On September 14, 

2020 the BOE approved Celebrity Fence Co. to install fences for multiple schools.  
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In addition to this, in October 2020, Celebrity Fence Co. received legal review and approval from GDCR Attorneys at 

Law and signatures from the Superintendent.  
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This vendor appears to have followed proper approval channels. The invoices also outline the location, number of 

fences installed, and unit price per fence. Additionally, the total expenditures associated with Celebrity Fence Co. 

amount to $406,588, which conforms to the contracted amount.  

8. Century Music Center (“Century”) 

Amount paid: $538,464.27 

Projects: 5-521 Music Instruments 

Timeframe: November 2019 – May 2023 
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Data Analytics Results: 

• Vendor was not included in the District’s Munis VMF: Upon initial testing, Century did not appear on the 

Munis VMF. However, invoice review indicated that Century is a dba for John Mullins, who is listed on the 

Munis VMF with Century in the respective dba column of the Munis VMF. 

• Invoice number anomalies: Many of Century’s invoices were sequential. For example, on January 30, 2023 

and January 31, 2023, invoice numbers 11108 through 11116 were issued. Nearly a week later, on February 6, 

2023, invoice numbers 11117 through 11119 were issued, indicating Century had no customers in between the 

District’s purchases. In addition, invoices were issued out of sequence. For example, invoice #10989 was 

dated October 7, 2021, while invoice #10990 was dated September 6, 2021.  

Other Relevant Findings 

• No website: Although we were able to find Century Music Center listed in Google Maps, there was no website 

associated with the business.  

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

The vendor was approved by the BOE prior to issuing its first invoice. According to an email from Fred Christopher 

in September 2019, Century was included in a list of awarded vendors for Bid no. 19-163.  

 

Each of the other awarded vendors were also paid with E-SPLOST funding, indicating that this vendor was not used 

as the sole sourced for musical instrument purchases. Invoices indicated amounts paid were for the purchase of 
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musical instruments, equipment, and accessories at DCSD. In addition, the invoices indicate which location the 

goods were sent. 

9. Clean-A-Blind of Atlanta (“Clean-A-Blind”) 

Amount paid: $87,285.00 

Projects:  

• 4-135 Former ISC (temporary John Lewis ES) 

• 4-511 Coralwood Diagnostic Center Addition  

• 5-368 Laurel Ridge ES 

Timeframe: July 2021 – March 2022 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Round Dollar Amounts: Clean-A-Blind submitted an invoice for the round dollar amount of $4,000 in 2019. 

• Invoice dates used as invoice numbers: Nearly all of Clean-A-Blind’s invoices have the number format MM-

DD, which correlate to the date of the invoice. 

• Vendor was not included in the District’s Munis VMF: Upon initial testing, Clean-A-Blind did not appear on 

the Munis VMF. However, invoice review indicated this is a dba for Charles Ross, who is listed on the Munis 

VMF with Clean-A-Blind of Atlanta, LLC in the respective dba column. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• No website: We were unable to locate a website associated with this vendor.  

• Residential Address: According to Google Maps, the address listed on the vendor’s invoices is residential; 

this address is also different than the address in the Munis VMF. 

• Invoice anomalies: The vendor’s invoices have several characteristics shared with fictitious invoices, 

including the logo covering half of the contact information, misaligned dollar signs, inconsistent 

font/formatting, etc. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

There are multiple emails involving the owner of Clean-A-Blind, Charles Ross, discussing jobs with varying District 

employees. The email correspondence directly correlates to the E-SPLOST project spend, and the invoices show line-

item details for each item purchased and where they were installed. 
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For example, the District was invoiced $7,390.00 associated with new blinds installed at Coralwood School. Clean-A-

Blind is listed in the project spend detail for project 4-511, Coralwood Diagnostic Center Addition. Email 

correspondence exists in which Charles Ross confirms receipt of the PO and placed the order for the custom blinds 

a few weeks before installation.  
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We identified additional email correspondence between the project manager, Eno Aboagye-Atta, and the vendor in 

which they discuss the install a few days before the invoice is sent.  

 

Additionally, we reviewed the other two (2) invoices and related POs for this vendor.  We found the PO requests, 

which were for ISC, Coralwood, and Laurel Ridge locations, matched the amounts invoiced to and paid by the District. 

The supporting documentation maintained by the District for the $48,785.00 purchase also contains a competitor’s 

competing bid of $53,130.00. 

The single largest line-item was for 119 aluminum mini blinds sized 89.25 x 81 for $280 per blind. We compared 

pricing online to www.blinds.com and found comparable prices. 

10. Compass Environmental Inc. (“Compass”) 

Amount paid: $140,233.13 
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Projects:  

 

Timeframe: April 2013 – August 2020  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Duplicate invoice numbers: The vendor issued invoice #6937 and #6 937 in August 2017 for $1,230.00 and 

$502.20 respectively. We were only able to obtain invoice #6 937, as it related to E-SPLOST construction 

spending spend while the other (#6937) did not and, therefore, followed a different retention policy. 

• Number of projects: Of the vendors with flagged transactions in our data analytics, Compass was involved 

with the most projects. This could, in theory, be used as a method to allocate inappropriate costs without 

raising budget concerns in any single project. 

Other Relevant Findings:  

• No website: We were unable to locate a website associated with this vendor.  

