
Roanoke City Public Schools

Audit Committee Meeting

June 23, 2016

11:00 AM to 1:00 PM

School Administration Building

Board Conference Room

Call To Order
The Committee Chair will call the meeting to order. 

Approval Of The Minutes From The Last Audit Committee Meeting
Committee minutes from the March 17, 2016 meeting 

2016 MAR17- MINUTES RCPS AUDIT COMMITTEE.PDF

General Audit Plan - Brown Edwards & Company, For The 2016 Financial Audit
Briefing on the plans for the annual audit of the School Division's Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report 

BEC GENERAL AUDIT PLAN.PDF

Transportation Follow Up Audit
Report on the status of management action plans from the 2012 audit of transportation 

REPORT - FOLLOW UP TRANSPORTATION (2016).PDF

Annual Audit Plan For FY 2016-17
Discussion of preliminary audit objectives for the 2016-17 school year to be 
recommended to the Board  

FY17 RCPS AUDIT PLAN.PDF, FUTURES EDUCATION 
RECOMMENDATIONS 2013.PDF

Other Business
The Committee Chair will ask members of the Committee and staff if they have any other 
business for discussion. 

Adjournment
The Committee Chair will adjourn the meeting. 

1.

2.

Documents:

3.

Documents:

4.

Documents:

5.

Documents:

6.

7.

http://www.roanokeva.gov/8576fdc6-716d-439f-9e6f-0713c45877b4
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Audit Committee Members Present: 
 
Bill Hopkins, Committee Chair 
Laura Rottenborn, Committee Member 
 
Others Present: 
 
Steve Barnett, Assistant Superintendent for Operations 
Kathleen Jackson, Chief Financial Officer 
Donna Caldwell, Director of Accounting Services 
Cari Spichek, Senior Auditor, City of Roanoke 
Drew Harmon, Municipal Auditor, City of Roanoke 
Sarah Gregory, Roanoke Times 
 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
Mr. Hopkins called the meeting to order at approximately 9:05 AM. 
 
2. Update on Current Audit Work 
 
Mr. Harmon reviewed the completed work from the 2015/16 audit plan.  Mr. Hopkins noted that there 
was no report date for the 21st Century Grants audit.  Mr. Harmon responded that the 21st Century 
Grant work was not in the audit plan and that Auditing had worked with management to review specific 
aspects of the grant.  Auditing did not prepare a formal report.   
 
The audit of fixed assets and equipment has been essentially completed and the report is being 
developed.  Mr. Harmon noted that management faces some challenges related to completing the 
required annual inventory of fixed assets costing over $500.  He anticipates the final draft of the report 
will be ready by mid-April.   
 
Auditing will follow up with departments who have completed their action plans this past year.  This 
includes Transportation, Student Testing, Facilities, and Grounds.  Ms. Rottenborn asked about 
Student Testing.  Mr. Harmon responded that Jean Pollock and John Lincoln had important 
responsibilities related to managing student testing for which the processes had not been formally 
documented.  Auditing would like to confirm procedures have been documented.  Mr. Harmon also 
explained that the work order process in Facilities was in transition when Auditing last looked at it.  The 
audit was suspended until changes were completed.  Auditing will follow up with Facilities to evaluate 
the improvements.   
 
Mr. Harmon mentioned that he had also met with management regarding things to consider as they 
begin managing the contract for food services.  They plan to meet again before June 30 to review 
protocols for overseeing contractor performance.  Mr. Hopkins remarked that Dick Willis, School Board 
Member, has been designated by the Board as the Food Services Committee representative.  He 
asked that Mr. Willis be included in future meetings.   
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Finally, Mr. Harmon noted that the annual risk assessment required by auditing standards is in progress 
and would be discussed in more detail later in the meeting.   
 
