
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nebraska Board of Engineers and Architects 
Special Evaluation Summary 

July 1, 2006 through December 31, 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This document is an official public record of the State of Nebraska, issued by 

the Auditor of Public Accounts. 
 

Modification of this document may change the accuracy of the original document 
and may be prohibited by law. 

 
Issued on August 27, 2008 



Nebraska Board of Engineers and Architects 
Special Evaluation Summary 

 

1 of 18 

Background 
The Nebraska Board of Engineers and Architects (Board) licenses qualified engineers and 
architects and revokes licenses when necessary.  The Board is supported through fees from those 
who use the Board’s services and does not receive State general funding.  The financial activities 
of the Board are handled through State Cash Funds. 
 
The Board has eight members appointed by the Governor to five-year terms.  Four are 
professional engineers, three are architects, and one is a public member.  Members must be 
licensed and active in engineering and architecture work for at least 10 years, and must be in 
charge of architecture or engineering work for at least five of those years.  
 
The Board members are as follows: 

 Mark S. Champion, Architect, Lincoln, Chair 
 Albert C. Hamersky, Architect, Lincoln, Vice Chair 
 F. Fred Choobineh, Engineer, Lincoln, Secretary 
 Michael J. Conzett, Engineer, Ralston 
 Roger M. Helgoth, Engineer, Omaha 
 Thomas S. Laging, Architect, Lincoln 
 Dale W. Sall, Engineer, Holdrege 
 William A. Tringe, Jr. Esq., Attorney, Holdrege (Term ended June 30, 2008) 
 Krista L. Kester, Esq., Attorney, Lincoln (Effective July 1, 2008) 

 
Melinda E. Pearson serves as the Board’s Executive Director and is an architect. 
 
Prior to December 2006, the Board was located in the Nebraska State Office Building (NSOB) at 
301 Centennial Mall South.  This office space included 1,375 square feet and was rented at $743 
per month, in addition to a $256 monthly building renewal assessment charge.  With approval of 
the Department of Administrative Services – State Building Division, the Board moved to the 
Lincoln Community Foundation building in December 2006.  The building is located 
approximately one block south of the NSOB at 215 Centennial Mall South.  The space includes 
1,808 square feet at a month rate of $1676 per month, as of July 2007.  As of December 31, 
2007, the Board employed six fulltime and two temporary employees. 
 
APA Summary of Evaluation Procedures 
The Auditor of Public Accounts’ (APA) evaluation covered the 18 month period from July 1, 
2006 through December 31, 2007, and included follow up on the status of the prior APA 
findings.  During the attestation engagement for fiscal year 2005, the APA compiled 22 separate 
findings which were combined into 8 comments and recommendations included in the public 
report.   
 
APA Procedures 
Our evaluation consisted of: 
1) Detailed testing of the status of prior attestation findings, including: 

• Payroll 
• Revenues 
• Fixed assets 
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• Expenditures 
2) Contracts, lease agreements, State statutes, Board meeting minutes, and policies and 

procedures of the Board for the same period. 
 
APA Summary of Evaluation Results 
The overall summary of our evaluation noted: 
 
1. Contracts 
In its fiscal year 2005 attestation report, the APA indicated the Board did not have adequate 
procedures for entering into and monitoring contracts.  The APA tested four contracts during the 
period July 1, 2006 though December 31, 2007.  The following items were noted: 

• Payment was made prior to the services being rendered for one of four contracts tested.  
On November 7, 2007, the Board paid $4,000 to American Communications Group, 
based on an invoice dated October 25, 2007, which stated it was for November and 
December 2007 legislative representation services.  The Nebraska State Accounting 
Manual specifies, “Though prepayments are not illegal, per se, they are in conflict with 
the normal claims process since the State has given up assets in anticipation of goods or 
services being rendered at a later date.  (There is no enforceable claim against the State 
until goods or services are received.)  Since the potential for loss to the State is greater 
under prepayment situations, extreme care should be exercised and a conscious effort 
should be undertaken to minimize prepayments at the agency level.”   

• On June 25, 2007, the Board paid Nelson Consulting, Inc. $2,625 per an invoice dated 
June 20, 2007, which was prior to the effective date of the contract.  The contract with 
Nelson Consulting, Inc., on file at the Board, was effective from July 1, 2007 through 
June 30, 2008.   

• Supporting documentation was not maintained to indicate whether the Board received 
approval from the Department of Administrative Services (DAS) Printing Services 
Bureau for printing services on two of four contracts tested.  Neb. Rev. Stat. § 81-1118(3) 
states, “The print shop shall be responsible for specifications and for receiving bids and 
placing orders to the lowest and best commercial bidder for all printing and reproduction 
operations for the state.  The print shop shall also be responsible for coordinating all 
existing printing and reproduction operations of the state.”  The two contracts in question 
were:   

o On May 1, 2007, Aijalon was paid $2,233 for printing 15,000 brochures.   
o On November 7, 2007, Nelson Consulting Inc. was paid $2,541 for printing 7,500 

file folders.   
• On August 3, 2007, the Board paid Compliance At A Glance Inc. $6,338 for IT 

consulting services.  Although the contract specified a maximum of 15 hours of service 
per week, the invoice tested included 97.5 hours rendered during a four week period, an 
average of 24.38 hours per week.  From July 1, 2007 through December 31, 2007, it also 
appears the weekly maximum was exceeded by a total of 71.5 hours.  

• Prior to the acceptance of all four contracts tested, documentation of a legal review of the 
terms of the contracts did not exist to ensure the State’s interests were fully protected.  
The Board paid a total of $110,404 to the four contracts tested from July 1, 2006 through 
December 31, 2007.  
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• For all four contracts tested, the basis for the selection of the vendors and or the number 
of bids received was not documented in order to ensure the most competitive price was 
obtained for the goods or services. 

 
The APA recommends the Board: 
• Implement procedures to ensure the service or goods have been 

furnished prior to any payment being processed.  Payments 
should not be made in advance as there is no enforceable claim 
against the State until goods or services are received.   

