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REPORT ABSTRACT 

 

Working under the guidance and direction of the Audit Committee (AC), the Auditor of the Board 
provides an independent means for assessing management’s compliance with policies, programs 
and resources authorized by the Board of Supervisors (BOS). Further to this process, efforts are 
made to gain reasonable assurance that management complies with all appropriate statutes, 
ordinances and directives. 
 
This agency plans, designs, and conducts studies, surveys, evaluations and investigations of County 
agencies as assigned by the BOS or the AC.  For each study conducted, the agency focuses 
primarily on the County's Corporate Stewardship vision elements. The agency does this by 
developing, whenever possible, information during the studies performed which are used to 
maximize County revenues or reduce County expenditures. 
 
To assist the Office of Financial and Program Audit (OFPA) with executing the responsibilities 
under our charge, members of the Fairfax County BOS submit study recommendations of which 
the findings and management responses are included in published studies. This process is utilized 
to provide the constituents, BOS and management reasonable assurance that fiscal and physical 
controls exist within the County.  
 
Additionally, this agency conducts follow-up work on prior period studies. As part of the post 
study work conducted, we review the agreed upon managements' action plans. To facilitate the 
process, we collaborate with management prior to completion of studies. Through this 
collaboration, timelines for the implementation of corrective action and status updates are 
documented for presentation at the upcoming AC Meetings. 
 
The results of studies may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist.  Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results.  The 
execution of the OFPA’s studies are facilitated through various processes such as; sample 
selections whereby documents are selected and support documentation is requested for 
compliance and other testing attributes. Our audit approach includes interviewing appropriate 
staff and substantive transaction testing.  OFPA staff employs a holistic approach to assess 
agencies/departments whereby the review is performed utilizing a flow from origination to 
closeout for the areas under review. 
 
There are several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.; operational, financial, compliance, 
internal controls, etc. To that end, it is important to note; OFPA staff reserves the option to 
perform a holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization 
being reviewed where appropriate.  This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for 
highly transactional studies. 
 
Our office performed proffer and escrow studies four years ago in June and September 2017 
whereby we noted several recommendations made across four agencies. This quarter’s studies 
covered three of the previously reviewed agencies. The results of this report revealed significant 
improvements in tracking, escheating, returning and repurposing funds for proffers and escrows 
across these agencies. We did note one agency whereby all proffers are current as of 2018.  
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FUTURE CONSTRUCTION, BONDS, & CONSERVATION ESCROWS STUDY   
 
OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 
The results of this study may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist. Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. Office of 
Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through several processes such as: 
sample selections, compliance support documentation and various testing approaches. There are 
several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.: performance, operational, financial, 
compliance, etc. To that end, it is important to note OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a 
holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being 
reviewed where appropriate. This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly 
transactional studies. 
 
Our office performed proffer and escrow studies four years ago in June and September 2017 
whereby we noted several recommendations made across four agencies. This quarter’s studies 
covered three of the previously reviewed agencies. The results of this report revealed significant 
improvements in tracking, escheating, returning and repurposing funds for proffers and escrows 
across these agencies. We did note one agency whereby all proffers are current as of 2018.  
 
Land Development Services (LDS) manages three types of escrows: future construction, bond, and 
conservation. Future construction escrows are provided to ensure adequate funds exist to construct 
improvements at a future date. Conservation escrow deposits are funds deposited for erosion and 
sediment controls. Bonds are funds held until public improvements are completed per approved 
plans. LDS receives two types of escrow funding directly from developers: cash and letters of 
credit (LOC). The financial instruments vary by escrow type: future construction (cash), bonds (cash 
& LOC), and conservation (cash). LDS releases escrow funds when projects are completed to 
developers.  
 
At the time of our study, LDS escrow balances were ~$73.71M aged between calendar years 
1972-2021. The LDS escrow study included assessing: aged escrow balances, reconciliation of 
drawdowns, developers’ operating status, project statuses, and revenue recognition.  
 
Based on the support provided and discussions with LDS staff, we identified several areas 
whereby enhancements could be made. Our fieldwork revealed opportunities to review aged 
escrow balances and inactive developers to identify possible future use of funds. We also 
reviewed a sample of LDS completed escrows; no reportable items were identified for that 
section of the study. The testing results are documented in the report-out tables below. Included in 
these report-out tables is the testing performed, support provided by staff, and the list of escrows 
reviewed. 
 
 

 

OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION PLANS 

The following table details the observation and recommendation for this study along with 

management’s action plan to address it.  
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LDS AGED ESCROWS TRANSFERRED FROM FAMIS WITH BALANCES 

Risk Ranking HIGH 

We reviewed the full population of LDS escrows transferred from the legacy system FAMIS. We data-

mined the LDS escrows report, extracting balances transferred from FAMIS. We identified 848 aged 

escrows transferred from FAMIS with individual balances ranging from $4.97 to ~$976k between 

calendar years 1997 to 2011. The escrow receipt date, in most cases, do not reflect the Escrow 

Agreement/Transfer Date. There are instances where the dates age back to 1972. These aged escrow 

balances totaled ~$9.29M. The 848 aged escrow balances represent ~13% of the total tracked 

balance of ~$73.71M. The fieldwork for this section of the study revealed aged balances and 

developers that may require agency follow-up. The full population of escrows in this section were 

transferred from FAMIS, an opportunity exists for staff to review the full population to identify support 

and next steps. The data-mined list of LDS aged escrows transferred from FAMIS is too large for this 

report, it can be provided to staff upon request. This is a summary of the aged escrows with balances:  

 

Also included in our current analysis was a review of escrow developers’ operating status. Due to the 

volume of escrows transferred from FAMIS, this review was performed on a sample of 20 aged escrows. 