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

This vendor appears to have been contracted by the District to update the District’s AHERA (Asbestos Hazard 

Emergency Response Act) inspection report and management plans in all DCSD buildings. DCSD contracted this 
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vendor to work at an estimated 162 District buildings, which explains the volume of E-SPLOST project numbers 

associated with Compass. There is email correspondence indicating discussions about fees, services, etc., and 

supporting documentation indicates the services were performed.  

Email correspondence in August 2014 between Pam Hogue, an industrial hygienist at Compass Environmental, and 

Joshua Williams and Demetrius Blount from DSCD discuss the proposals for this project:  
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DCSD employees also held bid meetings with other firms for the same work: 

 

Throughout the year, Compass and District staff communicated extensively about processes and results of the above 

tests. There were also communications regarding a mandatory asbestos training for the District’s Operations staff 

facilitated by Compass:  
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Invoices contain expense details categorized as “professional fees”, “laboratory fees”, and “other expenses”. These 

three categories are itemized in detail with dates of services, hours spent, description of services, and hourly rates; 

the invoices appear reasonable.  

11. Construction Consulting Services Inc (“Construction Consulting”) 

Amount paid: $93,125.00 

Projects: 4-801 Fire/Sprinkler/Life Safety Improvements 

Timeframe: May 2017 – August 2017  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice dates used as invoice numbers: Construction Consulting included the year of service in its invoice 

numbers, resulting in invoice numbers such as “20170135”.  

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Residential Address: According to Google Maps, the address listed on the vendor’s invoices is residential, 

and is a substantial home: 

 

• No website: We were unable to locate a website associated with this vendor.  

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.  

Although there was little web presence for this vendor, it was incorporated in the State of Georgia in 1988 and 

remains active/in compliance: 

 

Emails and invoices show DCSD contracted with this vendor to conduct evaluations of the District’s modular units 

in compliance with the Georgia Department of Community Affairs.  
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The vendor sent approved plans, inspections reports, and re-manufacturing applications to the District, and the 

Georgia Department of Community Affairs approved a re-manufacturing plan with Construction Consulting listed 

as the agency on May 17, of 2017. 

 

On May 24, 2017, Construction Consulting provided a memo to the Georgia Department of Community Affairs 

approving the District’s compliance with state guidelines.  



 

66 

 

12. Cooper & Co General Contracting (“Cooper”) 

Amount paid: $25,459,376.31 

Projects: 4-513 Redan HS Renovation/Addition, 4-515 Stone Mountain HS Renovations 

Timeframe: September 2014 – December 2019  
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Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: Cooper followed an invoice number pattern of “01-RHS, 02-RHS, 03-RHS 

etc.” 

• Sequential invoice numbers: As noted above, Cooper’s invoices followed a sequential pattern of “01-RHS, 02-

RHS, 03-RHS etc.” 

• Round Dollar Amounts: In September of 2017, Cooper invoiced the District for the round dollar amount of 

$60,000.  

• Invoice dates as invoice numbers: Cooper invoiced the District for $148,133.50 with the invoice number “#18-

JANUARY 2018”. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Employee Address File match to Munis VMF: Cooper matched with a potential relative (Mark Collins) of 

DCSD employee, Kimberley Collins.  

 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Kimberly Collins is an Administrative Assistant in Planning per the District’s EMF. In this position, she would have 

limited ability to approve/influence vendor selection. It is also unclear how closely related she is to Mark. 

When performing additional research on Mark Collins, including internet and CLEAR, the address is loosely 

associated with him from one Experian report, but there is no evidence of a connection to Cooper, specifically. He 

appears to own a construction industry-adjacent company called CollinsRSS, which is not an E-SPLOST vendor. As 

a result, we are unable to find evidence of a business connection with Kimberly, Mark, or Cooper. There are several 

emails related to payment status, contracts, and project updates involving multiple District employees. 

The invoices submitted by Cooper are Payment Applications, which are commonly sequentially numbered as an 

industry norm. Additionally, invoice “#18-JANUARY 2018” was supported by a pay application, project continuation 

sheet, and a certificate of services performed.  

13. Donald Camp Inc. (“Donald Camp”) 

Amount paid: $395,539.98 
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Projects:  

• 4-001 Montgomery ES HVAC 

• 4-002 Southwest DeKalb HS Addition 

• 4-104 Cedar Grove ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal-Code Requirements: HVAC, Restroom, Kitchen Equipment, 

Roofing, Civil, Cooling Tower 

• 4-122 Miller Grove MS ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal: HVAC, MEP, Restroom, Roofing, Kitchen Equipment 

• 4-135 Former ISC (temporary John Lewis ES) 

• 4-512 Henderson MS Renovation/Addition 

• 4-700 Infrastructure Refresh 

• 4-710 Technology Equipment 

• 5-223 Indian Creek ES 

Timeframe: August 2013 – July 2022  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Round Dollar Amounts: Nine (9) invoices from Donald Camp were for round dollar amounts totaling 

$333,000, although these invoices were not paid with E-SPLOST funding. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• P.O. Box as address: Fictitious vendors may be set up with a P.O. Box as its address in order to conceal the 

actual recipient of the funds.  

• Missing Documentation: The District did not maintain all invoices to support the E-SPLOST spend on this 

vendor. 

Determination: Unable to make a determination due to limited information. 