• Implement procedures to ensure contracts are signed and on 
file for all services prior to the services being performed and 
any payment made for such services.   

• Ensure legal reviews of all contracts are performed and 
documented prior to their acceptance and approval by the 
Board.  

• Utilize DAS - Printing Services Bureau for printing needs as 
required and maintain all supporting documentation for the 
approval of outside print services. 

• Establish procedures to ensure the terms of each contract are 
not exceeded prior to payment.  If changes to the terms of a 
contract are required, written documentation should be 
maintained to support the change and acceptance of the new 
terms of the contract.   

• Implement procedures to ensure the method of vendor selection 
is documented and maintained, for both formal and informal 
bids, to ensure the most competitive price is obtained for goods 
or services.   

 
Board Response:  In response to the 2004/05 report, the Board established procedures to monitor 
and document each contract.  All contracts were entered into NIS accurately, and on several 
occasions staff from DAS Accounting assisted Board staff to assure this was being done correctly.  
Contract language was edited and a termination clause was added. 
 
Fourth bullet - The contract language was for a “maximum of 15 hours per week for 30 weeks; 
for a total maximum fee of …$30,000.”  The maximum average did not exceed the 15 hours per 
week for the 30 weeks AND the $30,000 was not exceeded for that period.  The intent was for the 
work to be completed in the 30 weeks for less than $30,000 and this was accomplished. 
 
Fifth bullet - Legal review of the general contract language was obtained from Assistant Attorney 
General Charles Lowe. 
 
APA’s Response:  Fourth bullet - The Board should ensure its contracts are written with 
clear language reflecting the actual intent of the Board.  Fifth bullet – The Board should 
ensure the legal review of its contracts is adequately maintained.   
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2. Travel Expenses 
The Board participates in two national regulatory bodies; the National Council of Architectural 
Registration Boards (NCARB) and the National Council of Examiners for Engineering and 
Surveying (NCEES).  Travel to these meetings accounts for the majority of the Boards’ travel 
expenses.  The APA evaluated six travel reimbursement documents and noted the following: 

• Meals reimbursed by the Board were not always within the Federal General Services 
Administration (GSA) guidelines, nor were they all adequately accounted for under an 
accountable plan, as required by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).  The GSA sets meal 
and lodging per diem rates by place of travel; however, the State of Nebraska reimburses 
actual expenses rather than paying a per diem.  The APA considers the GSA rates a 
reasonable guideline for meal and lodging expenses.  The following meal reimbursements 
were problematic: 

o On September 15, 2006, in Anchorage, Alaska, the Director paid for her own 
dinner, as well as the dinners for four Board members and three unidentified 
guests.  Reimbursement was $287.  The individual meals exceeded the GSA per 
diem guideline for dinner and the unidentified guest meals do not appear to be 
appropriate expenditures of the Board.  The GSA per diem rate for dinner in 
Alaska was $29 per person, which would amount to $145 for the five individuals 
attending - the Director and four Board members.  The three unidentified guests 
do not appear to have been Board members or staff attending the meeting in 
Alaska and therefore appear to be an unacceptable expense.  An annual NCEES 
meeting was held in Anchorage, Alaska from September 13 through 16, 2006.  
This meal was not organized by the NCEES and was not an official function of 
the Board.  See Exhibit A. 

o The Director’s meal log for September 2006 was not adequate under an 
accountable plan, as it did not include the restaurant names for four of six meals 
claimed or the city in which one meal was claimed.  See Exhibit A. 

o While attending the annual NCARB meeting and conference in Cincinnati, Ohio 
from June 21-24, 2006, one Board member was reimbursed $89 for one day of 
meals, while the GSA daily per diem rate for Cincinnati, Ohio was $54.  
Furthermore, the Board member’s meal log was also not adequate under an 
accountable plan, as it did not include restaurants’ names, nor were actual receipts 
provided for any of the six meals claimed.  Because the meals were not 
adequately accounted for, the amount in excess of the GSA rate should have been 
included as taxable income to the Board member.  See Exhibit B. 

o Another Board member used an outdated version of the expense reimbursement 
document; therefore, did not adequately identify whether the meals claimed were 
for breakfast, lunch, or dinner in accordance with the State’s accountable plan.  
The Board member traveled to Newport, Rhode Island for a combined regional 
NCARB meeting from March 29, 2007 through April 1, 2007.  See Exhibit C.   

o While attending an annual NCARB meeting in Denver, Colorado from June 20-
23, 2007, one Board member was reimbursed $58 for one evening’s dinner, which 
exceeded the GSA daily per diem rate of $49.  The meal expense appears to be 
unreasonable for the location.  This Board member was also reimbursed $10 for a 
meal that was not identified as breakfast, lunch, or dinner and a $10 purchase 
from the hotel “minibar” that was not identified.  See Exhibit D.  
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o Two Board members were reimbursed for the same meal while attending an 
annual NCEES meeting in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania from August 22 - 25, 2007.  
One Board member was reimbursed $23 for breakfast and included a note 
indicating the claim was also for the payment of another Board member’s 
breakfast.  Upon evaluation of the other Board member’s expense reimbursement 
document, the same breakfast was reimbursed in the amount of $10 to the other 
Board member.  Neither Board member included an original receipt as required in 
such cases by the Nebraska State Accounting Manual.  See Exhibit E.  

o One Board member submitted receipts in lieu of a meal log for three of four 
meals, while attending a NCEES meeting in Rapid City, South Dakota from 
May 17 - 19, 2007.  The receipts submitted were credit card summaries, which 
did not contain the detail of the meal.  The Internal Revenue Code (IRC) 
Publication 463 indicates evidence is generally considered adequate if it shows 
the amount, date, place, and essential character of the expense.  Without a detailed 
breakdown of the meal, the Board can not determine whether alcohol was 
reimbursed or not.  See Exhibit F.   