Time and Attendance Audit:  Mr. Harmon thanked Ms. Jackson and Mr. Barnett for providing a timely 
response to the audit and for their help and cooperation during the audit.  Personnel accounts for 
approximately 67% of the school division’s overall costs.  It is important that controls be in place to help 
ensure time worked is accurately recorded.  The audit specifically looked at overtime, paid leave and 
extra duty work.  Mr. Harmon noted that the school division uses an integrated system from Harris 
software for accounting and payroll processes [Aptafund].  The time and attendance system is a Harris 
product and can be integrated with AptaFund.  It significantly reduces the risk of fraudulent time 
reporting since each employee is assigned a badge and has to swipe in and out of the system to record 
hours worked.  Mr. Harmon noted that the system has significant potential to reduce paper work and 
improve oversight of time and attendance, when more fully developed.   
 
Mr. Hopkins asked if everyone at the meeting had clocked in, to which everyone responded “yes.”  The 
division’s policy is for all employees, hourly and salary, to clock in and out.  Mr. Harmon commented 
that this policy keeps things simple and sends the message that the expectations are the same for all 
employees.   
 
Mr. Hopkins asked if any savings were identified from the audit.  Ms. Jackson responded that a task 
force will be created to understand the various levers creating the need for overtime.  This may identify 
opportunities for reducing overtime and associated expenses.   
 
Mr. Hopkins referred to a statement in the audit report indicating that the process for approving 
overtime provides no significant control value.  Mr. Harmon confirmed this was the conclusion reached 
by Auditing.  Ms. Rottenborn asked about the pre-approvals required for overtime.  Ms. Jackson 
responded that overtime may be planned in advance or may arise from emergencies.  The quarterly 
requests were intended to include both types of overtime.  Mr. Harmon noted that the previous process 
required supervisors to complete a request form for each employee involved.  Ms. Jackson added that 
the requests were usually received after the overtime had already been worked.  Mr. Harmon noted that 
the system can be used to report the hours and reasons for emergency overtime.  Reviewing reports 
from the system would be more beneficial than reviewing paper forms.   
 
Mr. Hopkins asked if there were any other comments or questions.  Hearing none, he asked Mr. 
Harmon to proceed to item #3.   
 
3. Audit Plan Development – FY 2016/17 
 
Mr. Harmon explained the purpose of the risk assessment, noting that it provides a quantifiable ranking 
that involves significant subjectivity.  The ranking provides insight but is not intended to be the only 
consideration when deciding on an audit plan.  Additionally, he pointed out that the criteria for 
reputation impact were based on the City’s bi-annual citizen survey.   
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Mr. Hopkins asked if the time since the last audit was a significant factor, noting that Student Health 
was at the bottom of the risk ranking and had just been audited last year.  Mr. Harmon confirmed that 
the time since last audit was significant factor, but that the favorable results from the audit of Student 
Health also reduced its risk ranking.   
 
Mr. Harmon noted that the Audit Committee and the Board have traditionally wanted outsourced 
services to be audited two to three years into the contract.  The contract with the company providing 
substitute teachers will have been in effect for 18 months by July 1.  Mr. Hopkins and Ms. Rottenborn 
would like the 2016/17 audit plan to include an audit of this contract to be performed after January 1, 
2017.   
 
The area with the highest risk ranking is IT security.  Mr. Harmon suggested that 2016/17 audit plan 
allocate time for the Information Systems Auditor to meet with the Director of Technology and his 
Coordinators as time permits.  This would enable the Information Systems Auditor to develop 
relationships with IT management and to create an overview of the department.  Mr. Harmon noted the 
risk assessment currently breaks IT into four auditable areas: security, applications, infrastructure and 
PC replacement.  These areas are somewhat general and might be expanded once an overview is 
completed.  While PC replacement seems to be a significant function of IT given the thousands of 
computers utilized by the Division, the survey of IT may not support this conclusion.  An audit would be 
developed for the 2017/18 plan.  Mr. Hopkins and Ms. Rottenborn supported this approach.   
 
Mr. Hopkins and Ms. Rottenborn asked how many audits are included in the annual plan.  Mr. Harmon 
responded that the plan typically includes three (3) significant audits, external audit coordination, and 
follow up on any action plans due to be completed during the year.  The IT survey would not count as 
one of the three significant audits. 
 