Escrow agreements and staff research were used to identify developer names. We utilized three 

resources to identify developer operating status: Virginia Company Website, Open Corporates Website, 

and developer default program staff. 11 out of 20 developers were active, 6 out of 20 were inactive, 2 

out of 20 the agency could not provide support, and 1 out of 20 is in the escheatment process. The full 

details of developer names and operating statuses for the sample reviewed are in Appendix A. 

To estimate the magnitude of inactive developers across the full population of 848 escrows transferred 

from FAMIS, we extrapolated the potential exposure utilizing the results of the sample of 20 reviewed. 

We calculated an exposure rate based on the 17 active and inactive developers identified from our 

sample of 20. We identified 6 inactive developers which resulted in an exposure rate of 35%. This rate 

was applied across the full population of 848 escrows with a balance of ~$9.29M. The potential 

exposure for this extrapolation is: 297 potential escrows with inactive developers with a financial impact 

of ~$3.25M.  
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Item of Note: Developers’ status assessments may require additional work as the analysis was based on the 

two websites mentioned above using name searches for a large portion of the testing. Companies may: 

merge, be acquired, or go through name changes. Therefore, additional agency work may be required to 

address the recommendation below. 58 developers were reviewed by staff from the developer default 

program. Given the volume of developers reviewed, the remainder of the full population of developers were 

reviewed by OFPA. For proffers and escrows with inactive developers, we recommend the agency liaise with 

the County Attorney on how to address the stewardship of these funds.  

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff perform an analysis on the 848 escrows transferred from FAMIS to assess the status 

of these aged balances and inactive or not located developers for possible future use of funds. If 

projects are no longer considered to be a going concern or completed; staff should review the 

outstanding balance to determine if the monies can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to the 

developer. Upon completion, LDS should liaise with the appropriate agencies (e.g., DOF, OCA) to take 

the appropriate action based on the analysis.  

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Bill Hicks 

(LDS, Director) 

 

Devi Ogden 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmnt. Branch Chief) 

 

Rochanie Perera 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmt. Rev. Mngr.) 

 

Beth Teare 

(County Attorney) 
 

Chris Pietsch 

(DOF, Director) 

8/31/2022 

 

William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

As a result of a prior year study, LDS began conducting research on the aged escrow deposits, and 

regularly reviews aged escrows including the 848 escrows transferred from FAMIS. Balances are 

reviewed monthly, and deposits are released weekly. Regarding this recommendation, LDS will first 

focus on the 20 escrows that were sampled with the plan to review all 848 based on the original 

results. LDS is working with County Attorney to address stewardship of funds that are from inactive 

developers, and unreturned balances are escheated to the State. Assistance from the appropriate 

agencies is coordinated as needed. 
 

mailto:William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov
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Appendix A 
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LDS AGED BOND & CONSERVATION ESCROWS WITH BALANCES RECORDED IN FOCUS 

Risk Ranking HIGH 

The full reported population of bond & conservation escrows (719 totaling ~$9.29M) aged 2015 and 

older was used to sample 122 items for fieldwork. These 122 bond and conservation escrows represent 

the balance of the full reported population of escrows which were not converted over from FAMIS. These 

escrow individual balances range from $100 to ~$310k between calendar years 2011 to 2015 with 

balances totaling ~$3.69M. The 122 aged bond & conservation escrow balances represent ~5% of the 

total tracked balance of ~$73.71M. The fieldwork for this section revealed aged balances and 

developers that may require agency follow-up. The data-mined list of LDS aged bond & conservation 

escrows is too large for this report, it can be provided to staff upon request. This is a summary of the 

aged bond & conservation escrows with balances:  

 

In our prior LDS escrows study (June 2017), we identified 887 aged bond & conservation escrows 

totaling ~$6.39M. In comparison with the current study of 719 totaling ~$9.29M, the Net Count 

Downward Change is 168 LDS bond & conservation escrows with the Net Balance Upward Change of 

~$2.90M. The decrease in aged escrows appears to be a result of our recommendation in the prior study 

being implemented. 

Also, we reviewed 122 bond and conservation escrows of which fieldwork was performed on 6 bond and 

32 conservation escrows for developer operating status. Escrow agreements and staff research were 

used to identify developer names. We utilized three resources to identify developer operating status: 

Virginia Company Website, Open Corporates Website, and developer default program staff. 6 out of 6 

bond escrow developers were active, 27 out of 32 conservation escrow developers were active, 3 out of 

32 conservation escrows were inactive, 2 out of 32 conservation escrow projects were completed and 

funds were released to developers. The full details of developer names and operating statuses for the 
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sample reviewed are in Appendices B & C. 

Item of Note: Developers’ status assessments may require additional work as the analysis was based on the 

two websites mentioned above using name searches for a large portion of the testing. Companies may: 

merge, be acquired, or go through name changes. Therefore, additional agency work may be required to 

address the recommendation below. 58 developers were reviewed by staff from the developer default 

program. Given the volume of developers reviewed, the remainder of the full population of developers were 

reviewed by OFPA. For proffers and escrows with inactive developers, we recommend the agency liaise with 

the County Attorney on how to address the stewardship of these funds.  

