UNITED WAY OF PALM BEACH COUNTY, INC.
TRI-COUNTY COMBINED FEDERAL CAMPAIGN
Agreed-Upon Procedures

2006 Campaign Period Ended March 31, 2008



Mayer Hoffman McCann P.C.

An Independent CPA Firm

399 Northwest Boca Raton Boulevard
Boca Raton, Florida 33432

(561) 392-79292 ph
(561) 391-3018 fx

www.mhm-pc.com

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT
ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

To the Board of Directors
United Way of Palm Beach County, Inc.
Boynion Beach, Florida

We have performed the procedures included in the Combined Federal Campaign Audit Guide,
enumerated in the attached schedule, which were agreed to by the Office of Personnel Management
(“OPM”), Local Federal Coordinating Committee (“LFCC"), and Board of the United Way of Paim Beach
County, Inc. (the “UW"), solely to assist the specified parties in evaluating UW's compliance with 5 CFR
Part 950 and OPM guidance during the 2006 Tri-County Combined Federal Campaign ended March 31,
2008 and the effectiveness of the UW'’s internal control over compliance with the aforementioned
compliance requirements as of March 31, 2008. Management is responsible for the UW’s compliance
with those regulations and guidance. This agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in
accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public
Accountants. The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of those parties specified
in the report. Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of the procedures
described below either for the purpose for which this report has been requested or for any other
purpose.

The procedures we performed are included in the Combined Federal Campaign Audit Guide,
enumerated in Attachment 1, Part 1. Findings obtained from performing these procedures are
presented in the accompanying schedule of findings and questioned amounts, Attachment 1, Part L.
Part il is @ summary of the status of prior year's findings.

We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination, the objective of which would be the
expression of an opinion on compliance and on the effectiveness of internal control over compliance.
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.

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Office of Personnel Management, Local
Federal Coordinating Committee and United Way of Palm Beach County, Inc. and is not intended to be
and should not be used by anyone other than those specified parties.

Boca Raton, Florida
June 2, 2008



Attachment |

PART 1 - ENGAGEMENT PROCEDURES

We have performed the procedures enumerated below as of March 31, 2008:

A. Pledge Card Tracking System

1.

We selected a representative sample of 50 pledge cards from the 2006 campaign. Pledge
cards represent all types of donations. Thirty-five selections were made from the pledge card
tracking system and traced to the pledge cards. Fifteen were selected from the pledge cards
and traced to the pledge card tracking system.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.

We traced the following information from each pledge card to the United Way of Palm Beach
County’s records:

Donor Name

Charity Code number and amount donated

Total amount donated

Donor's choice to release or not to release name, home address and/or home e-mail
address.

ao o

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.

Obtain the spreadsheet used to frack and analyze payroll office receipts. Review the
spreadsheet to determine that it:

a. Includes the amount of payroll deduction pledges by Federal Agency/Department and
that it calculates an estimated amount due from each Federal Agency's/Department's
payroll office by pay period;

b. Compares the estimated amount due from each payroll office by pay period to the actual
amount received from each payroll office; and
c. ldentified any instances where actual receipts from a Federal Agency's/Department's

payroll office exceeded the estimated amount.

We found an exception as a result of the procedures. See Part Il - Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Amounts.

B. PCFO Budget and Administrative Expenses

1.

We obtained United Way of Palm Beach County's 2006 application and reviewed it for an
appropriate official's signed statement that it will:

a. Administer the Combined Federal Campaign fairly and equitably;

b. Conduct non-Combined Federal Campaign operations separately from the campaign
operations;

C. Be subject to the decisions and supervision of the Local Federal Coordinating

Committee and/or Director of the Office of Personnel Management.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.

2.



Obtain a dated copy of the Local Federal Coordinating Committee’s minutes documenting their
selection of the United Way of Palm Beach County as the PCFO and approving the PCFO's
campaign plan and budget. Review the minutes for determination whether the selection and
approval were performed by the March 17 deadline.

We found an exception as a result of the procedures. See Part Il - Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Amounts.

We reviewed the PCFO’s budgeted expenses from the Fall 2006 campaign to determine that
they are based on actual expenses and not a percentage of funds raised:

a. We reviewed a copy of the PCFO campaign plan from the Fall 2006 campaign, including
budgeted expenses, and a detailed list of prior year's actual expenses.
b. We compared the expense categories and amounts in the Fall 2006 campaign’s budget

to the prior year’s actual expenses.

c. We reviewed the PCFO budget description in the Fall 2006 campaign’s plan for
determination that the description does not state that the budget was based on a
percentage of the funds raised.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.

We obtained a detailed list of actual expenses incurred and reimbursed to the PCFO for
administering the Fall 2006 campaign, and traced and agreed expenses to the PCFQO’s general
ledger.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing this procedure.

We compared the PCFO’s actuai expenses to the budgeted expenses and determined whether
total actual expenses exceeded total budgeted expenses by more than 10 percent.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing this procedure.