Special Education is second in this year’s risk ranking, represents significant costs, and is highly 
regulated.  It is an area that has been considered for inclusion in the audit plan in recent years.  There 
are many areas that could be considered, including compliance, reporting, cost analysis, or Medicaid 
billing.  Mr. Hopkins and Ms. Rottenborn asked that a preliminary scope for an audit in this area be 
developed for consideration.   
 
Grant Management is third in the risk ranking and has also been considered in recent years for the 
audit plan.  Competitive grants have been a significant source of funding for the Division.  The 
processes for identifying and applying for grants have never been audited and are largely performed by 
one person.   Mr. Hopkins and Ms. Rottenborn asked that a preliminary scope be developed. 
 
Accounting ranks fourth in the risk ranking and has not been audited recently.  The processes for 
developing the operating budget and the capital improvement plan have been identified in past years as 
potential audit areas.  The current line item budget provides insightful information, including a complete 
listing of approved positions by cost center and location.  However, there are models and guidance that 
suggest additional information should be considered for inclusion in the published budget.   
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Athletics have also been discussed and considered for audit in recent years.  Athletics did not rank as a 
high risk area, but is a focus area for the Division’s strategic plan.  In 2009, the Board adopted a plan 
for athletics designed to increase participation and improve competitiveness.   
 
Auditing will meet with Ms. Jackson, Mr. Barnett and other administrators to further develop the areas 
suggested by the Committee.  Mr. Hopkins will gather input from other members of the School Board 
over the next 30 days.  The Audit Committee will convene again in June to finalize an audit plan to 
recommend to the full Board. 
 
4. Other Business 
 
There was no other business. 
 
5. Adjournment 
 
Mr. Hopkins adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:50 AM. 
 
 



John Aldridge, CPA
Partner
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Roanoke City Schools



Audit Plan
• Services to be performed by Brown, Edwards:
▫ We will perform a full scope audit of Roanoke City Schools 

in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in 
the United States of America, Governmental Auditing 
Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the Unites 
States; Specifications of Audits of Counties, Cities, and 
Towns; and the Uniform Guidance (the Single Audit Act). 
This will include an examination of VRS in accordance 
with APA specifications.

▫ We will also perform an audit of the recorded cash receipts 
and expenditures of the School Activity funds in accordance 
with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America and Governmental Auditing Standards
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Audit Objective
• The objective of our audit will be the expression 

of an opinion on the fairness with which the 
financial statements present the financial 
position and results of operations in conformity 
with:
▫ Accounting principles generally accepted in the United 

States of America – CAFR
▫ Attestation standards established by the AICPA – VRS 

Examination
▫ Basis of Cash Receipts and Expenditures  – School 

Activity Funds
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Audit Approach

• Three phases:
▫ Planning

▫ Interim Field Work

▫ Final Field Work
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Audit Approach - Continued
• Planning
▫ Will be performed at the commencement of the

engagement and involves accumulation and
evaluation of data relative to the economy and
industry of the client.

▫ We will meet with management to discuss the audit,
unusual accounting problems, audit efficiency
suggestions, and any new audit considerations or
required disclosures.
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Audit Approach - Continued
• Planning – Continued
▫ During planning we will specifically:
 Provide management with information requests
 Meet with management to address unusual or new 

accounting/auditing issues up front
 Identify significant audit areas
 Make a preliminary evaluation of internal controls, a 

preliminary assessment of risk, identify key audit 
areas, and determine levels of materiality.