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff perform an analysis on the 122 bond & conservation escrows to assess the status of 

these aged balances and inactive or not located developers for possible future use of funds. If projects 

are no longer considered to be a going concern or completed; staff should review the outstanding 

balance to determine if the monies can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to the developer. Upon 

completion, LDS should liaise with the appropriate agencies (e.g., DOF, OCA) to take the appropriate 

action based on the analysis.  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Bill Hicks 

(LDS, Director) 

 

Devi Ogden 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmnt. Branch Chief) 

 

Rochanie Perera 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmt. Rev. Mngr.) 

 

Beth Teare 

(County Attorney) 

 

Chris Pietsch 

(DOF, Director) 

 

8/31/2022 

 

William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov   

 

 

Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

Since a prior year study, LDS has been conducting research on the aged bonds and conservation escrow 

deposits. In accordance with established protocol, LDS has decreased aged bonds and conservation escrows 

mailto:William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov
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from 887 to 719, resulting in a reduction of 168 aged bonds and escrows. LDS will continue researching the 

122 balances identified in this study and will contact developers as needed. In the instance where developers 

are inactive, LDS will continue escheating unreturned balances to the State. Assistance from the appropriate 

agencies is coordinated as needed. 
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Appendix B 
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Appendix C 
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LDS AGED FUTURE CONSTRUCTION ESCROWS WITH BALANCES RECORDED IN FOCUS 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

We reviewed the full reported population of 273 future construction escrows which totaled ~$4.19M. Of 

that report, we extracted 22 escrows not transferred from FAMIS. These escrows were aged past 2015 

& older and used to complete our fieldwork. These escrow individual balances range from $1.2k to 

~$100k between calendar years 2011 to 2015 with balances totaling ~$510k. The 22 aged future 

construction escrow balances represent ~0.7% of the total tracked balance of ~$73.71M. The fieldwork 

for this section revealed aged balances and developers that may require agency follow-up. The full list 

of LDS aged future construction escrows identified are in Appendix D. This is a summary of the aged 

future construction escrows with balances:  

 

In our prior LDS escrows study (June 2017), we identified 920 aged future construction escrows totaling 

~$6.40M. In comparison with the current study of 273 totaling ~$4.19M, the Net Count Downward 

Change is 647 LDS future construction escrows with the Net Balance Downward Change of ~$2.21M. The 

decrease in aged escrows appears to be a result of our recommendation in the prior study being 

implemented. 

Also included in our current analysis was a review of future construction escrow developers’ operating 

status. This review was performed on all 22 aged future construction escrows identified. Escrow 

agreements and staff research were used to identify developer names. We utilized three resources to 

identify developer operating status: Virginia Company Website, Open Corporates Website, and 

developer default program staff. 18 out of 22 future construction escrow developers were active, 2 out 

of 22 were inactive, and projects were completed with funds released to 2 out of 22 developers. The full 

details of developer names and operating statuses for the sample reviewed are in Appendix D. 

Item of Note: Developers’ status assessments may require additional work as the analysis was based on the 

two websites mentioned above using name searches for a large portion of the testing. Companies may: 

merge, be acquired, or go through name changes. Therefore, additional agency work may be required to 

address the recommendation below. 58 developers were reviewed by staff from the developer default 
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program. Given the volume of developers reviewed, the remainder of the full population of developers were 

reviewed by OFPA. For proffers and escrows with inactive developers, we recommend the agency liaise with 

the County Attorney on how to address the stewardship of these funds.  

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff perform an analysis on the 22 future construction escrows to assess the status of 

these aged balances and inactive or not located developers for possible future use of funds. If projects 

are no longer considered to be a going concern or completed; staff should review the outstanding 

balance to determine if the monies can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to the developer. Upon 

completion, LDS should liaise with the appropriate agencies (e.g., DOF, OCA) to take the appropriate 

action based on the analysis.  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Bill Hicks 

(LDS, Director) 

 

Devi Ogden 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmnt. Branch Chief) 

 

Rochanie Perera 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmt. Rev. Mngr.) 

 

Beth Teare 

(County Attorney) 

 

Chris Pietsch 

(DOF, Director) 

 

8/31/2022 

 

William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov   

 

 

Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

Since the prior year study, LDS has been reviewing the aged FCE deposits, including the 22 balances 

recorded in FOCUS. In 2020, 282 FCE balances (DEs) were escheated to the State, totaling 

approximately $545,000. In accordance with established procedures, LDS will continue the review 

process in which balances are reviewed monthly and deposits are released on a weekly basis. LDS will 

continue escheating unreturned balances to the State. Assistance from the appropriate agencies is 

coordinated as needed. 
 

 

 

 

mailto:William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov
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Appendix D 
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LDS COMPLETED ESCROWS - NO EXCEPTIONS TO REPORT 

Risk Ranking FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

We performed a review on a sample of 5 LDS completed escrows to assess the following areas: 

reconciliation of drawdowns to zero balances, release authorizations, and escrow close-outs. The full 

population of completed escrows could not be identified, the record maintenance format does not clearly 

delineate information in a way that we could compile the data needed. The escrow amounts for the 5 

reviewed ranged between $15.8k to $199k. To perform our testing LDS staff provided support to 

include escrow agreements, DOF payment request forms with authorizations, and escrow liquidation 

vouchers. The results of our review are below: 

 

Based on support provided and discussions with LDS staff, all 5 escrows were completed, closed, and 

funds were released to the developers. PFAW  
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LDS CASH PROFFERS STUDY   
 
OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 
The results of this study may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist. Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. Office of 
Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through several processes such as: 
sample selections, compliance support documentation and various testing approaches. There are 
several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.: performance, operational, financial, 
compliance, etc. To that end, it is important to note OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a 
holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being 
reviewed where appropriate. This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly 
transactional studies. 
 