While a contract between Donald Camp and the District exists for Donald Camp to provide electrical contractor 

services to the District, and this vendor appears to have been paid in earlier E-SPLOST projects, less than half of the 

E-SPLOST spend in our scope period for this vendor is supported with the available invoices. We reviewed the 

invoices that do exist and the services on the invoice align with the contract. These invoices contained relevant 

supporting documentation to substantiate work was performed, including specific information on what work was 

provided and at which location. However, due to the significant amount of documentation missing, we are unable to 

make a determination on the appropriateness of total spend related to Donald Camp.  
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14. Evelyn R Barnes (“Evelyn”) 

Amount paid: $72,960.00 

Projects: 4-710 Technology Equipment 

Timeframe: August 2013 – August 2014  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Sequential invoice numbers: Invoices submitted by Evelyn to the District followed a sequential number 

pattern of “2013-01, 2013-02, 2013-03 etc.”. 

• Round Dollar Amounts: Evelyn submitted an invoice for $8,000.00 on August 7, 2014.  

• Invoice dates as invoice numbers: As noted above, the vendor appears to number invoices according to the 

year and number of payments within that year. For example, 2013-01, 2013-02, 2013-03, etc. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Lack of Detail in Invoices: Invoices lacked detail as to the specific services provided to the District: 
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• Generic nature of invoices: The invoices received from this vendor have a format often used by fictitious 

vendors and lacked a logo specific to the vendor. 

• Residential Address: According to Google Maps, the address listed on the vendor’s invoices is residential. 

• Missing Documentation: The District did not maintain all invoices to support the E-SPLOST spend for this 

vendor; with nearly half of the invoices having been lost or destroyed. 

Determination: Unable to make a determination due to limited information. 

The lack of supporting documentation and length of time since these payments occurred restricted our ability to 

identify the nature of services provided and to analyze payments to this vendor. In addition, email searches provided 

little insight into the scope of work performed by Evelyn. 

15. Evergreen Corporation (“Evergreen”) 

Amount paid: $81,668,601.00 

Projects:  

• 4-100 Bob Mathis ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: Roofing, Restroom, HVAC 

• 4-102 Canby Lane ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Restroom, Kitchen Equipment, 

Roofing 

• 4-116 Kelley Lake ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, MEP, Restroom, Roofing, Kitchen 

Equipment, Cooling Tower 

• 4-125 Panola Way ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Lighting, Restroom, Roofing, 

Cooling Tower 

• 4-303 Browns Mill ES ‐ Capital Renewal: HVAC, Roofing 

• 4-425 Rainbow ES ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Roofing, Electrical, Water Piping 

• 4-505 McNair MS Replacement 

• 4-507 Pleasantdale ES Replacement 

• 5-224 New Dunwoody / Chamblee ES 

Timeframe: May 2017 – May 2023 

Data Analytics Results: 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: Evergreen issued multiple invoices with invoices under 100. 
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• Invoice dates as invoice numbers: At times, Evergreen submitted invoices with the year of service followed 

by the order of payment. For example, 2017-002, 2017-003, 2017-004 etc. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Large change orders: Evergreen Corporation had change orders totaling over $39M. For example, as the 

general contractor for the McNair MS Replacement, Evergreen’s original contract price was $35,000.00, but 

DCSD paid $35,395,555.00 with E-SPLOST funding. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified.  

The invoice number anomalies can be attributed to the fact that the invoice numbers are contractor Payment 

Applications, which are often sequential, dated, and lower than 100. 

As a result, we primarily focused on identifying causes for the significant change orders and the selection of 

Evergreen as the vendor for the McNair MS Replacement project. We identified the proposal evaluation form, which 

scored nine (9) firms on the initial screening for the pre-construction phase: 
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The top six firms, including Evergreen, were invited for interviews and presentations; all five other firms received 

an email invitation to interview. Before and after interviews, Evergreen was ranked as the top vendor and proposed 

to the Board for approval for pre-construction fees. 

The large change orders relate to method in which the District selects their general contractors.  Specifically, they 

selected Evergreen as the general contractor for the pre-construction phase, and subsequently selected them again 

for the full construction phase (using a change order versus a new contract). This was the District’s standard process 

for construction projects during our scope period and is addressed throughout Plante Moran’s analysis. 

We did not identify emails to imply that an improper influence existed in the selection of Evergreen for the McNair 

MS Replacement project. 

16. GSB Architects Inc (“GSB”) 

Amount paid: $184,945.70 

Projects:  

• 4-129 Sequoyah MS ‐ ADA ‐ Code Requirements: Restroom 

• 4-133 Vanderlyn ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal: HVAC, Kitchen Equipment, Restroom 

• 4-134 Woodward ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Kitchen Equipment, Restroom, 

Roofing 
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• 4-311 Doraville Driver's ED ‐ Capital Renewal: Roofing 

• 4-314 International Student Center ‐ Capital Renewal: Roofing 

• 4-417 Kittredge ES ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC 

Timeframe: September 2014 – December 2019  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Duplicate invoices: GSB billed the District for invoice # 0000890-A and # 0000890-B on 4/30/2015. Upon 

further review of the invoices, they were for different amounts and different phases of the project. The 

invoices appear appropriate.  