 Do preliminary Activity Fund and VRS testing.
 Timing – June 2016
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Audit Approach - Continued
• Interim Field Work
▫ Will be performed prior to or shortly after the 

School’s fiscal year end.  Will include:
 Single audit compliance testing of major programs
 Updating internal control documentation and 

appropriate testing of those controls
 Fraud inquiries
 Testing of journal entries and other walkthroughs 
 Read minutes of the School Board
 Timing – First 2 weeks of June.
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Audit Approach - Continued
• Final Field Work
▫ The final phase of the audit is performed after the 

Schools fiscal year has ended.
▫ Currently, the management proposed schedule is 

as follows:
 Information requests provided to Brown, Edwards by 

September 26 (School Activity Funds August 8th)
 Delivery of a draft CAFR for auditor review by October 10
 Conclusion of evidence gathering and review of the CAFR by 

October 31
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Audit Approach - Continued
• Final Field Work – Continued
▫ During final field work we will:
 Review and finalize financial statements and 

disclosures
 Analyze and audit significant year-end accounts
 Wrap up school activity fund transactions  and VRS 

testing(1st and 2nd week of August)
 Update interim analytical review
 Prepare final management letter accounts
 Issue independent auditor’s reports
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Significant Audit Areas
• This year we anticipate the significant audit 

areas to be as follows:
▫ Intergovernmental Revenue – primary source of 

revenue for Schools.  Audit procedures will 
include: review significant fluctuations, determine 
proper receivable and/or deferred revenue 
amounts

▫ City transactions – We will confirm due to/from 
amounts with City during field work to avoid end 
of audit confusion.
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Significant Audit Areas - Continued
• Payroll – largest portion of the School’s expenditures 

relate to payroll and related activities. Audit procedures 
will include:  Testing of year end accruals for payroll, 
OPEB, workers compensation, health insurance 
liabilities, and compensated absences; analytical 
review of payroll related expenditures

• Program expenditures – the rest of the School’s 
expenditures relate to providing public education 
services under federal programs.  We will test the cutoff 
of accruals of these expenditures as well as analytically 
test expenditures.  This will be done in conjunction with 
our compliance testing of program expenditures.
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Single Audit Testing
• Due to no internal control weaknesses and no 

significant findings in 2014 and 2015, Schools 
are “low risk” auditee.  We can now plan to test 
20% of your total federal awards.

• Cyclical testing or stimulus fund requirements 
may cause us to test more.  
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Single Audit Testing - Continued
• Major programs selected for testing:
▫ Assuming relatively stable amounts of expenditures ($19 -

20 million in total).
▫ Will test:
 Special Education Cluster
 Title IV-B Community Learning Centers
 Title II-A Improving Teacher Quality
 Possibly another program depending on preliminary 

estimates
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Engagement Staffing
• All senior members of the engagement team have prior 

years’ experience with Roanoke City Schools.  All key 
members of the audit team have experience with local 
government audits, including school boards, and meet the 
continuing education requirements of Govt. Auditing 
Standards

• Engagement Partner – John Aldridge, CPA
• Engagement Partner – Chris Banta, CPA, CFE
• In-charge Associate – Justin Martin, CPA
• Other assurance staff
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AUDIT OBJECTIVES & SCOPE 
 
Audit Objectives:  
 
1. To determine that GPS units are properly functioning in all full-service buses and that 

management has developed a data management plan for the GPS data. 
 
Yes with exceptions – We conclude that GPS units appear to be properly functioning in all 
full service buses as of April 13, 2016, but a data management plan has not been developed 
or implemented for the GPS data.   
 

2. To determine that bus inspections are performed within Virginia Department of Education 
[VDOE] limits and Mountain Valley Transportation policy. 
 
Yes with exceptions – We conclude that bus inspections are performed within VDOE limits 
but not within Mountain Valley Transportation policy.  Bus inspections continue to be 
performed at shortened intervals. 
 

 
Audit Scope: 
 
We reviewed GPS unit documentation from April 2016, and discussed data management with 
Mountain Valley Transportation management personnel.  We reviewed bus inspection records 
from April 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016, and bus out-of-service records from July 1, 2015 
through March 31, 2016.   
 