Our office performed proffer and escrow studies four years ago in June and September 2017 
whereby we noted several recommendations made across four agencies. This quarter’s studies 
covered three of the previously reviewed agencies. The results of this report revealed significant 
improvements in tracking, escheating, returning and repurposing funds for proffers and escrows 
across these agencies. We did note one agency whereby all proffers are current as of 2018.  
 
Cash Proffers are part of the rezoning process in Fairfax County. As part of this process, private 
developers, and individual property owners proffer funds with conditions which sometimes limits 
how the funds will be used. Land Development Services (LDS) is the gatekeeper for cash proffer 
funds. Developers submit proffer funds to LDS. After review of the proffer documentation, LDS 
transfers the proffer funds to the intended agencies. At the time of this study, LDS cash proffer 
balances are ~$2.3M aged between calendar years 1997-2021. The LDS cash proffer study 
included assessing: aged balances, reconciliation of original proffer amounts to LDS tracker, 
developers’ operating status, and revenue recognition. 
 
Based on the support provided and discussions with LDS staff, we identified several areas 

whereby enhancements could be made. Our fieldwork revealed opportunities to review these 

aged balances and inactive developers to identify possible future use of funds. The results are 

documented in the report-out table below. Included in this report-out table is the testing 

performed, support provided by staff, and the list of proffers reviewed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OBSERVATION AND ACTION PLAN 

The following table details the observation and recommendation for this study along with 

management’s action plan to address it.  
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LDS AGED CASH PROFFERS WITH CASH BALANCES 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

We reviewed the full population of LDS cash proffers which revealed aged balances and developers 

that may require agency follow-up. Total cash proffer balances tracked by LDS were ~$2.3M. We 

data-mined the LDS cash proffers report, extracting balances 2015 and older. We identified 14 aged 

cash proffers with individual balances ranging from ~$1.2k to ~$149k between calendar years 1997 to 

2015. These aged cash proffer balances totaled ~$356k. The 14 aged cash proffer balances represent 

~15% of the total tracked balance. The full list of LDS aged cash proffers identified are in Appendix A. 

This is a summary of the aged cash proffers with balances:  

 

 
In our prior LDS proffers study (June 2017), we identified 138 aged LDS cash proffers totaling ~$2.9M. 

In comparison with the current study, the Net Count Downward Change is 124 LDS cash proffers with the 

Net Balance Downward Change of ~$2.6M. The decrease in aged proffers appears to be a result of our 

recommendation in the prior study being implemented. 

In the current study, 13 out of 14 aged cash proffers were not included in our prior study totaling 

~$355k that are between 5.46 to 23.61 years old. Additionally, 1 out of 14 aged cash proffers was 

included in our prior study totaling ~$1k that is 19.7 years old. This item remains unresolved. 

Also included in our current analysis was a review of proffer developers’ operating status. This review 

was performed on all 14 aged cash proffers identified. Proffer statements and staff research were used 

to identify developer names. We utilized three different resources to identify developer operating 

status: Virginia Company Website, Open Corporates Website, and developer default staff. 9 out of 14 

of the developers were active, 4 out of 14 were inactive, and 1 out of 14 the agency did not have 

information.  The full details of developer names and operating statuses for the proffers reviewed in this 

study are in Appendix A. 

Item of Note: Developers’ status assessments may require additional work as the analysis was based on the 

two websites mentioned above using name searches for a large portion of the testing. Companies may: 

merge, be acquired, or go through name changes. Therefore, additional agency work may be required to 

address the recommendation below. 58 developers were reviewed by staff from the developer default 

program. Given the volume of developers reviewed, the remainder of the full population of developers were 
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reviewed by OFPA. For proffers and escrows with inactive developers, we recommend the agency liaise with 

the County Attorney on how to address the stewardship of these funds. 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff perform an analysis to assess the status of these aged proffer balances and 

inactive or not located developers for possible future use of funds. If projects are no longer considered to 

be a going concern or completed; staff should review the outstanding balance to determine if the monies 

can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to the developer. Upon completion, LDS should liaise with the 

appropriate agencies (e.g., DOF, OCA) to take the appropriate action based on the analysis.  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Bill Hicks 

(LDS, Director) 

 

Devi Ogden 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmnt. Branch Chief) 

 

Rochanie Perera 

(LDS, Fin. Mgmt. Rev. Mngr.) 

 

Beth Teare 

(County Attorney) 

 

Chris Pietsch 

(DOF, Director) 

 

8/31/2022 

 

William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

 

Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

Based on a prior year study, LDS has been reviewing proffer activity and balances monthly. In 

accordance with protocol, LDS has identified and resolved 124 cash proffers, totaling approximately 

$2.6 million. LDS works with the corresponding department to determine proffer compliance and fund 

allocation. Aged proffer balances are reviewed, and the developer is contacted. Unreturned balances 

will continue to be escheated to the State. Assistance from the appropriate agencies is coordinated as 

needed. 
 

 

 

 

mailto:William.Hicks@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Aarthi.Ogden@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Rochanie.Perera@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov
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Appendix A 
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FCPA CASH PROFFERS STUDY   
 
OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 
The results of this study may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist. Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. Office of 
Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through several processes such as: 
sample selections, compliance support documentation and various testing approaches. There are 
several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.: performance, operational, financial, 
compliance, etc. To that end, it is important to note OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a 
holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being 
reviewed where appropriate. This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly 
transactional studies. 
 
