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AUDIT RESULTS 
 
Finding No.  1  The School Charged $5,601 in Unallowable Costs to the PCSP 

Grant 
 
For the 2001-2002 fiscal year, the School used $5,601 in PCSP funds for costs that were 
unallowable.  We reviewed documentation for all 92 expenses totaling $150,739 charged 
to the PCSP grant for the 2001-2002 fiscal year.2  Seven expenses were for general 
operational costs.  These costs included office supplies, finance charges, monthly fees for 
digital subscriber line service, and monthly copier lease payments. 
 
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by the Improving 
America’s Schools Act of 1994, Title X, Part C, Section 10304(f)(3), and the Charter 
School Expansion Act of 1998,3 allows charter schools to spend funds for activities 
related to post award planning and design of the educational programs and initial 
implementation of the charter school.  Activities related to initial implementation may 
include (a) informing the community about the school, (b) acquiring necessary equipment 
and educational materials and supplies, and (c) acquiring or developing curriculum 
materials.  Charter schools are allowed to pay for other initial operational costs not met 
by other sources provided that those costs are directly related to the purpose of the PCSP 
grant.  The intent of the PCSP grant is to pay for necessary items and services that would 
support the initial implementation and operations of the school while also allowing the 
school to become financially independent. 
 
According to Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-122, Cost Principles 
for Non-Profit Organizations, a grantee must keep records that fully show how it used 
federal funds.  Attachment A, Section A(2)(g), states that for a cost to be considered 
allowable, the specific cost must be adequately documented. 
 
The School charged unallowable costs to the PCSP grant because it did not have written 
policies and procedures in place to provide reasonable assurance that the funds were 
expended on activities allowable under the law.  Instead, School officials primarily relied 
upon the advice and guidance of a third party service provider.  The School hired a third 
party service provider to help write the PCSP grant proposal and to provide financial 
services for the School.  School officials relied on the advice from the third party service 
provider because School officials did not have knowledge of the applicable laws and 
regulations that was sufficient to properly execute the PCSP grant.  Had School officials 
obtained sufficient knowledge by either reviewing their PCSP grant budget or contacting 
an ED charter school program official before charging these operational costs to the 
grant, the School may not have expended PCSP funds on unallowable costs. 
 

                                                           
2 School personnel provided invoices and receipts for 21 PCSP cash draws from the Education 
Department’s Central Automated Processing System, Grants Administration and Payment System.  
However, they did not provide us with accounting records that listed all the transactions charged to the 
grant.  
3 The law was further amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Title V, Part B. 
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Because School officials used PCSP grant funds to pay for $5,601 in general operational 
costs, the School was unable to use those funds to purchase items that would increase the 
chances of the School becoming financially independent. 
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend that the Chief Financial Officer, Office of the Chief Financial Officer, in 
conjunction with the Deputy Under Secretary for the Office of Innovation and 
Improvement, instruct the School to 
 
1.1 refund $5,5404 to ED; and 
 
1.2 develop and implement policies and procedures that provide reasonable assurance 

that ED funds are expended on activities that are allowable under the law. 
 
Auditee Comments 
 
The School’s Director agreed that the School needed to develop and implement policies 
and procedures to ensure that it expends ED funds on allowable activities.  However, the 
School generally disagreed with the finding and recommendation 1.1.  The School agreed 
that the finance charges were an unallowable cost but provided an explanation of why it 
considered the other costs to be allowable.  The other costs included payments for 
magazine and newspaper subscriptions and office supplies, monthly fees for digital 
subscriber service, and monthly copier lease payments.  The School commented that the 
teachers and students used the magazine and newspaper subscriptions in American 
history and government courses.  The School explained that the office supplies, monthly 
digital subscriber service, and copier lease payments were used to develop and implement 
the School’s curriculum and to market the school in the community. 
 