 
 
 
 

End of Audit Objectives and Scope 
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BACKGROUND 
 
In April 2009, Roanoke City Public Schools [RCPS] entered into a Transportation Services 
Agreement [TSA] with Krapf, Jr & Sons, Inc, for the purpose of providing transportation of 
school students to and from RCPS’s schools, sporting events and various extracurricular 
activities.  Krapf subsequently established a wholly-owned subsidiary, Mountain Valley 
Transportation, to fulfill its contractual responsibilities which include the following: 
 

• Operating expenses of all vehicles [including maintenance costs] 
• Modernizing the fleet and maintaining an average bus age of seven (7) years  
• Titling, registration and licensing of all vehicles 
• Payment of all applicable taxes 
• Maintaining a good public relations program 
• Permitting only trained and competent drivers to operate buses 
• Monitoring drivers’ compliance with licensing regulations 
• Administering a satisfactory safety program 
• Providing written accident and breakdown reports 

 
Roanoke City Public Schools maintained responsibility for: 
 

• Supplying diesel fuel/gasoline for buses 
• Scheduling and revising bus routes 

 
The district maintained two [2] employees in its Transportation Division, the Director and 
Assistant Director of Transportation.  They ensure adequate service levels, coordinate routes, 
approve and coordinate field trip requests, review and approve Mountain Valley Transportation 
invoices, monitor driver training sessions, and act as a liaison between the school district and 
Mountain Valley. 
 
The Municipal Audit Department performed a Transportation audit in 2012 to evaluate specific 
compliance and performance criteria as specified in the TSA in April 2009, with the following 
audit objectives: 
 

1. To determine the impact of the transportation services agreement on overall costs for 
student transportation. 

 
a. Conclusion:  Roanoke City Public Schools increased its investment in 

transportation and improved the quality of services and the bus fleet.    
 

b. No observations were noted.  
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2. To verify improvements to the bus fleet were accomplished in accordance with the 
Transportation Services Agreement. 

 
a. Conclusion:  Mountain Valley Transportation accomplished the capital 

improvements required under the Transportation Services Agreement. 
 

b. No observations were noted.  
 

3. To determine if service level expectations specified by the Division were substantially 
achieved by the contractor. 

 
a. Conclusion:  Based on survey results, Mountain Valley Transportation 

substantially achieved the service level expectations of the Division.   
 

b. No observations were noted.  
 

4. To determine if processes were in place to operate buses safely in accordance with 
current laws and regulations. 

 
a. Conclusion:  Mountain Valley Transportation’s processes supported safe 

operation of Roanoke City Public School buses overall.  There were opportunities 
to strengthen maintenance processes that would provide more effective and 
efficient bus inspections.  We were unable to determine the level of compliance 
with State regulations based on the available documentation.   

 
b. The following observations were noted: 

 
i. Malfunctioning GPS Units – nine [9] were not transmitting a signal, eight 

[8] of which had not transmitted a signal in more than 30 days, and two [2] 
in more than a year 

 
ii. Inspection processes – using the 180-day/15,000 mile inspection 

checklist for 30-day/2,500 mile inspections significantly increased the time 
required for inspections; there was no cohesive system to manage fleet 
maintenance 

 
As a result of the 2012 audit, Mountain Valley Transportation committed to the following action 
items: 

 
1. To monitor GPS unit functionality weekly and to develop other beneficial uses of the data 

captured through the GPS system.   
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2. To replace the Shop Manager and improve shop record-keeping.  
 

3. To require the Shop Manager audit actual work by shop mechanics.  
 

4. To establish a new Maintenance Supervisor role tasked with ensuring the Shop Manager 
completed periodic audits in an acceptable manner.  
 

5. To develop a relationship with the Virginia Department of Education and promote a 
principals-based approach to required inspections that promotes more efficient 
maintenance.   
 

6. To fully implement the Dossier Fleet Maintenance Software and related processes to 
plan routine maintenance and required inspections at appropriate intervals.   
 

In 2014, Municipal Auditing reviewed Mountain Valley Transportation’s progress toward 
implementing its action plans and resolving the issues observed.  Two (2) issues remained 
unresolved at that time:   
 

1. Mountain Valley Transportation had changed GPS providers and had not developed a 
plan for utilizing GPS data to improve operations.   
 