Our office performed proffer and escrow studies four years ago in June and September 2017 
whereby we noted several recommendations made across four agencies. This quarter’s studies 
covered three of the previously reviewed agencies. The results of this report revealed significant 
improvements in tracking, escheating, returning and repurposing funds for proffers and escrows 
across these agencies. We did note one agency whereby all proffers are current as of 2018.  
 
Cash Proffers are part of the rezoning process in Fairfax County. As part of this process, private 
developers, and individual property owners proffer funds with conditions which sometimes limits 
how the funds will be used. At the time of this study, Fairfax County Park Authority (FCPA) cash 
proffer balances were ~$4.98M aged between calendar years 1986-2021 based on Board 
Approval dates. The FCPA cash proffer study included assessing: aged balances, earmarked vs 
general fund use, proffer tracking, reconciliation of drawdowns, developers’ operating status, 
project activity/status, close-out, and revenue recognition.  
 
Based on the support provided and discussions with FCPA staff, we identified several areas 
whereby enhancements could be made. Our fieldwork revealed opportunities to review these 
aged balances, committed balances without project activity, revenue recognition of earmarked vs 
general use proffer funds, and inactive developers to identify possible future use of funds. We 
also reviewed a sample of FCPA completed cash proffers, no reportable items were identified. 
The results are documented in the report-out tables below. Included in these report-out tables is 
the testing performed, support provided by staff, and the list of proffers reviewed. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION PLANS 

The following tables detail the observations and recommendations for this study along with 

management’s action plan to address it.  
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FCPA AGED CASH PROFFERS WITH CASH BALANCES 

Risk Ranking HIGH 

We reviewed the full population of FCPA cash proffers which revealed aged balances and developers 

that may require agency follow-up. Total cash proffer balances tracked by FCPA were ~$4.98M. We 

data-mined the FCPA cash proffers report, extracting balances 2015 and older. We identified 43 aged 

cash proffers with individual balances ranging from ~$87 - $236k between calendar years 1988 to 

2015 based on Board Approval Dates. Post fieldwork we discussed the use of agency receipt date of 

proffer monies, using this data we identified 13 proffers with no receipt dates and 4 proffers aged past 

2015.  Additionally, 17 of the developers sampled in this section of the study were inactive. The 43 aged 

cash proffer balances based on Board Approval Dates represent ~$1.39M or ~28% of the total tracked 

balance. The full list of FCPA aged cash proffers identified are in Appendix A. This is a summary of the 

aged cash proffers with balances:  

 

In our prior FCPA proffers study (June 2017), we identified 80 aged FCPA cash proffers totaling 

~$2.54M. In comparison with the current study, the Net Count Downward Change is 37 FCPA cash 

proffers with the Net Balance Downward Change of ~$1.15M. The decrease in aged proffers appears 

to be a result of our recommendation in the prior study being implemented. 

In the current study, 27 out of 43 aged cash proffers were not included in our prior study totaling 

~$1.11M that are between 5.43 to 32.92 years old. Additionally, 16 out of 43 aged cash proffers were 

included in our prior study totaling ~$289k that are between 10.66 to 23.15 years old. These items 

remain unresolved. 

Also included in our current analysis was a review of proffer developers’ operating status. This review 

was performed on all 43 aged cash proffers identified. Proffer statements and staff research were used 

to identify developer names. We utilized three different resources to identify developer operating 

status: Virginia Company Website, Open Corporates Website, and developer default program staff. 24 

out of 43 of the developers were active, 17 out of 43 were inactive, 1 out of 43 were homeowners (non-

businesses), and 1 out of 43 could not be located. The full details of developer names and operating 

statuses for the proffers reviewed are in Appendix A. 

Item of Note: Developers’ status assessments may require additional work as the analysis was based on the 
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two websites mentioned above using name searches for a large portion of the testing. Companies may: 

merge, be acquired, or go through name changes. Therefore, additional agency work may be required to 

address the recommendation below. 58 developers were reviewed by staff from the developer default 

program. Given the volume of developers reviewed, the remainder of the full population of developers were 

reviewed by OFPA. For proffers and escrows with inactive developers, we recommend the agency liaise with 

the County Attorney on how to address the stewardship of these funds.  

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff perform an analysis to assess the status of these aged proffer balances, no receipt 

date of proffer monies, and inactive or not located developers for possible future use of funds. If 

projects are no longer considered to be a going concern or completed; staff should review the 

outstanding balance to determine if the monies can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to the 

developer. Upon completion, FCPA should liaise with the appropriate agencies (e.g., DOF, OCA) to take 

the appropriate action based on the analysis. A table below details the full analysis (Appendix A).  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Sara Baldwin 

(FCPA, Director) 

 

Michael Peter 

(FCPA, Dir. of Bus. Admin.) 

 

Shashi Dua 

(FCPA, Fin. Spec. IV) 

 

Beth Teare 

(County Attorney) 

 

Chris Pietsch 

(DOF, Director) 

 

8/15/2021 

 

Sara.Baldwin@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Michael.Peter@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Shashi.Dua@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov  

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

FCPA agrees that aged proffer payments and proffer payments for projects/initiatives that may not 

be completed should be considered for possible escheatment, or potential reallocation, according to 

Virginia Code § 15.2-2303.2. However, FCPA interpretation of aging has been based on § 15.2-