• Neb. Rev. Stat. § 81-1174 states, “Whenever any state officer, employee, or member of 
any commission, council, committee, or board of the state is entitled to be reimbursed for 
actual expenses incurred by him or her in the line of duty, he or she shall be required to 
present a request for payment or reimbursement each month to the Director of 
Administrative Services.  Each request shall be fully itemized, including when, where, 
and why the expense was incurred and the actual amount involved.  When reimbursement 
is requested for mileage by automobile, air travel by commercial carrier, air travel in 
airplanes chartered by the department or agency, or air travel by personally rented 
airplane, the points between which such travel occurred, the times of arrival and 
departure, and the necessity and purpose of such travel shall be shown on such request.  
Without adequate information submitted on the expense reimbursement form, the Board 
is unable to determine whether certain expenses, such as meals, are allowable.   

o The Director did not sign her expense reimbursement document for September 
2006, and start and stop times for travel were not documented on the expense 
reimbursement form.  See Exhibit A.  

o One Board member’s expense reimbursement document contained reimbursement 
requests for more than a month, including a conference registration and airfare 
paid by the Board member on May 11 and May 13, 2006, and conference travel 
expenses incurred from June 19-25, 2006.  See Exhibit B.   

o Another Board member traveled to Newport, Rhode Island for an NCARB 
meeting and failed to complete start and stop times.  See Exhibit C.   

o One Board member traveled to an annual NCARB meeting in Denver, Colorado 
and did not document the start and stop times on the expense reimbursement 
form; rather included dates in the “Travel Times” column of the expense 
reimbursement document.  See Exhibit D.   

• Two Board members exceeded the GSA lodging per diem, which was $60 for both 
locations.  Additionally, although the State is exempt from sales, use, and lodging taxes, 
both members paid these taxes on the hotel rooms since the rooms were not directly 
billed to the State.   
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o One Board member stayed at the Hampton Inn in North Platte on June 19, 2006, 
for $122.08 while in route to Denver, Colorado for the annual NCARB meeting.  
The reimbursement included $109 for the room and $13.08 in taxes.  See Exhibit 
D - page 3.   

o Another Board member stayed at the Holiday Inn Express in O’Neill on May 16, 
2007, for $79 while in route to Rapid City, South Dakota for a NCEES Central 
Zone meeting from May 17-19, 2007.  The reimbursement included $71.96 for 
the room and $6.84 in taxes.  See Exhibit F - page 3.   

• Two individuals did not provide detailed hotel folios or receipts, as required by the 
Nebraska State Accounting Manual.   

o The Director stayed at an Anchorage, Alaska hotel for the 2006 annual NCEES 
meeting, requesting $436.80 for reimbursement of lodging expenses for the nights 
of September 10th, 13th, and 14th.  A detailed receipt was not provided, just a credit 
card summary showing total paid on September 15, 2006 of $436.80.  The APA 
was unable to determine if the receipt included the 11th and 12th or not.  See 
Exhibit A.  The Director did not request reimbursement for the nights of 
September 11th and 12th as those were personal vacation days.  On September 15th 
and 16th the Director stayed at a different hotel and did submit detailed supporting 
documentation.   

o A Board member stayed in Carter Lake, IA, on March 28, 2007 prior to flying to 
Newport, Rhode Island for an NCARB meeting.  The cost of the hotel was $69 
and a detailed receipt was not provided.  See Exhibit C.   

• The Director’s September 2006 expense reimbursement request was not mathematically 
correct.  Two reimbursement request forms were completed for this request; one, a 
handwritten form completed by the Director, the other an electronic form prepared from 
the original.  The original form included a request for reimbursement of 50 personal 
vehicle miles from Omaha to Lincoln; however, these miles did not get carried over to 
the electronic copy of the form, but the miles were still reimbursed.  A hotel and tip on 
September 14, 2006 was not carried over to the total column of the form, causing the total 
recorded on the form to be inaccurate.  Additionally, amounts on the expense 
reimbursement document did not agree to the State accounting system records.  Meals 
from the reimbursement request totaled $362, while $340 was coded in the Nebraska 
Information System (NIS).  Mileage from the reimbursement request totaled $22, while 
$45 was coded in NIS.  In total, $1,203 was included on the reimbursement request, 
while $1,181 was reimbursed and coded in NIS, a variance of $22.  See Exhibit A.   

 
The APA recommends the Board: 
• Ensure meal reimbursements are reasonable, adequately 

documented in accordance with the State’s accountable plan, 
and are not reimbursed more than once.  We recommend 
Federal GSA per diem rates be used as a guideline for 
determining the reasonableness of meal expenses.  We also 
recommend the Board ensure receipts submitted in lieu of a 
meal log are detailed and not just credit card summaries.   
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• Implement procedures to ensure expense reimbursement 
requests are submitted monthly and contain all information 
required by statutes. 

• Implement procedures to ensure only reasonable lodging 
expenses are reimbursed.  Again, we recommend the use of the 
Federal GSA per diem rates as a guideline for determining the 
reasonableness of lodging.  We also recommend all in-state 
lodging be directly billed to the State, so that sales, use, and 
lodging taxes are not unnecessarily paid.   

• Ensure all lodging expenses are accompanied by detailed 
lodging folios or receipts, as required by State accounting.   

• Ensure adequate review procedures are established to ensure 
expense reimbursement requests are mathematically correct 
and the proper accounts and amounts are coded in NIS.   

 
Board Response:  First and third bullets (meals and lodging) - The Board’s policies for expense 
reimbursement do not reference the Federal GSA rates.  DAS Accounting procedures also do not 
reference Federal GSA rates.  The Board uses DAS’s State Accounting Manual when developing 
policy, which states “only actual amounts” shall be claimed. 
 
APA’s Response:  DAS State Accounting Manual, AM-005, Travel Expense Policies, 
Section 6, references the Federal GSA rates as a guideline.  While DAS policy is to 
reimburse actual amounts, agencies should ensure expenses claimed for reimbursement are 
reasonable.  The APA considers the guidelines set by the GSA to be a good measure of 
reasonableness. 
 