Relevant Findings: 

• Employee Address File match to Munis VMF: GSB matched with a potential relative (William Mills) of DCSD 

employee, Ramona Mills.  

 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Ramona Mills is a Communications Specialist. 3091 E Shadowlawn Ave appears to be a residential address; however, 

CLEAR indicates that William Mills has not been associated with that address since 2001 which is significantly before 

our scope period. 

In our email analysis, we found correspondence involving the vendor’s projects, logistics and coordination, payment, 

and other varying aspects related to project work. This correspondence involved multiple people and did not include 

Ramona or William Mills. 

17. Guardian of Georgia dba Ackerman Security (“Guardian”) 

Amount paid: $9,896,196.22 
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Projects: 

 

Timeframe: June 2014 – May 2021  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Round Dollar Amounts: Guardian issued an invoice for $9,000.00 in June 2014. 

• Invoice dates as invoice numbers: On September 15, 2015, Guardian issued an invoice #091515 for $7,637.59. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Number of projects: Guardian was involved in over 30 projects. This could, in theory, be used as a method 

to allocate inappropriate costs without raising budget concerns in any single project. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Email analysis shows emails discussing security system install and vendor payment. Invoices include the Ackerman 

Security System logo, which matches its website. The invoices outline that cameras and other security features were 

installed and provides the locations of the schools where installations occurred. 



 

75 

Both largest invoices, #DCS1722254-1 and #DCS1722254-2, for $1,355,753.16 and $1,355,753.15, respectively, were 

determined as lost by the District. However, the emails we extracted contained these invoices. We reviewed the 

invoices, noting they were 50% payments on the Safewatch ll Project in the summer of 2017. This project was to 

replace all existing analog cameras in all elementary schools and centers. The invoices contain extensive detail about 

the scope of services. Along with this, documentation exists outlining each school, the number of cameras to be 

replaced, and each school’s related cost. The invoices and supporting documentation appear to align with the 

services reported. 

18. M Mitchell Group LLC (“Mitchell”) 

Amount paid: $351,380.00 

Projects:  

• 4-114 Indian Creek ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Restroom, Roofing 

• 4-130 Stone Mill ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Roofing, Restroom, Electrical 

• 4-206 Hallford Stadium ‐ Stadiums 

• 4-307 Chapel Hill ES ‐ Capital Renewal: HVAC, Roofing 

• 4-408 DeKalb ES of the Arts at Terry Mills ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Electrical 

• 4-421 Montclair ES ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, Water Piping Electrical 

• 4-512 Henderson MS Renovation/Addition 

• 4-905 Demolition ‐ Demolition 

Timeframe: July 2014 – October 2016  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Round Dollar Amounts: Five (5) individual invoices from Mitchell were for round dollar amounts totaling 

$64,000.00. 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: In 2014, Mitchell issued invoices in the pattern “MLK1, MLK2, MLK3 etc.” 

In addition, for the Henderson MS Renovation, Mitchell issued invoices #1 and #2. 

• Invoice dates as invoice numbers: In 2016, Mitchell issued several invoices with the year included in the 

invoice number. 
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Other Relevant Findings:  

• Website: When researching the vendor’s website, it appears unfinished. The “portfolio” section of the 

website only includes photos which appear to be stock photos (i.e., not photos of work performed by 

Mitchell): 

 

It also has a 1-star rating on Google reviews from what appear to be former employees stating it is a “shady 

business” with a “shady owner”. 

• Varying invoice formats: When reviewing invoices, we noticed instances where both the format of the 

invoice itself and the vendor’s logo changes between invoices. In most circumstances (i.e. except for an 

accounting system conversion or merger with another company), vendors should have uniformity across 

invoices.  
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Determination: Unable to make a determination due to limited information. 

Email analysis showed that prior to E-SPLOST spending on Mitchell, the District had several issues with invoicing, 

such as potential duplicate invoices. Mitchell sent the unpaid invoices to a collection agency. Examples of these 

issues are shown below: 
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Following this situation, we identified several emails indicating that the District, or at the very least, the General 

Fund for the District (separate from E-SPLOST project managers), would no longer be using Mitchell as a vendor: 
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However, nearly all of E-SPLOST payments to Mitchell ($327K of the $350K) occurred after issues with invoicing. 

While we identified several bids on projects by Mitchell for which it was the lowest bidder, and as a result would 

normally be awarded the bid, it is unclear why the District continued to use Mitchell after the Office of Legal Affairs 

indicated on September 29, 2015 that “the M Mitchell Group will not perform any work for DCSD in the future.”: 
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In fact, E-SPLOST Program Director, John Wright, and Project Manager, Fritzgerald Joseph, both sent reference 

letters to Mitchell’s administrative assistant to use, one example of which is shown below: 
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After the invoices were paid in January, the District received an open records request from a subcontractor on the 

Indian Creek ES project, who had not yet been paid by Mitchell, two months later: 
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Additional invoicing issues continued throughout E-SPLOST projects: 
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The constant issuance and re-issuance of invoices may explain the format changes between invoices. It appears 

DeKalb Project Managers and the Finance team were diligent about identifying billing errors, and we did not identify 

emails indicating concerns about the work being performed. Because the District was unable to provide us all 

invoices, we are unable to verify if payments for duplicate services were made. 