2303.2.A, which specifies that the timeframe for using said funds begins at the point that cash proffer 

payments were received and not on the date that the rezoning approval was granted. In fact, there 

are numerous rezoning cases approved by the Board of Supervisors years, and sometimes decades 

mailto:Sara.Baldwin@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Michael.Peter@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Shashi.Dua@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov
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before development conditions are met that will trigger any payments (e.g. the first proffer payment 

listed in Appendix A was actually received by FCPA in 2019, which is the date that the clock starts 

ticking for usage, rather than the BOS approval date back in 1988). Further, proffer payments made 

may be for a project that is much larger than the individual payment and that payment may be 

combined with other funding sources to complete the project or initiative identified in the original 

proffer statement. With these parameters in mind, FCPA will continually review any aged proffer 

payments and will keep the status updated on the associated proffer payments, based on the date 

that the proffer payment was received. FCPA is currently coordinating with OCA on the proper 

processes to ensure that § 15.2-2303.2.C is followed regarding contacting original developers who 

submitted the proffer and/or going through a public process to request proffer payments be used for 

a different purpose, when the original purpose is no longer a going concern. 
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Appendix A  
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Appendix A (Cont’d)  
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FCPA AGED CASH PROFFERS WITH COMMITTED AMOUNTS 

Risk Ranking HIGH 

We reviewed the full population of FCPA cash proffers which revealed aged items with committed 

amounts and developers that may require agency follow-up. Total cash proffer committed balances 

tracked by FCPA are ~$2.38M. We data-mined the FCPA cash proffers report, extracting items 2015 

and older. We identified 53 aged cash proffers with individual committed balances ranging from 

~$1.02 - $550k between calendar years 1986 to 2015 based on Board Approval Dates. Post 

fieldwork we discussed the use of agency receipt date of proffer monies, using this data we identified 

23 proffers with no receipt dates and 11 proffers aged past 2015.  Additionally, 25 of the developers 

sampled in this section of the study were inactive. The 53 aged cash proffer balances based on Board 

Approval Dates represent ~$1.89M or ~79% of the total tracked committed balance. These funds have 

been committed to these proffers without activity between 6 to 2,675 days. The full list of FCPA aged 

cash proffers with committed balances identified are in Appendix B. This is a summary of the proffer 

committed balances:  

 

In the current study, 28 out of 53 aged cash proffers were not included in our prior study totaling 

~$1.58M that are between 5.43 to 34.70 years old. Additionally, 25 out of 53 aged cash proffers were 

included in our prior study totaling ~$308k that are between 15.35 to 23.05 years old. These items 

remain unresolved. 

Also included in our current analysis was a review of proffer developers’ operating status. This review 

was performed on all 53 aged cash proffers with committed amounts identified. Proffer statements and 

staff research were used to identify developer names. We utilized three different resources to identify 

developer operating status: Virginia Company Website, Open Corporates Website, and developer 

default program staff. 22 out of 53 of the developers were active, 25 out of 53 were inactive, 3 out of 

53 are homeowners (non-businesses), and 3 out of 53 could not be located. The full details of developer 

names and operating statuses for the proffers reviewed are in Appendix B. 

Item of Note: Developers’ status assessments may require additional work as the analysis was based on the 

two websites mentioned above using name searches for a large portion of the testing. Companies may: 

merge, be acquired, or go through name changes. Therefore, additional agency work may be required to 
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address the recommendation below. 58 developers were reviewed by staff from the developer default 

program. Given the volume of developers reviewed, the remainder of the full population of developers were 

reviewed by OFPA. For proffers and escrows with inactive developers, we recommend the agency liaise with 

the County Attorney on how to address the stewardship of these funds.  

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff perform an analysis to assess the status of these aged proffer committed balances, 

no receipt date of proffer monies, and inactive or not located developers for possible future use of 

funds. If projects are no longer considered to be a going concern or completed; staff should review the 

outstanding committed balance to determine if the monies can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to 

the developer. Upon completion, FCPA should liaise with the appropriate agencies (e.g., DOF, OCA) to 

take the appropriate action based on the analysis.  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Sara Baldwin 

(FCPA, Director) 

 

Michael Peter 

(FCPA, Dir. of Bus. Admin.) 

 

Shashi Dua 

(FCPA, Fin. Spec. IV) 

 

Beth Teare 

(County Attorney) 

 

Chris Pietsch 

(DOF, Director) 

8/15/2021 

 

Sara.Baldwin@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Michael.Peter@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Shashi.Dua@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

FCPA will review the balances and provide an update on the status. FCPA is using Virginia Code § 

15.2-2303.2 as the guide for determining the aging of these proffer payments and, by those standards, will 

continue to review and update as necessary. FCPA is committed to ensuring that the improvements for which 

proffer payments were made are completed in a timely manner. When individual payments are pieced 

together to support a large project that is being built or modified because of the increased usage due to 

development (e.g. new athletic playing fields), it often takes time to pool the funding, plan, design, and build 

the project. For the items listed in Appendix B and similar items in the ongoing business of FCPA, staff will 

review open encumbrances and update the status to identify next steps.  
 

 

mailto:Sara.Baldwin@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Michael.Peter@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Shashi.Dua@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Elizabeth.Teare@fairfaxcounty.gov
mailto:Christopher.Pietsch@fairfaxcounty.gov
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Appendix B 
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Appendix B (Cont’d) 
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FCPA CASH PROFFERS PROJECT STATUS 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

We selected a sample of 21 (or 49%) of FCPA open cash proffers from a full population of 43. We 

reviewed these proffers to assess the project status. The proffers reviewed were extracted from the full 

proffer population based on items aged past 13 years using Board Approval Dates. 2 out of 21 proffers 

were active or completed projects and excluded from our testing. The remaining 19 out of 21 proffers 

are aged past 13 years with no active projects or current activity. 17 out of 19 (or 89%) had no activity 

since the inception of the proffers. Inactivity for these proffers range between 13.5 to 32.92 years. For 2 

out of 19 (or 11%) the most recent activity was 2 years ago. Post fieldwork we discussed the use of 

agency receipt date of proffer monies, using this data we identified 6 proffers with no receipt dates. 