We documented the PCFO’s policy for campaign expense reimbursements and compared the
policy to 5 CFR§ 950.106(b), which states that the PCFO should cover all campaign expenses
at the start of the campaign and recover costs from the gross receipts of the same campaign.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing this procedure.

We selected a judgmental sample of ten actual expenses incurred by and reimbursed to the
PCFQ for the most recently completed campaign from the general ledger detail.

a. For eight expenses that were not allocated, we traced and agreed the expense back to
supporting documentation that contained justification that the expense was CFC related.
h. For two allocated expenses, we reviewed the allocation methodology to determine

whether methodology was reasonable, whether the CFC bears a fair share of costs, and
whether the allocations are based on actual amounts that could be traced to and agreed
to the general ledger.

C. We compared the title of the actual expense to the budget categories from the PCFO’s
campaign plan to determine that the PCFO was not charging for expenses not listed in
the budget.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.



Using the list of actual expenses obtained in #4, above, we determined that the PCFO had not
charged the campaign for interest expense.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing this procedure.

C. Receipt and Disbursement of Funds

1.

We obtained a completed “Schedule of Campaign Receipts and Disbursements” and a
“Distribution Schedule” from the PCFO for the Fall 2006 campaign (see Attachment |l for
"Schedule of Campaign Receipts and Disbursements”),

We traced and agreed the total campaign receipts, reimbursed administrative expenses and
total campaign disbursements from the “Schedule of Campaign Receipts and Disbursements” to
the PCFO’s general ledger and administrative expenses and total campaign disbursements to
the totals on the “Distribution Schedule”.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.

We reviewed the “Schedule of Campaign Receipts and Disbursements” for the following:

a. The PCFO began collecting of cash receipts during the period September-December.
b. Disbursements began in April and continued quarterly, thereafter.
c. Total campaign receipts were distributed by the PCFO.

We found an exception as a result of the procedures. See Part Il — Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Amounts.

We judgmentally selected six representative months of campaign receipts from the “Schedule of
Campaign Receipts and Disbursements,” and:

a. Traced and agreed amounts to deposits on bank statements.
b. Determined that ali deposits on the bank statements are included on the schedule.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.
We reviewed and tested the distribution schedule for the following:
a. From the “Distribution Schedule,” we compared the grand total of Designated and

Undesignated dollars to the Total Designated and Undesignated dollars in the pledge
tracking system.

b. From the “Distribution Schedule,” we compared the Undesignated Percentage for all
organizations (national, international, and local) to the Designated Percentage.

C. We noted the PCFO does not track cash donations separately, therefore, skipped to
step d.

d. From the “Distribution Schedule,” we compared the Expense Percentage to the Gross
Designation Percentage.

e. From the “Distribution Schedule,” we confirmed that the Shrinkage Percentage for all

organizations pald monthly is the same.

No exceptions were found as a resulit of performing these procedures.



If donors selected the I-lll General Designation Option, then from the International Distribution
Schedule, determine whether the Il General Designation Option Funds were distributed in
accordance with the regulations

We noted no donors who selected I-1ll General Designation Option during the 2006 campaign
year,

We performed the following procedures on the one-time disbursements:

a. We obtained the specific LFCC meeting minutes documenting its approval of the one-
time disbursements and approval ceiling amount from the LFCC or PCFO.

b. We reviewed the LFCC mesting minutes to determine the LFCC’s approval of one-time
disbursements and ceiling amount.

c. From the One-Time Disbursement section of the “Distribution Schedule”, we compared

each of the one-time disbursement amounts to the LFCC approved ceiling to determine
that all one-time disbursements were for pledge amounts below the LFCC approved

ceiling.

d. We obtained from the PCFO, supporting documentation for the previous 3 campaigns'’
pledge loss and caiculated the average 3-campaign period loss.

e. From the One-Time Disbursement section of the “Distribution Schedule”, we compared

the Shrinkage % for each organization to the average calculated in step 7d to determine
that the average of the previous 3 campaigns’ pledge loss was used.

We found an exception as a result of the procedures. See Part I} - Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Amounts.

From the “Distribution Schedule’, we selected 3 representative federations {one national, one
international and one local) and 3 representative unaffiliated (one national, one international and
one local) organizations, and tested the accuracy of disbursements by tracing and agreeing the
canceled checks to the schedule, and determined that the disbursements began in April.

We found an exception as a result of the procedures. See Part Il - Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Amounts.

We obtained a copy of the PCFO’s policies and procedures for un-cashed checks, an
outstanding check list, and the PCFO’s documentation of completed procedures.

a. We determined that there were no outstanding checks over six months old (as of March
31, 2008) related to the 2006 campaign.

No exceptions were found as a result of performing these procedures.