3. Alcohol Purchased 
The Nebraska State Accounting Manual explicitly states, “No reimbursement may be made for 
alcoholic beverages.”  Additionally, it states “under State Statute 81-1174, employee expenses 
are only allowable for the attendance at official functions, conferences or hearing.”  On 
September 18, 2007, the Board purchased alcoholic beverages and food totaling $682 for the 
eight Board members, two employees, and four guests at the Quarry Oaks Golf Course near 
Ashland, Nebraska, the night before the Board’s annual continuing education conference.  The 
cost of alcohol totaled $175, and an additional $35 gratuity was paid on the purchase of alcohol.  
There was no documentation provided to support the official business purpose of the meal and an 
official listing of attendees was not documented.  See Exhibit G. 
 
Since the meal was not an official part of the conference or did not have a specific business 
purpose, the unpublicized gathering of a quorum of the Board members also appears to have 
violated the State’s Open Meetings Act.  Neb. Rev. Stat. § 84-1409(2) states, “Meeting means all 
regular, special, or called meetings, formal or informal, of any public body for the purposes of 
briefing, discussion of public business, formation of tentative policy, or the taking of any action 
of the public body.” 

 
The APA recommends the Board seek reimbursement for the 
purchase of alcohol and ensure no further alcohol purchases are 
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made by the Board.  We further recommend the Board not pay for 
food or beverages unless they are directly related to an official 
function, conference, or hearing for the Board or their staff.  We 
also recommend the Board ensure requirements of the Open 
Meetings Act are understood and complied with at all times.   
 

Board Response:  The Executive Director (ED) and the Board were not aware that alcohol was 
purchased as part of this meeting related to the annual continuing education workshop.  When it 
was brought to our attention by the Audit staff, the ED paid the expense for the alcohol and was 
reimbursed by the Board members.  It was an administrative oversight that was followed by DAS 
Accounting pre-audit certification training for three staff members. 
 
In a presentation given by Assistant Attorney General Dale Comer on July 26, 2006, selected 
rulings and opinions on the Open Meetings Act were outlined.  It states that the Open Meetings 
Act “exempts chance meetings or attendance at or travel to conventions or workshops.”  The 
meeting at Mahoney was a continuing education workshop held at a remote site.  While there 
was a quorum at the dinner prior to the workshop, the members of the public body did not 
engage in “briefing, discussion of public business, formation of tentative policy, or the taking of 
any action of the public body.” 
 
APA’s Response:  Also noted in the presentation given by Assistant Attorney General Dale 
Comer on July 26, 2006, “The Attorney General indicated informally that a meeting of a 
public body “for the purpose of receiving training or doing planning (such as a retreat)” 
should probably be treated as subject to the Open Meetings Act.”  The presentation also 
noted that “The Nebraska Court of Appeals indicated that ‘private quorum conferences’ 
are an envasion of open meetings law.”  The APA feels the Board could best protect itself 
by publicizing all events in which a quorum of Board members is present. 

 
4. Other Expenditures 
The Board did not utilize the statewide contract with Office Depot for the purchase of various 
office supplies totaling $395.  See Exhibit H.  Neb. Rev. Stat. § 81-1118 states, “There are 
hereby established the following seven branches of the materiel division of the Department of 
Administrative Services which shall have the following duties, powers, and responsibilities: (1) 
The office supplies bureau shall be responsible for providing office supplies, paper, and forms to 
using agencies.”  The DAS Office Supplies Bureau currently offers these supplies through the 
statewide contract with Office Depot.   
 
The Board also purchased office furniture from a vendor when similar products were available at 
a lower cost through the Department of Correctional Services – Cornhusker State Industries 
(CSI).  This purchase totaled $10,748.  See Exhibit I.  The DAS – Materiel Division - State 
Purchasing Bureau requires all items available from CSI, but not purchased through CSI be 
processed through the State Purchasing Bureau.  There was no documentation on file to indicate 
the Board used the State Purchasing Bureau for processing this furniture request.   
 

The APA recommends the Board ensure office supplies are 
purchased through the statewide contract as required.  We also 
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recommend the Board document its review of the CSI catalog prior 
to the purchase of office furniture to ensure the most economical 
vendor is selected.  Finally, we recommend the Board process 
furniture purchases available but not purchased through CSI 
through the State Purchasing Bureau.   

 
Board Response:  Referenced office supplies purchased were either not available or were less 
expensive than through the statewide contract.  The Board no longer authorizes purchases where 
the item is less expensive than through the statewide contract.  When an item is not available on 
the statewide contract, staff documents the unavailability of the item on the invoice or order 
form.     
 
Exhibit H – page 1, 2, and 4:  Ordered because the items were significantly cheaper than with 
the statewide contract.  This will no longer be allowed.  Page 3: Wall certificate paper for 
licensees is not available through the statewide contract, although this invoice did not have the 
reason written on it.   
 
Exhibit I - When the Board moved its office, the existing workstations and panels were reused 
and reconfigured.  Some new pieces had to be added and the cost to move and relocate them was 
paid to the original company that the panels were purchased from.  At the time of original 
purchase, the previous Director believed this company was an approved state contractor. 
 
5. Payroll Testing 
The APA performed various payroll tests to follow up on prior year findings, including detailed 
testing on four employees and one termination leave payout.  We documented the payroll 
process and evaluated per diem payments to Board members.  The following items were noted: 

• One employee’s final paycheck was not correct due to errors in adjusting the employee’s 
leave balances.  From September 7, 2004 until February 3, 2006, the employee’s sick and 
vacation leave earned was not accrued in NIS.  The Board subsequently posted an 
adjustment for the net effect of hours earned and used during this period; however, the 
Board’s calculations did not reflect the timesheet activity submitted by the employee and 
approved by management.  On June 20, 2007, the employee was paid a gross amount of 
$1,258 for the payout of 126.65 hours of vacation leave.  The employee’s final paycheck 
should have included 133.43 hours of vacation leave payoff for a gross amount of $1,365, 
resulting in a $107 gross underpayment to the employee.  Without adequate procedures to 
ensure leave earnings and usage in NIS agree to timesheets and to ensure final pay 
calculations are accurate, there is an increased risk for future incorrect payments to 
former employees.  See Exhibit J. 
 