19. Mechanical Services Inc (“Mechanical Services”) 

Amount paid: $261,363.00 

Projects:  

• 4-112 Huntley Hills ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal ‐ Code Requirements: HVAC, MEP, Restroom, Roofing 

• 4-117 Kingsley ES ‐ ADA ‐ Capital Renewal: HVAC, MEP, Restroom, Roofing 

• 4-509 Smoke Rise ES Replacement 

Timeframe: July 2016 – October 2016 
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Data Analytics Results: 

• Round Dollar Amounts: 16 individual invoices from Mechanical Services were for round dollar amounts 

totaling $698,000.00, including two totaling $93,000 that were paid with E-SPLOST funds. 

• Invoice numbers lower than 100: Mechanical Services issued invoice #1 for $53,262 on October 31, 2011 and 

#2 for $26,553 on June 7, 2012.  

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Generic nature of invoices: The invoices received from this vendor have a format often used by fictitious 

vendors and lacked a logo specific to the vendor: 

 

• P.O. Box as address: Fictitious vendors may be set up with a P.O. Box as its address in order to conceal the 

actual recipient of the funds.  



 

85 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

We identified contracts between DCSD and Mechanical Services, contract extensions granted by the BOE, and the 

vendor’s certificate of liability insurance within the population of emails. Its website and filings with the State of 

Georgia indicates it has been in business for over 40 years. The invoices, although generic, purport services that 

align to the approved contracts. 
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The BOE agenda item indicates Mechanical Services was one of three of the lowest, responsive bidders for 

emergency HVAC repairs. One of the other vendors, Maxair Mechanics, also received E-SPLOST funding. 

Specifically, for the $96,500 above, we reviewed emails for “Kingsley” AND “HVAC”, since the invoice referenced 

“Kingsley” and was recorded to the “Kingsley ES” project. The HVAC was slated for replacement in a future year; 

however, there were problems at the beginning of the 2016-2017 school year: 
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 A third-party from Thermal Resource Sales, an HVAC solutions company, evaluated the remediation plan and 

indicated that if the October goal can be met, “DCSD deserves major kudos”: 

 

We did not identify other expenditures for the Kingsley HVAC project around this time; it appears reasonable 

that Mechanical Services provided the emergency repairs. 

20. Ninas Consultant Services (“Ninas”) 

Amount paid: $74,410.00 

Projects: 5-402 Technology: ERP/Finance/HR System (Sales Tax and State Reimbursements) 

Timeframe: October 2019 – January 2020  
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Data Analytics Results: 

• Sequential invoice numbers: Ninas issued invoice numbers to the District with a numbering system of 

“xx19”, where “xx” represents the sequential numbers 81 through 101.  

Other Relevant Findings:  

• Residential Address: According to Google Maps, the address listed on the vendor’s invoices is residential.  

• No website: We were unable to locate a website associated with this vendor.  

• Lack of detail in invoices: Vendor invoices reviewed lacked information we would expect to see in invoices, 

such as description of services and a logo. 

 

Determination: Unable to substantiate services provided. 

The contract between Ninas Consulting and the District was located within the email population reviewed. Per the 

contract, Ninas Consulting was hired to provide a business analyst to consult on ERP-related issues. We also located 

the vendor’s W-9 form and its certificate of liability insurance. 
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Therefore, documentation exists to support that this was a legitimate company which was approved by the District 

to perform services (i.e., had a contract) and issued relevant invoices. However, documentation does not exist to 

substantiate whether services were provided as billed, given the lack of supporting documentation attached to the 

invoices. 

21. Tracey Graham (“Graham”) 

Amount paid: $20,625.00 

Projects: 4-710 Technology Equipment 

Timeframe: July 2013 – August 2014  
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Data Analytics Results: 

• Sequential invoice numbers: Graham issued invoice numbers to the District with two numbering systems. 

o From July 2013 through August 2014 (E-SPLOST funding), Graham issued 51 invoices numbered from 

8001 to 8056 (5 gaps in numbers). 

o From March 2015 through May 2016, Graham issued 59 invoices numbered “2015-xxx”, where “xxx” 

represents the sequential numbers 001 through 068. (9 gaps in numbers). 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Missing invoices: we were unable to locate any of the invoices associated with this vendor. 

Determination: Unable to make a determination due to limited information. 

The lack of supporting documentation, including invoices and support for invoices, restricts our ability to determine 

whether services were performed, and amounts paid were appropriate. Our email analysis did not identify any 

communications indicating the nature of the work Graham performed. However, it appears that Graham was an 

independent contractor for the District as, in October 2017, there is a discussion between DCSD employees Steven 

Knight and Dawn Robinson about Graham accepting a full-time position with the District:  
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The EMF shows Tracey Graham as a Data Clerk with a hire date of October 13, 2017.  

22. Tracy Watson Adkison (“Adkison”) 

Amount paid: $31,850.00 

Projects: 4-710 Technology Equipment 

Timeframe: January 2014 – August 2014  

Data Analytics Results: 

• Sequential invoice numbers: invoice submitted by Adkison to the District followed a sequential number 

pattern. 

• Invoice dates as invoice numbers: Invoices from this vendor follow a date format of “yyyy-100”, “yyyy-102”, 

etc. 

Other Relevant Findings: 

• Missing invoices: we were unable to locate any invoices associated with this vendor. 

• No website: we were unable to locate a website associated with this vendor.  