2. Mountain Valley Transportation had improved shop record keeping but had continued to 
inspect buses far more frequently than required by law.   

 
 
 

End of Background 
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Objective 1:  GPS Utilization 
 
Management Response / Action Plan (September 2014): 
 
Mountain Valley Transportation will initially be installing 20 new GPS units from Synovia 
Solutions.  If the system performs as expected, the new units will be installed in all full service 
buses.  Management will develop a data management plan as part of the implementation of this 
new system. 
 
The upgraded GPS system now in use provides real-time capabilities for vehicle tracking and 
collecting related performance data.  Tasks described in the 2012 Findings have been achieved, 
specifically:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
 
Procedures providing protocols for reporting changes in GPS unit assignments are no longer 
necessary with the new system.  The new system allows interactive assignment and changing 
of GPS unit to vehicle relationship.  The reason this was identified as an issue during the 2012 
Audit was because the legacy program for "Everyday Solutions" resided on the RCPS server 
and required extensive coordination between RCPS, Everyday Solutions, and ATT when 
reassigning GPS units to new or different vehicles. 
 
Auditors also recommended that management develop a data management plan that:                                                                      
 

• Identifies high value data                                                                                                                                                              
 

• Establishes quality controls                                                                                                                                                             
 

• Outlines routine and as-needed uses of the data                                                                                                                                   
 

• Addresses data archiving and preservation 
 
The upgraded system has the ability to generate data for management analysis or up-line 
reporting and review.  It gives us the ability to establish Key Performance Indicators (KPI's) to 
monitor performance of drivers and equipment. 
 
We currently have established daily reports to monitor Excessive Idling for the fleet.  We intend 
to use the data to modify driver behavior and reduce the amount of idle time.  This, in turn will 
help reduce fuel usage. 
 
Other reports in use are Excessive Speeding reports and the Daily Diagnostics report that alerts 
users of GPS units that may not be operating properly. 
 
The data produced from the Silverlining system is archived for user retrieval for 2 years and can 
be kept indefinitely where needed. 
 
 
Follow-Up (May 2016) – Issue Not Resolved 
 
We compared the GPS inventory listing to the listing of buses currently maintained by Mountain 
Valley Transportation to determine that a GPS unit is assigned to every bus in the fleet.  While 
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there does appear to be a specific unit assigned to all buses, we did not physically match each 
GPS unit to each bus. 
 
We inquired about the process to review and monitor malfunctioning GPS units per the weekly 
Hardware Health Report, and noted that the report was not reviewed by Mountain Valley 
Transportation personnel for a period of eight [8] months.  This was due in part to the General 
Manager leaving in August 2015 without having notified the GPS vendor to email the weekly 
Hardware Health Report to another Mountain Valley Transportation employee.  As a result, two 
[2] GPS units were replaced without updating the GPS system so that they would be recognized 
as assigned RCPS units, and five [5] units were not reporting data for more than 90 days. 
 
The April 13, 2016 Hardware Health Report indicated that all GPS units were reporting and 
properly functioning as of April 13. 
 
We discussed the current status of the data management plan with Mountain Valley 
Transportation management and identified that a formal data management plan has not been 
implemented.  The goal is to have a data management plan on excessive idling and speeding; 
however, it is not yet in place for RCPS.   

 
 

End of Objective 1 
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Objective 2: Premature Inspections 
 

Management Response / Action Plan (2014): 
 
Bus inspection intervals are closely monitored by maintenance personnel with the use of the 
Dossier system.  On occasion, inspection intervals may fall short of VDOE limits (45 days or 
5,000 miles); however, seldom (if ever) exceed the mandated timeline.  We feel confident that 
our maintenance practices are superior in scope and in practice and that we adequately 
maintain the fleet for safe and reliable operation.    
 