Several other items were noted during the testing of this terminated employee as follows:   

o There was still a vacation leave balance in NIS, due to an inaccurate amount 
entered as vacation leave earnings on the final pay check.  The vacation leave 
balance should have been reduced to zero after the payout of the vacation leave.  
See Exhibit J. 

o The sick leave balance in NIS is 175.65 hours, is incorrect, and should be adjusted 
to 158.93 hours to agree with timesheet usage and actual sick leave earned.   
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o Finally, there was no W-4 or I-9 in the personnel file for the terminated employee, 
as required. 

• The Board changed the timing of the payroll process in February 2005 by converting 
from 5 days between the end of the pay period and the check date to 12 days.  The Board 
made an error during this change, which caused several employees to receive pay for an 
extra 40 hours in February 2005.  The error went unnoticed until approximately 
November 2007, in part, due to the Board’s failure to notify DAS of the payroll 
processing change.  As of December 31, 2007, 3 of 5 individuals employed during 
February 2005 owed the Board for 40 hours they were overpaid.  Between January and 
March 2008, 2 of the 3 individuals remitted the overpaid funds to the Board.  The third 
individual has been notified, but has yet to repay the amount owed to the Board.   
The two employees who paid back the Board were still employed during the evaluation 
period.  Repayments were made in 8 hour increments over 5 pay periods; however, the 
Board made additional errors when making these adjustments.  As a result, these two 
employees owe the Board for additional pay they received in error.  One employee owes 
32 hours and the other employee owes 24 hours at the March 26, 2008 pay rate.  There 
was a lack of supporting documentation on file to support the payroll change, as well a 
lack of documentation to support the identification and correction of errors. 

• Written documentation was not maintained to support the initial hiring terms or 
subsequent salary adjustments for one of four employees tested.  There is an increased 
risk for unauthorized changes to pay rates without adequate documentation to support 
hiring rates and other salary adjustments.   

• Copies of Federal Form W-4 were not maintained for 3 of 4 employees tested.  State 
Agency Records Retention Schedule 124 – State Agencies General Records – Section 6-
29 requires W-4 forms to be maintained by State agencies.  The Federal Form W-4, 
Employees Withholding Exemption Certificate, supports the number of exemptions and 
additional tax withholdings for each employee.   

• A comparison of the final payroll register to Board’s general ledger in NIS was not 
completed to ensure the amounts approved in the payroll register were the amounts 
posted to the general ledger in NIS.  The Nebraska State Accounting Manual describes 
the process for reconciling the general ledger to the payroll register.  Without adequate 
procedures to ensure the final approved payroll agrees to the general ledger, there is an 
increased risk of incorrect or fraudulent payroll transactions to occur and remain 
undetected.   

• A Board per diem was paid in advance for one of two per diem payments tested.  Per 
Neb. Rev. Stat. § 81-3429, Board members are entitled to receive a $60 per day per diem 
when engaged in specific Board activities, including Board meetings.  The prepayment 
was for a NCARB meeting on March 28, 2007 to March 31, 2007 in Rhode Island, 
Maine.  The Board member was paid the per diem on March 28, 2007.   

• One employee’s NIS User ID was still active 17 days after their termination date.  The 
Nebraska State Accounting Manual states termination of the User's NIS ID should be 
done within 5 work days from the employee's date of termination.   

 
The APA recommends the Board: 
• Correct the underpayment to the former employee and 

implement procedures to ensure final pay calculations are 
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accurate by having a second individual document their review 
of the final pay calculation and any adjustments to leave usage 
or accruals.   

• Reduce the vacation leave balance remaining in NIS to zero for 
the terminated employee and adjust the sick leave balance to 
accurately reflect sick leave earned and used per the approved 
timesheets.   

• Notify DAS prior to making significant payroll changes.  We 
also recommend significant changes be supported by voting 
Board members and documented in Board meeting minutes.  
The Board should obtain supporting documentation prior to the 
correction of any perceived or identified errors.  We also 
recommend the Board collect the remaining money owed from 
the former employee. 

• Correct the payroll error made in March of 2008, recouping 
payment from the two employees overpaid. 

• Maintain written documentation to support all authorized 
salary rates for each employee in personnel files and retain 
copies of form W-4 in accordance with State Record Retention 
Schedule 124-6-29. 

• Implement procedures to ensure adequate internal controls are 
in place for processing payroll, including a documented 
reconciliation of the general ledger to the final payroll register.  

• Implement procedures to ensure per diem payments are only 
made after the conduction of Board business with appropriate 
documentation on file to support the payment.   

• Implement procedures to ensure a terminated employee’s NIS 
User ID is removed within five work days. 

 
Board Response:  The bulk of the employee files reported with missing documentation (hiring 
terms, salary adjustments, copies of forms, etc.), were from the time prior to January 1, 2006, the 
date the current Executive Director was hired. 
 
First Bullet, Exhibit J - This item and the attached comments is a repeat from the 04/05 report 
and concerns a staff member hired on September 7, 2004.  When new Board staff discovered that 
the employee noted in the report was not accruing vacation or sick leave, DAS Accounting was 
notified immediately.  Board staff worked directly with DAS Accounting staff (Linda Roesler and 
Colin Wilson) to ensure that it was corrected in March, 2006.  When that employee left the 
employment of the Board, the final pay calculation was reviewed with DAS Accounting staff and 
the employee was paid for 126.65 hours of vacation pay.  It appears that there is a discrepancy 
between the final pay calculation figured by APA (133.43 hours, or a difference of 6.78 hours) 
and the calculation by Board staff and DAS Accounting.  Board staff continues to follow DAS 
guidelines to the best of our ability and to work with DAS Accounting whenever there is a final 
payout to ensure it is as correct as possible.  This item is considered resolved. 
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Second Bullet - The payroll cycle change made in 2005 was not documented and it has been 
difficult to track, even with assistance of DAS Accounting staff.  Because of this, it has been 
difficult to find an universal correction.  Board staff brought this item to DAS Accounting staff’s 
attention and worked tirelessly with them for six months.   
 