Additionally, 10 of the developers sampled in this section of the study were inactive. The balance of 

these 19 proffers is ~$869k, aged between 13.5 to 32.92 years based on Board Approval Dates. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend staff review the 19 proffers for reasons with no activity, no receipt date of proffer 

monies, and inactive or not located developers for possible future use of funds. Staff should perform an 

analysis on these proffers to determine if the funds can be repurposed, escheated, or returned to the 

developer if the project is no longer considered to be a going concern.  

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Sara Baldwin 

(FCPA, Director) 

 

Michael Peter 

(FCPA, Dir. of Bus. Admin.) 

 

Shashi Dua 

(FCPA, Fin. Spec. IV) 

 

8/15/2021 

 

Sara.Baldwin@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Michael.Peter@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

 

Shashi.Dua@fairfaxcounty.gov  

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

FCPA will continue to work with OCA to clean aging balances, according to the law, and to update statuses on 

projects that have yet to begin.  
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FCPA COMPLETED CASH PROFFERS – NO EXCEPTIONS TO REPORT 

Risk Ranking FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

We performed a review on a sample of FCPA completed cash proffers to assess the following areas: 

reconciliation of drawdowns to zero balances, use of funds per proffer statement, expenditure 

authorizations & proffer close-out. Our sample size was 15 out a full population of 387 completed 

proffers. The original proffer amounts for the 15 reviewed ranged between ~$22k to ~$525k. The 

results of our review are below: 
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All 15 completed cash proffers were closed-out in FOCUS and internally. Through our testing we gained 

reasonable assurance that the funds were used appropriately per the proffer statements and the projects 

were properly closed. 2 out of 15 (or 13%) of the FCPA completed cash proffers, could not be 

reconciled to a zero balance from the original proffer amount. The data to support the analysis for these 

two items was originally housed in FAMIS and is no longer available. These two proffers included close-

out memos. PFAW  

The close-out memos were completed based on our recommendation in the prior study.  
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DPWES CASH PROFFERS STUDY   
 
OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 
The results of this study may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist. Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. Office of 
Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through several processes such as: 
sample selections, compliance support documentation and various testing approaches. There are 
several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.: performance, operational, financial, 
compliance, etc. To that end, it is important to note OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a 
holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being 
reviewed where appropriate. This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly 
transactional studies. 
 
Our office performed proffer and escrow studies four years ago in June and September 2017 
whereby we noted several recommendations made across four agencies. This quarter’s studies 
covered three of the previously reviewed agencies. The results of this report revealed significant 
improvements in tracking, escheating, returning and repurposing funds for proffers and escrows 
across these agencies. We did note one agency whereby all proffers are current as of 2018.  
 
Cash Proffers are part of the rezoning process in Fairfax County. As part of this process, private 
developers, and individual property owners proffer funds with conditions which sometimes limits 
how the funds will be used. At the time of the Department of Public Works and Environmental 
Services (DPWES) Proffer review, June 2017, there were no proffer balances. This quarter the 
DPWES Proffer Study included two divisions: Capital Facilities and Stormwater Management. The 
balances for Capital Facilities and Stormwater are ~$14.46M and $777k, respectively.  
 
At the time of this study, there were 17 active cash proffers aged between calendar years 2018-
2021. There were no excessively aged proffers or balances to review for this study. Testing was 
therefore limited to proffer drawdowns, project status, and revenue recognition for this section of 
the study.  
 
Based on the support provided and discussions with DPWES staff, there were no reportable items 
identified in this study. We did document our testing results of the Capital Facilities and 
Stormwater cash proffers below in two “For Informational Purposes Only” report-out tables. 
Included in these report-out tables is the testing performed, support provided by staff, and the list 
of proffers with balances.  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

INFORMATIONAL TABLES 

The following tables detail background information on the analyses performed.  
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CAPITAL FACILITIES OPEN CASH PROFFERS – NO EXCEPTIONS TO REPORT 

Risk Ranking FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

We performed a review on the full population of Capital Facilities open cash proffers. At the time our 

review, there were 9 open cash proffers totaling ~$14.46M between calendars years 2018 – 2021.   

This study included reviews of the following areas: the reconciliation of drawdowns to proffer balances, 

use of proffer funds, project status, and revenue recognition. Capital Facilities staff provided support for 

our testing to include proffer statements, proffer fund transfer documents, proffer balance drawdowns, 

and project statuses. Capital Facilities staff also informed us these proffers are earmarked for specific 

projects. The proffer monies are placed within specific project funds. Proffers with the same intended 

purpose are placed within the same project fund. The results of our review our below: 

 

Based on our review of the support and discussions with Capital Facilities staff, no reportable items were 

identified. Proffer drawdowns reconciled, proffer amounts reconciled to proffer statements, revenues 

properly recorded, and all projects were active. PFAW 
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STORMWATER OPEN CASH PROFFERS – NO EXCEPTIONS TO REPORT 

Risk Ranking FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

We performed a review on the full population of Stormwater open cash proffers. At the time our review, 

there were 8 open cash proffers totaling ~$777k between calendar years 2018 – 2021.  This study 

included reviews of the following areas: reconciliation of proffer amounts to proffer statements, project 

status, and revenue recognition. Drawdown testing was not performed on these proffers as no financial 

activity exist. Stormwater staff provided support for our testing to include proffer statements, proffer 

funded program numbers, and project statuses. The results of our review are below: 

 

Based on our review of the support and discussions with Stormwater staff, no reportable items were 

identified. Proffer amounts reconciled to proffer statements, revenues were properly recorded, and all 

projects were open. PFAW 
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MARCH 2021 AC MEMBERS’ INQUIRIES 

AC MEMBER INQUIRIES 

Supervisor Storck 
Provide detail on services provided to the City of Falls Church and Fairfax for 

shelter services, domestic violence, case management and hypothermia. 