Determination: Unable to make a determination due to limited information. 

The lack of supporting documentation, including invoices and support for invoices, restricts our ability to determine 

whether services were performed, and amounts paid were appropriate. Similar to Graham above, it appears that 

Adkison was an independent contractor for the District, but there is no documentation retained to demonstrate nor 

verify that services were provided. 

A transcript of an interview of Adkison on dekalbhistory.org8 explains that she performs IT project management 

services on a contractual basis. Due to this vendor being involved in project 710-34, Technology Equipment, it is 

likely this was the type of work performed by Adkison; however, we are unable to confirm this assumption due to 

the lack of invoice detail available.  

23. Winter Construction (“Winter”) 

Amount paid: $37,470,886.30 

Projects: 5-223 Indian Creek ES, 5-380 Green Forrest Drive 

 
8 https://dekalbhistory.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/dekalb-history-center-tracy-adkison-deed-of-gift-recd.pdf 
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Timeframe: September 2019 – January 2023 

Relevant Findings: 

• Large change orders: Winter had change orders over $36M. For example, as the general contractor for the 

Indian Creek ES project, Winter’s original contract price was $50,000.00, but DCSD paid $36,125,191.00 with 

E-SPLOST funding. 

Determination: No evidence of fraud, waste, or abuse was identified. 

Because this vendor was not flagged through data analytics, we did not review emails with the intent of finding 

missing or problematic invoices. Instead, we focused on identifying causes for the significant change orders and the 

selection of Winter as the vendor for the Indian Creek ES and Green Forrest Drive projects. We identified the 

proposal evaluation form for the Indian Creek ES project, which scored 11 firms on the initial screening: 
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The top five firms, including Winter, were invited for interviews and presentations; all five firms received an email 

invitation to interview. After interviews, Winter was ranked as the top vendor and proposed to the Board for 

approval for the pre-construction phase fee: 

 

Prior to being awarded this contract, Winter bid on at least one other project, the Comprehensive Arts School, but 

was not awarded it: 
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We did not identify emails implying the selection of Winter for the Indian Creek ES project was due to an improper 

influence. The large change orders relate to method in which the District selects their general contractors.  

Specifically, they selected Evergreen as the general contractor for the pre-construction phase, and subsequently 

selected them again for the full construction phase (using a change order versus a new contract). This was the 

District’s standard process for construction projects during our scope period and is addressed throughout Plante 

Moran’s analysis. 

For the Green Forrest Drive project, we did not identify bid sheets or the reason for selection of Winter as a vendor. 

However, after $1.3M in spend with Winter, it appears the project was cancelled: 
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It is unclear what led to the cancellation of the project, although it appears to have been initiated by DCSD. 
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IV.  Appendix 
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IV. Appendix 
 

Plante Moran was engaged to perform a comprehensive audit of E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V in accordance with RFP 23-543 – E-SPLOST 
Comprehensive Audit.  While the scope of our engagement followed the District’s guidance and at times included items outside of the scope per 
the RFP, the District requested answers to the questions below.  These answers, our procedures, impediments to our procedures, and any related 
findings to the District’s requested answers are noted below: 
 
 

No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

1 Did DCSD spend E-SPLOST 
IV and E-SPLOST V funding 
in accordance with 
established rules and 
guidelines, including 
standards and practices of 
the DCSD capital program 
and all local state and 
federal guidelines. 

 

Plante Moran will select 
a sample of spending 
expenses for each project 
and compare spending 
details to the provided 
established rules 
guidelines. 

 

Plante Moran tested all expenses 
for E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 
where support was available.  
Where we were not limited by the 
availability of documentation to 
test, we reviewed the support to 
compare to established rules and 
guidelines. 

Due to the District’s lack 
of retained 
documentation, Plante 
Moran was not able to 
verify that all funds were 
expended in accordance 
with established rules and 
guidelines, including 
standards and practices 
of the DCSD capital 
program and all 
applicable local state and 
federal guidelines.  

Documentation support 
received indicated 
numerous departures 
from District policy.  
Additionally, the 
District’s lack of 
documentation retained 
for audit prohibited our 

#7 
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No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

team from auditing the 
full extent of funds.  

2 Do the expenses match the 
established budget for each 
project? Compare “as built” 
vs. “as planned.” 

 

Plante Moran will obtain 
the total expense 
spending amount for 
each project and perform 
an actual to budget 
analysis to verify 
expenses were either 
under or at the 
established budget 
provided by DCSD.   

Plante Moran will 
inspect each project 
build expectation as set 
by DCSD and compare 
project build 
expectations against 
project build completion 
or current status as 
documented in the 
Monthly Status Report 
for the Capital 
Improvement Programs 

 

Plante Moran inspected the 
documentation available for each 
expense item to determine their 
relevance to the scope of the 
related project. 

Plante Moran reviewed the 
financial reports provided by 
AECOM to the District on a 
monthly basis. 

Plante Moran requested and 
reviewed where available, the 
project closeout checklists for 
completed projects for E-SPLOST 
IV and E-SPLOST V. 

Plante Moran reconciled the 
Monthly Status Reports to the 
reconstructed ledger for expenses 
through the date of each Monthly 
Status Report. 