PART Il - SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED AMOUNTS

Procedure Status of Finding
Reference Area Description of Findings $ Questioned {prepared by PCFQ
A3c Pledge Card We identified instances where actual receipts

Tracking System  from a Federal Agency's/Department’s
payroll office exceeded the estimated amount
and no correspondence was documented
between the PCFO with the payroll office

or with OPM. , Procedural (1)
PCFO Budget We were unable to verify through a review
B.2 and Administrative of LFCC board minutes or other documentation
Expenses that United Way of Palm Beach County, Inc.
was selected as PCFO for the 2006 campaign
and that the campaign budget was approved. Procedural (2)
Receipt and United way began disbursing funds in June
C.3b, C.8 Dishursementof  as opposed to April as required. Procedural (3)
Funds
C.7d Receipt and United Way of Palm Beach County, Inc. did
‘ Disbursement of  not use the average of the previous 3 years'
Funds Tri-County Combined Federal Campaign

pledge loss as the basis for the deduction
from one-time disbursements as required by
OPM Regulation 950.901(i)(3). _ Procedural {4)

(1) The requirement for preparation of a spreadsheet to track and analyze payroll office receipts
was introduced into the Combined Federal Campaign Audit Guide published in February 2007.

Tracking and analysis of receipts from payroll offices against estimated payroll amounts was
focused on instances where receipts were lower than projections. There were significant funds
identified and collected as a result of this effort. The instances of possible overpayments were
relatively small in dollar amounts. The PCFO was able to establish contact persons from
severai payroll offices and will be able to communicate overages and under-payments for the
2007 campaign. PCFO is still working on contacts for several DFAS payroll centers. We will
ensure OPM is advised when we do not have DFAS contacts in 2007.

(2) There was no record in the meeting minutes of United Way of Palm Beach County being
selected as PCFO for the 2006 campaign. There is documentation of the application submitted
by the PCFO as well as copies of the approved budget. There were several changes being
made to the LFCC and PCFO during this time. The person assigned to take minutes by the
LFCC left the board and the PCFO changed Directors for the Tri-County CFC.

The 2007 and 2008 campaigns all contain records of the United Way of Palm Beach County
applying and being selected as PCFO for the Tri-County campaign.



(3) The Tri-County LFCC identified this error in their 2007 LFCC audit. Our response to their finding
at that time was:

The LFCC approved United Way of Palm Beach County (PCFO) to make quarterly
payments on pledges for the 2006 campaign period. The PCFO mistakenly thought
these payments would be on the same schedule as Treasure Coast CFC payments
(Quarterly beginning on June 1). We would like to thank the LFCC for pointing out that
these payments should have begun no later than April 1, 2007,

The PCFO has verified with OPM that the payments should have begun April 1, 2007.
Per OPM guidance, the PCFO next quarterly payment will be made by October 1, 2007
and then remain on that quarterly schedule. The PCFO will make one final payment by
March 31, 2008 to complete the 2006 campaign payments.

The PCFO has complied with this OPM directive.

(4) 950.901 (i) (3) The PCFO may make one-time disbursements to organizations receiving minimat
donations from Federal employees. The LFCC must determine and authorize the amount of
these one-time disbursements. The PCFO may deduct the proportionate amount of each
organization's share of the campaign's administrative costs and the average of the previous 3
years’ pledge loss from the one-time disbursement. This is the only approved application of
adjusting for pledge loss.

2005 was the first year United Way of Palm Beach County applied for consideration as PCFO
for the Tri-County CFC. As such, United Way of Palm Beach County had no historical
perspective to formulate pledge loss estimates other than our experience in administering the
Treasure Coast CFC. Based upon that experience, we factored a pledge loss of 5.1% in our
disbursements, adjusting for actual pledge loss as payments were received. Per OPM
Regulation, the balance at the end of each of the disbursement period should be zero for each
account.

2006 was the second year with United Way of Palm Beach County selected as PCFO. As such,
we still did not have 3 years’ of pledge loss history to formulate our pledge loss according to
OPM directive. Again, we factored a 5.34% pledge loss, adjustmg for actual pledge loss as
payments were received.

PART ill - STATUS OF PRIOR YEAR FINDINGS

Finding No 1: In an examination performed by Mayer Hoffman McCann P.C. dated June 22, 2007 and
titted Independent Accountant’s Report on Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures, in tests of the Pledge
Card Tracking System, the PCFO did not prepare a spreadsheet to track and analyze payroll office
receipts. This was a procedural finding.

Status: For the 2006 campaign, the PCFO has prepared a spreadsheet to track and analyze payroll
office receipts. The PCFO is in compliance for the 2006 campaign.

Finding No 2: In an examination performed by Mayer Hoffman McCann P.C. dated June 22, 2007 and
titled Independent Accountant’s Report on Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures, in tests of Receipt and
Disbursement of Funds, the PCFO did not use the average of the previous three years' campaign
pledge loss as the basis for the deduction from one-time disbursements as required. This was a
procedural finding.



Status: The finding has not been remedied as United Way of Palm Beach County, Inc. has only
administered the campaign for two years and; therefore, does not have sufficient history of campaign
pledge losses to support a three year average. The pledge loss from the 2005 campaign has been
used in lieu of the three year average. The PCFOQ is not in compliance for the 2006 campaign.
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