There does not seem to be agreement between DAS Accounting and the APA on the final amount 
due either from the employee or from the Board on all five affected employees.  In a May 16 
email from APA staff, a reference to a final review of this item is noted to be completed the 
following week.  We are not aware of a final review having been completed or sent to the Board. 
 
The following chart shows what the Board believes is the determination by the two state agencies 
on what is the recommended correction: 

Final Payout Numbers by Agency on Employees Affected by Payroll Change Only: 
Staff initials DAS Accounting   APA          
CN  owes Board $1309.04   does not owe Board 
GD  owes Board $724.76   owes Board for undetermined hrs 
SW  owes Board $599.60 (40 hrs)  owes Board for 24 hrs 
JV  owes Board $505.08 (40 hrs)  owes Board for 32 hrs 
LT  owes Board $345.09   does not owe Board 
 

On April 18, 2008, the Board voted to discontinue collections in the 2005 payroll issue, which 
was supported by DAS State Accounting.  However, conflicting information brought by the APA 
leaves the amount of the overpayment/underpayment unknown at this time.  The Board cannot 
contact DAS-Risk Management to write off amounts owed the Board until the amount is 
resolved. 
 
Eighth Bullet - The previous Administrative Assistant was kept in the NIS system with the 
knowledge of DAS Accounting so she could assist in the preparation and correct documentation 
of the payroll for the first week of her replacement’s work.  This was particularly critical 
because of the continued issues with the payroll cycle change.  She remained an employee of the 
State, and was not considered to be a threat to the Board.  On a more typical termination, the 
employee’s NIS ID is terminated within five days.   
 
APA’s Response:  First bullet – As noted, the APA does feel the employee was not properly 
paid and did discuss the erroneous calculation with DAS-Accounting staff; however, the 
decision to consider the issue resolved is a Board decision. 
 
Second bullet - In the May 16 email referred to above, the APA specifically indicated that 
“CN” was overpaid; however, he was also not paid for his last 40 hours worked, and as a 
result does not owe the Board.  “GD” was overpaid the 40 hours as noted in the comment.  
“SW” and “JV” were also overpaid (40 hours) and had paid back this amount; however, in 
the effort to correct the overpayment another error was made causing “SW” and “JV” to 
be overpaid by 24 and 32 hours respectively.  That overpayment occurred at the employees 
March 26, 2008 pay rates.  “LT” was not overpaid, as she began employment on a different 
time lag than the other Board employees.   
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The APA has discussed the calculations with Board staff.  Ultimately, the responsibility to 
ensure employees are properly paid lies with the Board.  We are willing to again provide 
our calculations to the Board.   
 
Eight bullet – The employee could have been assigned inquiry-only access, which the APA 
believes would have been more appropriate under the circumstances.   
 
6. Fund Balance 
The APA evaluated the Board’s cash fund balance as recorded in NIS.  The Board pays for its 
operation through various fees, including exam application fees, engineer and architect 
professional licensing fees, license renewal fees, and other miscellaneous fees.  Limitations for 
these fees are set by state statutes.   
 
A number of the fees assessed were increased since the fiscal year 2005 attestation, but were 
within statutory limitations.  The Board’s fund balance for the past 4 years is as follows: 
 

Fiscal Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Fund Balance $997,627.00 $921,934.00 $830,351.00  $885,411.00 

Months of Expenditures 
Available in Fund Balance 26.3 19.5 15.2  17.5 

 
The balance at June 30, 2007, was approximately 1.5 times the total disbursements for the fiscal 
year and was sufficient to pay approximately 17.5 months of the Boards disbursements. 
 
The Board adopted policy P04.01 - Target Reserve for the E&A Regulation Fund in September 
of 2004 which states, “The Engineers and Architects Regulation Fund (Fund 25810), created in 
NRS Section 81-3432, shall retain a reserve for contingencies and unforeseen conditions.  The 
target reserve shall be double the amount of the annual budget for the agency.”  This policy puts 
the target fund balance at more than $1 million based on the historical expenditures of the Board 
who expended $608,407 in fiscal year 2007. 
 
The APA does not feel the fund balance policy is reasonable based on the Board’s duties as set 
by state statute.  When an excessive fund balance is maintained for the cash funded Board, the 
professionals supporting the Board pay fees which may be higher than necessary. 
 

The APA recommends the Board implement procedures to reduce 
the fund balance to a more reasonable level.  We also recommend 
a documented review of fees charged on a periodic basis to ensure 
fees are reasonable. 
 

Board Response:  Board Policy P08.08 states “For the purpose of insuring the agency against 
loss due to breach of examination security, pending or ongoing litigation against the board, and 
other unplanned expenditures, the board shall strive to maintain a cash reserve in the amount of 
two times the annual budget.”  There is historic evidence in similar state agencies across the 
country for the need of a cash reserve in the regulation of engineering and architecture. 
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Because Policy P08.08 is in comparison to the annual budget, that number is reflected in the 
following chart: 
 

Fiscal Year  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008 
Fund Balance $997,627 $921,934 $830,351 $885,411 $875,257 
Annual Budget $509,214 $589,728 $645,321 $707,793 $729,235 
Comparison 1.96  1.56  1.29  1.25  1.20  

 
As is evident in the chart, even with fee increases, the Board’s fund balance has decreased, 
further exposing the Board to potential loss.  
 
APA’s Response:  The Board analysis is based upon budgeted figures, while the APA’s 
analysis was based upon actual expenditures.  The Board has been operating with a fund 
balance capable of supporting its activities for 15.2 to 26.3 months.  The APA feels a fund 
balance capable of supporting the Board for six months would be appropriate. 
 
7. Improper Refund 
The Board established a reimbursement policy stating, “Each engineering student who takes and 
passes the Fundamentals of Engineering examination, while enrolled in an accredited degree 
program in Nebraska, will be reimbursed $50.00 by the Board of Engineers and Architects.  
Those who retake the exam because of a no show or failure, or those who take the exam outside 
six month’s of their student eligibility, will not be eligible for reimbursement.”  The 
Fundamentals of Engineering (FE) exam is offered through a national organization twice a year.  
Pass or fail results are communicated from the national organization to the Board, who then 
identifies the individuals eligible for the refund.  The APA tested two refunds paid to individuals. 
 