Based on the information 
provided by the District, 
we were able to confirm 
expenses match the 
established budget for 
each project to a material 
extent.  These financial 
reports were provided by 
AECOM to DCSD on a 
monthly basis providing 
sufficient documentation 
to demonstrate that a 
material portion of the 
funds disbursed were in 
alignment with the scope 
of planned projects. 

Where documentation 
was available, we noted 
$23m in expenses, the 
nature of the expense was 
unable to be agreed to the 
scope of the project.   

The District did not 
maintain completed 
closeout documentation 
for each project, limiting 
our ability to conclude the 
District effectively 

#10, #7 
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No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

monitored “completed” 
vs. “planned”. 

Not all monthly status 
reports were available on 
the District’s C.I.P. 
website.  Projects listed as 
“not active” in the 
monthly status reports 
had costs assigned to 
them 

3 What did DCSD buy, and 
was spending performed in 
compliance with what DCSD 
said it was going to do? This 
includes a review of 
whether the end project (or 
work-to date) matches the 
contract; whether the 
contract matched the 
DeKalb County Board of 
Education (BOE) 
authorization and whether 
the BOE authorization 
matches what was stated in 
the E-SPLOST referendum. 
This should include but not 
be limited to scope, cost and 
schedule. 

 

Plante Moran will obtain 
and inspect each project 
contract to verify it 
matches the DeKalb 
County Board of 
Education (BOE) 
authorization thresholds 
as provided by DCSD. 

Plante Moran will obtain 
and inspect the E-
SPLOST referendum to 
verify the BOE 
authorization stated 
matched the referendum 
provided. 

Plante Moran will obtain 
and inspect the total 
expense spending detail 
for each project to verify 
spending was in 

Plante Moran inspected the 
documentation for every expense 
for each project where 
documentation was available to 
compare the nature of the expense 
to the approved spending plan. 

The District was unable to 
provide all requested 
contracts and expense 
support.  

Where documentation 
was available, we noted 
$23m in expenses, the 
nature of the expense was 
unable to be agreed to the 
scope of the project.    

#7 
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No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

compliance with the 
approved and signed 
contract as provided by 
DCSD. 

 
4 Have the capital 

improvement projects 
utilizing E-SPLOST funds 
been managed according to 
DCSD Board Policy 
regarding budget allocation, 
procurement, contract and 
change order execution, 
expenditures, and 
reporting? 

 

Plante Moran will obtain 
the population of capital 
improvement projects 
that have utilized E-
SPLOST funds.   

Plante Moran will verify 
funds have been 
managed according to 
the DCSD Board Policy 
regarding budget 
allocation, procurement, 
contract, and change 
order execution, 
expenditures, and 
reporting. 

 

Plante Moran created a detailed 
population of capital improvement 
projects that utilized E-SPLOST 
funds in the form of a ledger of E-
SPLOST transactions and tested, 
when the documentation was 
available, the compliance of the 
expenditures with DCSD Policy 
regarding budget allocation, 
procurement, disbursement, 
change order management, 
interim reporting, and financial 
accounting.   

The District was unable to 
furnish a detailed 
population of all capital 
improvement-related 
expenses utilizing E-
SPLOST funds, 
necessitating Plante 
Moran’s involvement in 
the creation of the 
detailed expense ledger. 

Exceptions were 
identified throughout all 
process areas (budget 
allocation, procurement, 
disbursement, change 
order management, 
interim reporting, and 
financial accounting) 
leading us to conclude 
that projects were not 
managed according to 
Board Policy.  

 

#1-#11 

5 Were tax funds expended 
efficiently and 

Plante Moran will 
determine spending 

Plante Moran reviewed the 
contracts the District entered into 

For 5,000 expense line 
items, the District was 

#3, #4 



 

101 

No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

economically, so as to 
secure to DCSD the 
maximum possible benefit 
from the tax dollars 
collected? 

 

efficiency and economic 
requirements as 
established by DCSD and 
compare those 
requirements against tax 
fund expenditures to 
verify they meet or 
exceed established 
requirements. 

 

with its vendors, when contracts 
where available.  

  

unable to produce 
purchasing 
terms/contracts.   

We observed multiple 
instances of inefficient 
spending especially 
relative to soft costs (i.e. 
CM fee discrepancy, 
staffing, general 
conditions, insurances, 
etc.) 

 
6 Were sales tax proceeds 

disbursed in a fiscally 
responsible manner? 

 

Plante Moran will 
determine fiscally 
responsible 
disbursement 
requirements as 
established by DCSD and 
compare sales tax 
proceed disbursements 
for all projects against 
these requirements to 
verify they meet or 
exceed expectations. 

 

Plante Moran tested all expenses 
for E-SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 
that where support was available 
to be tested.  We tested for 
compliance with applicable rules, 
regulations, policies, and overall 
best practices. 

Sales tax proceeds were 
not disbursed in a fiscally 
responsible manner.  
Plante Moran noted a lack 
of internal controls 
within the disbursement 
function of the District.  
Instances of duplicate 
payments, unsupported 
payments, and a lack of 
justification for expenses 
were found.   

#7, #8 

7 Were adequate 
administrative controls 
established to ensure the 
proper management of the 

Plante Moran will review 
established 
administrative controls 
against best practices to 
determine if adequate 

Plante Moran established an 
expected control framework based 
on applicable rules, regulations, 
policies, and industry best 
practices.  We met with District 

We noted a significant 
lack of controls in 
throughout the District’s 
management of E-SPLOST 
IV and E-SPLOST V funds.  