OIG Response 
 
Our review of the School’s response caused us to change our finding and 
recommendation 1.1 in this report by eliminating some costs that we initially identified as 
being unallowable.  However, we found no basis for changing our position that the office 
supply costs, finance charges, digital subscriber service fees, and copier lease payments 
charged to the PCSP grant were general operational costs and should not have been 
charged to the grant.  We asked the School to provide additional documentation, such as 
accounting records, invoices, and receipts, to substantiate its claims that PCSP funds 
were used to pay for initial implementation costs of the School and not for general 
operational costs.  The School was unable to provide documentary evidence supporting 
that these costs were incurred for the initial implementation of the School.  The School’s 
Director only provided us with signed affidavits from himself and the Administrator for 
the School, stating that the costs were related to curriculum development.  Without 

                                                           
4 The School charged $150,739 to the PCSP grant, $61 more than the $150,678 it had available for the 
2001-2002 fiscal year.  Therefore, we only recommend recovery of $5,540 ($5,601 in unallowable costs 
less $61). 



Final Audit Report  ED-OIG/A05-D0027 

4 

sufficient documentation showing how the School used PCSP funds, we do not have 
assurance that these costs were used for allowable purposes under the law and applicable 
regulations. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The purpose of the PCSP is to provide grants for the planning, design, and initial 
implementation of charter schools created by members of the local community.  Grants 
may be made for a period of up to three years.  Funds may be used to plan and design the 
education program of the charter school and evaluate the effects of charter schools. 
 
Charter schools are governed by the charter school legislation enacted in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by the Improving America’s Schools 
Act of 1994, Title X, Part C, Section 10304(f)(3), and the Charter School Expansion Act 
of 1998.5  Charter schools that receive a grant directly from the federal government must 
also adhere to regulations listed in 34 C.F.R. Parts 75, 82, and 99. 
 
The School received its charter from the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools and 
opened in August 2000.  The School applied for a PCSP grant and received approval 
from ED on May 3, 2000.  The grant provided the School with startup funding for a 
three-year period.  For the 2001-2002 fiscal year, the second year of funding, the School 
received $150,000. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The objective of our audit was to determine if the School expended ED funds according 
to the law and applicable regulations.  Our audit covered the award ED made on July 24, 
2001, for $150,000, PCSP funds of $678 the School carried over from the prior year, and 
costs charged to the PCSP grant for the 2001-2002 fiscal year. 
 
To accomplish our objectives, we 
 
• interviewed School personnel; 
• reviewed the School’s records for 92 expenses totaling $150,739 charged to the PCSP 

grant; 
• selected a nonstatistical random sample of 5 of the 92 expenses (exclusive of 11 

expenses we identified as unallowable) and asked for supporting documentation such 
as invoices and receipts.  We then reviewed the invoices and receipts to determine 
whether the expenditures were allowable and supportable. 

 
We performed our audit work between December 2002 and July 2003.  We visited the 
School on December 5, 2002, and discussed the results of our audit with School officials 
on March 24, 2003. 
                                                           
5 The law was amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Title V, Part B.  
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Our audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards appropriate to the scope of audit described above. 
 
 

STATEMENT ON MANAGEMENT CONTROLS 
 
As part of our audit, we did not assess the adequacy of the School’s management control 
structure applicable to all ED awards because this step was not necessary to achieve our 
audit objective.  Instead, we relied on testing of the School’s compliance with the PCSP 
law and applicable regulations.  Our testing disclosed a material weakness in the School's 
management controls over ED awards.  The School did not have policies and procedures 
in place to provide reasonable assurance that PCSP funds were expended according to the 
law.  This weakness is discussed in the AUDIT RESULTS section of this report. 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 
 

Statements that managerial practices need improvements, as well as other conclusions 
and recommendations in this report, represent the opinions of the Office of Inspector 
General.  Determinations of corrective action to be taken will be made by the appropriate 
ED officials. 
 
If you have additional comments or information that you believe may have a bearing on 
the resolution of this audit, you should send them directly to the following ED officials, 
who will consider them before taking final Departmental action on this audit. 
 
   Jack Martin, Chief Financial Officer 
   Office of the Chief Financial Officer 
   U.S. Department of Education 
   400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 4E313 
   Washington, DC 20202 
 

Nina Shokraii Rees, Deputy Under Secretary 
   Office of Innovation and Improvement 
   U.S. Department of Education 
   400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 4W317 

Washington, DC 20202 
 

It is ED’s policy to expedite the resolution of audits by initiating timely action on the 
findings and recommendations contained therein.  Therefore, receipt of your comments 
within 30 days would be greatly appreciated. 
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