In many cases, the inspections are conducted when the mechanic may be performing an 
extensive repair action that required just about as much time and effort as the full inspection 
required.  Typically, if within 10 days of the 45 day limit, the mechanic will complete the entire 
inspection.  We have found it just as effective to "force" the inspection cycle ahead of schedule 
because the bus may not be readily available in 10 days.                                      
 
We have found a few administrative errors where the mechanics performed an inspection at or 
near the due date/mileage threshold but failed to provide the documentation showing the 
inspection was completed.  The next day another mechanic sees the inspection is not done and 
repeats the inspection process.  These "mistakes" are few but happen nevertheless.  We are 
discussing these issues with our maintenance team and are stressing the importance of 
communication and completing the proper documentation (attention to detail). 
 
We feel these types of errors do not degrade the mechanical readiness of our fleet nor does it 
cause the equipment to be less safe.  Our maintenance protocol operates on a budget and must 
maintain strict adherence as do all aspects of our operation.  "Excessive" maintenance actions 
are avoided but in the case of "short-dated" inspections, are viewed as an acceptable error that 
keeps our equipment in a high state of mechanical readiness.  We will continue to focus 
eliminating errors where possible. 
 
 
Follow-Up (May 2016) – Issue Not Resolved  
 
We reviewed bus inspection records from April 1, 2015 through March 31, 2016 for a random 
sample of fifteen [15] buses.  We noted that all inspections were performed within the Virginia 
Department of Education’s Preventive Maintenance Manual guidelines of once every 45 school 
days or every 5,000 miles. 
 
We also reviewed maintenance records for bus inspections performed at too short an interval 
and identified the following: 
 

• 90 out of 104 [86.54%] inspections were performed before they should have been based 
on MVT’s policy of forcing inspections no earlier than 35 school days after the last 
inspection when a bus is in the shop for other services. 
 

• 15 of 104 inspections [15.46%] were performed on buses that had traveled 500 miles or 
less since the previous inspection.  See table below for a subset of these low-mileage 
inspections: 
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Hood 
Number 

Calendar 
Days 

Between 
Inspections 

School 
Days 

Between 
Inspections 

Miles 
Between 

Inspections 
H228 5 4 23 
H7 37 26 29 

H115 39 26 40 
H115 31 23 35 
H24 11 7 103 

 
Note: Bus H24 is a spare bus and was also found to have been inspected twice in one day  

 
We estimated the cost of the additional inspections performed during a one [1] year period using 
the following criteria: 
 
- 1.75 hours to complete an average inspection 
- $70 per hour labor rate 
- 3.49 excessive inspections per bus per school year 
- 156 buses in the fleet 
 
The estimated cost is $66,780 and 954 man-hours for an additional 545 bus inspections.  
 
 

End of Objective 2 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  















ANNUAL AUDIT PLAN 
FISCAL 2017 

As Recommended by the  
Roanoke City Public Schools 

Audit Committee 
June 23, 2016 

 



School Audit Services 

Purpose:  
 
To help ensure the school system complies with all 
financial and other regulatory requirements under 
federal, state and local statutes and to facilitate 
effective and efficient operations.  
 
[Board Policy DIB] 
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Audit Committee 

 Works with the Municipal Auditor to Develop the 
Annual Audit Plan.  
 

 Reviews Engagement Letters, Audit Reports and 
Other Audit Related Correspondence. 
 

 Regularly Updates the School Board on Audit 
Activities. 
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Planned Engagements for FY17 

1. Special Education 
2. 21st Century Community Learning Centers 
3. Substitute Teachers 
4. Information Technology Survey 
5. External Audit Coordination 
6. Audit Findings Follow-Up 
7. Annual Risk Assessment 
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Special Education 
In the Statement of Activities for the year ending June 30, 2015, expenses 
reported for Special Education totaled $27,197,790.  This includes regional 
program costs initially covered by RCPS and later reimbursed via the State. 
 
The 2015-2020 Strategic Plan notes that 14.57% of the Division’s students 
were receiving special education services in the 2014/15 School Year.   
 
Preliminary Audit Objectives:  
 
 Determine the outcome of recommendations for improving services and 

reducing costs received in February 2013 from Futures Education.  
 