One of the two FE exam refunds tested was improperly paid to an individual who passed the 
exam on a second attempt.  The individual applied to take the exam a first time, then failed to 
show up.  As indicated by Board policy, an individual who retakes the exam because of a no 
show or failure, is not eligible to receive the $50 refund.  See Exhibit K.   
 
All exam results were entered into a database utilized by the Board.  When a record for a FE 
exam no-show was entered into the database, the database did not count this as an FE exam 
attempt.  Because the FE attempt field was used to determine who was eligible for the refund, 
there is an increased risk candidates with no-shows received a refund when they were ineligible.  
Without adequate system controls to ensure only qualified individuals are receiving refunds, 
there is an increased risk the Board will pay refunds to ineligible individuals. 
 
Between July 1, 2006 and December 31, 2007, there were three FE exams given.  There was a 
lack of supporting documentation on file to indicate whether the Board had properly identified 
all applicants who failed to show for an exam or failed to register for the exam with the national 
organization. 
 

The APA recommends the Board ensure the proper controls are 
added to the database to prevent refunds to individuals who are not 
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eligible.  We also recommend the Board maintain documentation 
to support pass/failed exams, no shows, or failure to register.   

 
8. Receipts Testing 
The APA tested five receipts and documented the receipt process.  The following was noted: 

• Written documentation to support the effective date of fee changes was not provided.  
The October 20, 2006 Board meeting minutes referred to a proposed fee schedule update, 
an old fee schedule, and approval of the new fee schedule.  The fee schedule, included as 
an exhibit to the Board meeting minutes, did not specify the effective date of proposed 
changes.  Per discussion with Board staff, there were different implementation dates for 
different fees.  For example, a license application fee tested increased immediately, while 
the temporary permit fee did not increase until January 1, 2007.   

• One of four receipts tested included a fee that did not agree to the approved fee schedule.  
The application was for an engineer license and was received by the Board May 1, 2007.  
The applicant sent in a $150 fee with the application.  The fee at the time was $200, as 
noted on the application for registration of an engineer.  The fee prior to October 20, 
2006, was a $150 initial fee with an additional $50 fee due upon approval.  The applicant 
used the out-of-date form for their application which specified the $150 fee.  An 
additional $50 was not submitted by the applicant or requested by the Board after 
approval. 

 
The APA recommends the Board document the effective date of all 
fee schedule changes when approving fees.  We also recommend 
the Board implement procedures to ensure fees charged are in 
compliance with Board adopted amounts.   

 
9. Purchase Card Testing 
The State of Nebraska has a program which agencies can apply for and use purchasing cards for 
various purchases.  These purchases are limited to a maximum per transaction dollar amount.  In 
addition, the purchasing card should not be used for items available through a Statewide contract 
as outlined in the State Purchase Card Manual.  We performed detailed testing on four 
purchasing card transactions.  The following items were noted: 

• In November 2007, the Board purchased an 18” stainless steel dishwasher for the 
agency’s kitchenette from Sears for $552.  No informal or formal bids were documented 
to support this purchase.  This appears to be an unreasonable expenditure of the Board. 

• We noted the Board purchased a laptop from Dell Corporation with the purchasing card 
on November 6, 2006 for $1,588.  This item is available through a statewide contract and 
is included in the listing of unacceptable uses of the purchasing card.  In addition, all 
electronic purchases are to first go through the DAS Chief Information Officer’s (CIO) 
office.  See Exhibit L.   

• The Board purchased office furniture (6 chairs, a coffee table, and a base cabinet) with 
the purchasing card at Target on November 28, 2006, when similar products were 
available through the Department of Correctional Services-Cornhusker State Industries 
(CSI).  Sales tax of $66 was paid on the purchase and no refund was received for the 
sales tax paid.  See Exhibit M.   
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• On December 29, 2006, the Board purchased various kitchen supplies and small 
appliances with the purchasing card from Target totaling $275.  Various kitchen items 
purchased do not appear reasonable and necessary for the Board’s function.  See Exhibit 
M.   

 
The APA recommends the Board implement procedures to ensure 
proper use of the State purchasing card and to ensure all purchases 
are reasonable and necessary for the Board.  Purchases available 
on a statewide contract should not be made with the purchasing 
card.  State sales tax should not be paid when using a State 
purchasing card.  We also recommend reviewing CSI prices for 
office furniture prior to making purchases through another vendor 
to ensure the Board receives the best price for office furniture.   
 

Board Response:  First Bullet, Dishwasher purchase - Documentation on price comparison was 
not found.  The purchase was authorized by the Board as an expense to accommodate the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and to conserve on paper and plastic products.  Dishes and 
flatware were paid for by staff.   
 
Second Bullet, Laptop purchase - The purchase of the Dell laptop was accomplished with 
assistance and authorization through the Chief Information Office.  At the time it was not listed 
in the “Unacceptable uses” list for the purchasing card. 
 
Fourth Bullet, Exhibit N - The kitchen constructed in the new Board offices was essential for 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The bulk of this receipt was for the 
purchase of humidifiers to correct printing problems with the two major copiers.  The Board 
approved the minor expense of kitchen items as reasonable; reducing the use of disposables and 
as a matter of accommodation. 
 
APA’s Response:  First bullet and fourth bullet - Per the Board’s lease agreement, part 16, 
Compliance with Law, “Lessor shall, at its expense, comply with all applicable statutes, 
charters, laws, ordinances, building and maintenance codes, rules, regulations, 
requirements and orders of duly constituted public authorities now or hereafter in any 
manner affecting the Demised Premises, or the use thereof…”  “This space shall meet all 
current code requirements, including but not limited to, fire/life safety codes and the 
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines.”   
 
Second bullet - Unacceptable uses of the purchasing card include “Items available through 
statewide contracts.”  The State has a contract with Dell.   