#8 



 

102 

No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

sales tax proceeds received 
by DCSD? 

 

controls were 
established. 

Plante Moran will 
compare project 
spending and 
management against 
established 
administrative controls 
to verify sales tax 
proceeds received by 
DCSD were properly 
managed. 

 

personnel and AECOM to 
understand their procedures to 
execute the stated controls and 
evaluate whether the expected 
controls were in place and adhered 
to throughout E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V. 

Controls were either not 
in place, or if in place, 
were not operating to the 
level we would expect for 
a $1B capital 
improvement program.  

8 Were DCSD’s construction 
project expenditures 
comparable to other School 
Districts’ building 
construction program 
expenditures in the metro 
Atlanta area? 

 

Plante Moran will obtain 
and inspect comparable 
metro Atlanta area 
School District building 
construction program 
expenditures and 
compare those program 
expenditures to DCSD’s 
construction project 
expenditure to 
determine whether 
spending was in line 
with expectations and 
industry standards. 

 

Plante Moran reviewed several 
other large education sector 
projects in the metro Atlanta area. 

For SPLOST IV and V, 
DCSD utilized a 
Construction Manager at 
Risk (CMr) approach with 
a guaranteed maximum 
price (GMP) in addition to 
a “prototype” approach 
for new construction 
projects.  The District’s 
cost per square foot range 
is within expectations for 
the time period and 
geographic region. 

N/A 

9 Were DCSD’s technological 
expenditures reasonable 

Plante Moran will obtain 
and inspect the 

We met with DCSD individuals and 
noted no cost-based analysis was 

The District did not 
perform a cost-based 

N/A 



 

103 

No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

considering the volatile 
market environment for 
these products? 

 

population of DCSD’s 
technological 
expenditures and 
evaluate expenditures 
for alignment with 
criteria agreed upon 
between Plante Moran 
and DCSD, including but 
not limited to: 

• Number and listing 
of comparable 
providers of product 

• Inspection of cost-
based analysis 
performed by DCSD 
prior to expenditure 

• Timeline 
requirement for 
technological 
expenditure based on 
type and need of 
product 

 

performed prior to the initial E-
SPLOST IV and E-SPLOST V 
spendings.  Plante Moran 
performed a cost vs. market 
analysis on the District’s behalf  

In our analysis we found the 
district was paying at or below 
market price for technology 
purchases.  Based on the 
documentation we reviewed we 
did not identify outside of 
industry standards related to a 
timeline for technology 
expenditure.  Due to the District 
paying at or below market price 
for their purchases, we deemed 
further investigation of 
alternative providers low risk.   

analysis, and a material 
portion of documentation 
related to IT purchases 
was destroyed prior to 
our audit, limiting our 
ability to review all 
technology purchases. 

Based on the 
documentation we were 
able to review, the 
District was paying at or 
below market price for IT 
purchases. 

10 Has the investment of the 
sales tax proceeds received 
by DCSD been conducted in 
a sound fiscal manner? 

 

Plante Moran will 
evaluate applicable 
investment activity for 
alignment with DCSD 
investment policy. We 
will provide DCSD with a 
report summarizing 

Plante Moran established an 
expected control framework based 
upon applicable rules, regulations, 
policies, and industry best 
practices.  We met with District 
personnel and AECOM to 
understand their procedures to 

Plante Moran noted the 
District lacked internal 
control over the 
management of sales tax 
proceeds, characterized 
by instances of 
unfavorable contracts, 

#1-#11 
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investment allocation 
and detail transactions 
that were executed in a 
fashion inconsistent 
with DCSD investment 
policy.  

 

execute the stated controls and 
evaluate whether the expected 
controls were in place and adhered 
to throughout E-SPLOST IV and E-
SPLOST V. 

significant lack of 
controls, unauthorized 
document destruction, 
and lack of internal 
communication within 
the District  

11 Is the public reporting of E-
SPLOST funds accurate and 
complete? 

 

Plante Moran will obtain 
the population of public 
reported E-SPLOST 
funding and compare 
this funding against 
receipt of E-SPLOST 
amounts to verify public 
reporting of funds are 
accurate and complete. 

 

Plante Moran was required to 
invest a significant amount of 
time to reconstruct an itemized 
ledger which reconciled 
to/comprised the monthly reports 
provided to the public 

It is our understanding 
that the District created 
Weekly Budget 
Reports/Budget & Spend 
Reports, which were used 
to create a monthly 
report to the public called 
“Financial Report for the 
E-SPLOST Capital 
Improvement Program”. 

We leveraged these 
reports to identify the 
total spend for -ESPLOST 
projects.  However, when 
trying to obtain an 
itemized listing of the 
individual expenses with 
vendor-level detail that 
comprise this ledger, the 
District was unable to 
produce such information 
(ex. General ledger 
transactions were posted 
as journal entries without 

#2 



 

105 

No. RFP Requirement RFP Response Procedures Impediments and 
Conclusion 

Finding 
No. 

vendor information, 
especially as batches were 
used to convert data from 
Cross Point to Munis). 

In addition, we are unable 
to validate the accuracy of 
the transaction detail 
given the significant 
number of 
missing/destroyed 
documents. 
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