 Review criteria for providing specialized and out of zone transportation.  
 

Projecting October 17 Start Date 
 

5 



21st Century CLC Grants 
 
Audit Objectives: 
 
To verify that the Division’s 21st Century Community Learning Center program 
is effectively managed to ensure all operating, compliance, and reporting 
requirements are achieved.  Areas to be evaluated include: 
 
 Applications 
 Contracts and Agreements 
 Asset Management 
 Communication Plans and Training 
 Reporting – Internal and External 
 Grant Accounting and Reimbursement Requests 
 
 
Projecting April 3 Start Date 

6 



Substitute Teachers 
Audit Objectives: 
 
To determine if Source 4 Teachers has provided services consistent with 
contract specifications and intent: 
 
 Appropriately Qualified Substitutes 

 Credentials 
 Background Checks 
 Class Room Management Training 
 Familiarity with Division Policies 
 Lesson Planning and Delivery of Instruction Training 

 Fill Rates 
 Accurate Billing 
 
To estimate fiscal impact of outsourcing responsibilities for substitute teachers.  
 
 
Projected January 9 Start Date 

7 



Information Technology Survey 
Preliminary Objectives:  
 
To develop a comprehensive understanding of the IT Department 
 
 Organizational Structure 
 Assignment of Responsibilities 
 Goals and Metrics 
 Risk Assessments and Security Standards 
 Policies and Procedures 
 
To develop the objectives, scope, and methodology for an audit in FY 2017/18 
 
 
Projected July 11 Start Date 
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External Audit Coordination 
Purpose: 
 
 To oversee the performance of the external audit firm. 
 
 To assist management when addressing questions and findings related to 

internal controls over financial reporting and compliance.  
 

 To help coordinate the financial reporting efforts of the City and School 
Accounting departments. 
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Audit Findings Follow-Up 
Purpose:  
 
To determine if management action plans due to be implemented by June 30, 
2016, were completed and effectively addressed the issues identified.  
 
- Landscaping 
- Student Health Services 
- Time and Attendance 
- Transportation 
- Workers Compensation 
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Annual Risk Assessment 
Purpose:  
 
Auditing standards require a risk-based audit plan that prioritizes audit 
activity, consistent with the School Division’s goals. 
 
- The plan must be based on a documented risk assessment, undertaken at 

least annually. 
 

- The auditor must identify and consider the expectations of senior 
management, the board, and other stakeholders.  
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Audit Committee: 
William Hopkins, Jr. – Committee Chair 

 BS & Juris Doctor - Law 
 Attorney – Martin, Hopkins, & Lemon PC 
 Appointed to Audit Committee 2013 
 Audit Committee Chair since 2015 

 
Laura Rottenborn – Committee Member 

 BA & Juris Doctor – Law 
 Assistant United States Attorney  
 Appointed to Audit Committee 2015 
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Auditing Staff: 
Wayne Parker – Senior Auditor 
 BS – Business Administration 
 Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE) 
 33 Years Auditing Experience 
 
Cari Spichek - Senior Auditor 
 BS – Accounting 
 Certified Internal Auditor (CIA) 
 17 Years Auditing Experience  

 
Ann Clark – Senior Auditor 
 BS – Business Administration 
 Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 
 32 Years Auditing Experience  

Tasha Burkett – IS Auditor 
 BA – Accounting 
 10 Years Finance & Systems 

Experience 
 

Dawn Mullins – Asst Municipal Auditor 
 BBA – Accounting 
 Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 
 16 Years Finance, Systems, 

Auditing Experience 
 
Drew Harmon – Municipal Auditor 
 BS – Accounting 
 CIA, CPA 
 25 Years Auditing Experience 
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Municipal Auditing Department Contact 
Information: 

Website:  www.roanokeva.gov/auditing 
 
Email:  auditor@roanokeva.gov  
 
Phone:   540-853-5235 
 
Office: 215 Church Avenue SW, Rm 502 N. 
  Roanoke, VA 24011 
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