 
10. Non Sufficient Funds Suspense Account 
The State Treasurer makes daily deposits to US Bank for the Board.  When checks are returned 
from US Bank to the State Treasurer as non sufficient funds (NSF) checks, the treasurer’s office 
makes an entry in NIS.  It is the responsibility of the Board to periodically review these entries 
and make the necessary accounting adjustments to properly account for the NSF checks.  The 
APA tested two NSF checks and the corresponding accounting entry performed by the Board.   
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The two checks tested were returned on the same date and as a result the State Treasurer 
aggregated the amounts and made one $200 accounting entry to NIS.  The necessary accounting 
adjustment was not properly completed by the Board.  The State Treasurer makes entries to this 
suspense account for additional items such as amounts charged back to a customer’s credit card, 
and credit card merchant fees.  Merchant fees are those charged by credit card companies for the 
processing of transactions.  We noted similar problems with these other entries in the NIS 
suspense account.  As a result the debits and credits in the applicable NIS account did not agree 
by a total of $4,189.  See Exhibit N.   
 

The APA recommends the Board ensure staff has a proper 
understanding of the procedures required to properly account for 
NSF checks and other entries made by the State Treasurers Office.  
The Board should correct the accounting errors and implement 
procedures to ensure these accounting entries are processed 
correctly.   
 

Board Response:  When funds go into a suspense account, staff must do a journal entry to direct 
payments to the appropriate object code.  At the time of the APA review, approximately $250 
was in the Non-Sufficient Funds – Returned Check account, $198 in the Credit Card – Activity 
Fees, and the remainder in Credit Card Sales – Merchant Fees.  The remaining amount 
($3,740.66) is for two transactions erroneously posted as a debit instead of a credit.  At the end 
of the fiscal year 2007/08, all suspense accounts were accounted for in the appropriate object 
codes.   
 
11. Board Meeting Minutes 
The eight-member Board meets ten of twelve months each year.  Board minutes recording 
meeting activity were inconsistent.  Board members who were absent, present, late in arrival, and 
early in leaving were not always accurately identified.  Several Board meeting minutes listed a 
specific member as absent at call to order; however, the individual was listed as voting on 
various items during the meeting and was included in the list of members present at adjournment.  
Other Board meeting minutes indicated a member was listed as present at call to order and absent 
at adjournment.  There was no mention in the minutes of the individual’s departure from the 
meeting.  See Exhibit O.   
 
Per requirements of the Open Meetings Act found in Neb. Rev. Stat. § 84-1413, “Each public 
body shall keep minutes of all meetings showing the time, place, members present and 
absent….Any action taken on any question or motion duly moved and seconded…and the record 
shall state how each member voted or if the member was absent or not voting.”   

 
We recommend the Board implement procedures to ensure 
compliance with the Open Meetings Act regarding documentation 
of members present, absent and their voting activity. 
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The APA staff involved in this evaluation were: 
Cindy Janssen, Audit Manager 
Philip Olsen, Auditor-In-Charge 
Crystal Goldsmith, Auditor 
Mary Avery, Special Audits and Finance Manager 

 
If you have any questions regarding the above information, please contact our office.  The APA 
wishes to thank the State Board of Engineers and Architects for their cooperation and assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 Signed Original on File 
 
Cindy Janssen Philip Olsen Mary Avery 
Audit Manager Auditor-In-Charge Special Audits and  
   Finance Manager 
 
 
 Signed Original on File 
 
Mike Foley 
State Capitol, Suite 2303 
Lincoln, NE  68509 
Phone: 402-471-2111 
Mike.Foley@apa.ne.gov 
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There was one FE Exam attempt indicated in 
the database, even though there is a note 
indicating this is his second attempt.  
Therefore, the database was incorrect and a 
refund was paid to this individual.   
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Exhibit N

Doc Number G/L Date Explanation Debit Credit Posted by: Error with Transaction
961114 2/4/2005 Credit Card Chargeback 1/17 198.00 the State Treasurers Office A corresponding Credit transaction was never made by the Board.
1188978 6/22/2006 NSF - Returned Check (150.00) the Board This is a double entry previously recorded by the Board on 4/18/06
1227496 10/26/2006 NSF - Returned Check 200.00 the State Treasurers Office
1230234 11/3/2006 NSF - Returned Check 200.00 the Board Entry by the Board was incorrectly posted as a Debit
1272116 12/11/2006 Credit Card Sales - Merchant Fees 710.68 the State Treasurers Office
1275144 12/20/2006 Credit Card Sales - Merchant Fees 710.68 the Board Entry by the Board was incorrectly posted as a Debit
1278712 1/8/2007 Credit Card Sales - Merchant Fees 1,159.65 the State Treasurers Office
1280635 1/12/2007 Credit Card Sales - Merchant Fees 1,159.65 the Board Entry by the Board was incorrectly posted as a Debit

4,338.66 (150.00)

4,338.66
(150.00)

4,188.66 Total error in account balance

Above are items the State Treasurers Office and the Board posted to the NIS Suspense account 132900. These items represent
transactions that were incorrectly handled by the Board.  As a result the Debits and Credits do not balance.

The NIS Suspense account 132900 is titled the NSF Suspense Account, however; there are a number of items posted to this account
by the State Treasurers Office. These items include Non-Sufficient Funds checks returned to the State Treasurer, amounts charged
back to a customers credit card, and credit card merchant fees.  Merchant fees are those charged by credit card companies for the 

Prepared by APA Page 1 of 1 8/12/2008
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Fred Choobineh noted as absent. 
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Choobineh noted as voting
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Choobineh noted as voting.
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Choobineh noted as voting.

Choobineh noted as 
voting. 



 Engineers and Architects Special Evaluation Exhibit O 
Board Meeting Minutes 

 

Prepared by APA 5 of 8 8/12/2008 

 



 Engineers and Architects Special Evaluation Exhibit O 
Board Meeting Minutes 

 

Prepared by APA 6 of 8 8/12/2008 

 

Choobineh noted as voting. 
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Choobineh noted as voting. 
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Choobineh noted as absent. 

Choobineh noted as absent. 

 