Management Staff Response: Thomas Barnett (OPEH / Deputy Director) 

Case Management/Housing Location Program: Homelessness Prevention, Rehousing Assistance, Case 
Management, & Street Outreach.  
 

Domestic Violence: Shelter, Lethality Assessment, Case Management, & Transitional Housing.  
 

Emergency Shelter: Food, Clothing, Other Basic Needs.  
 

Hypothermia Prevention Program: Shelter and Case Management. 
 

Permanent Supportive Housing: Case Management, Life Skills, & Other Activities.  

Supervisor Storck 
Assess if there is a mechanism to track newly onboarded services to ensure these 

services are incorporated into the MOA and/or billing processes. 

Management Staff Response: Marijke Hannam (DFS / Deputy Director) 

No tracking mechanism currently exists for newly onboarded services. DFS is in preliminary stages of 
discussing a process whereby new services provided are included in cost recovery efforts. As further 
discussions are held, DFS will provide our office with updates re: a process to track these services.  

Supervisor Lusk Assess feasibility of obtaining full recovery of Aging Services to City of Fairfax. 

Management Staff Response: Terri Byers (DFS / Finance Manager) 

The agreements include language re: “City share” and most methodologies outlined within the cities’ 
MOA’s for social services appear to seek full cost recovery, tracking and billing full client costs, and/or 
billing cities for services based on its percentage of population compared to the County’s population.   

Supervisor Lusk Assess feasibility of obtaining full recovery of Aging Services to City of Falls Church. 

Management Staff Response: Terri Byers (DFS / Finance Manager) 

The agreements include language re: “City share” and methodologies outlined within the cities’ MOA’s 
for social services appear to seek full cost recovery, tracking and billing full client costs, and/or billing 
cities for services based on its percentage of population compared to the County’s population.  The Falls 
Church agreement states that it is “in support” of AAA Services and transportation for older adults but 
does not indicate full recovery.   

Supervisor Lusk Assess opportunities to collect inspection fee payments through ecommerce. 

Management Staff Response: John Walser (FCFRD / Battalion Chief) 

The new PLUS system currently being implemented has ecommerce functionality. OFM inspection fees 
could be transitioned to ecommerce barring any County or State policies re: notifications for invoicing. 
Staff will be working with the Department of Finance (DOF) to review these policies prior to 
transitioning inspection fees to ecommerce.  

Supervisor Lusk Include FCDOT Proffers in next quarter’s Proposed AC Workplan. 

Management Staff Response: Jim Shelton (Auditor of the Board) 

A review of the Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT) Cash Proffers has been included 
in next quarter’s (September 2021) Proposed Audit Committee Work Plan. 
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Citizen Member  
Les Myers 

Assess if other service charges have remained unchanged for extended 
periods. Possible approach, review MOAs/General Service Agreements. 

Management Staff Response: Jim Shelton (Auditor of the Board) 

This inquiry will be addressed through an incremental process whereby a select group of MOUs and 
agencies will be reviewed each quarter. This quarter’s workplan will start the process by reviewing 
MOUs that may exist for the agencies being reviewed. 

Supervisor Storck Benchmark payment relief for Inmate Room & Board charges. 

Management Staff Response: OFPA 

OFPA contacted 10 Adult Detention Centers (ADC) located throughout Virginia to identify inmate room 
& board charge management practices. The results are: 
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Supervisor Lusk 

Provide update on open prior period recommendations 
between 2015 and 2020. This information will be reported out 

in a table which includes agencies, target dates, and 
summarized management responses. 

Management Staff Response: OFPA 

The open prior period recommendations statuses are below: 
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ADDENDUM SHEET 

OFPA (June 2021 /Agency Report and/or Debriefing) 

6/15/2021 

The table below lists discussions from the Audit Committee. 

Location in Report Comments 

Page 6 

Audit Committee Request: Evaluate the full population 
of escrows transferred from FAMIS using processes 
identified through resolving anomalies in the sample 
tested by OFPA. These processes should be used to 
create a timeline for completing the review for the full 
population of escrows transferred from FAMIS, the 
timeline will be presented at the next report out. 

Pages 5 - 19 

Audit Committee Request: LDS to provide a document 
flow of how the 4 (Escrows: Future 
Constructions/Bonds/Conservations, and Proffers) 
financial instruments are managed to address issues of 
aging balances, developers, and continued use of funds. 
This information will be presented at the next report out.   

 

~End~ 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 
AC Audit Committee 

ADC Adult Detention Center 

BOS Board of Supervisors 

DOF Department of Finance 

DPWES Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 

FCPA Fairfax County Park Authority 

FIDO Fairfax Inspections Database Online 

FY Fiscal Year 

LDS Land Development Services 

LOC Letters of Credit 

OCA Office of the County Attorney 

OFPA Office of Financial and Program Audit 

PFAW Pass Futher Audit Work 

WBS Work Breakdown Structure 
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