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Purpose of this report 
This is the first report under MD Code, Transportation, § 8-664 and 2022 HB0813 / 

CH0216 enacted during the 2022 Regular Session of the Maryland General 

Assembly to publicly provide information on the County’s school bus monitoring 

camera program and steps Montgomery County has taken to reduce violations of 

passing a stopped school bus through bus stop reviews and driver outreach. 
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About the school bus monitoring system 
Law for stopping for stopped school buses 

When approaching a stopped school bus with activated flashing red lights, Maryland law 

(MD Code, Transportation, § 21-706) requires that motorists traveling in the same 

direction as the bus must stop and remain stopped until the stop sign and lights are 

deactivated. The law also requires that motorists approaching the bus from the opposite 

direction must stop if there is no physical barrier, such as a grass or raised concrete 

median. 
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Background for automated enforcement 

The State of Maryland enacted enabling legislation in 2011 that permits local 

jurisdictions to implement school bus safety camera programs. 

 

A joint pilot between the Montgomery County Police Department (MCPD) and the 

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) began in January 2014 with 25 cameras 

placed on the outside of school buses; the cameras were strategically deployed 

throughout the County. The cameras have the ability to record vehicles that pass 

stopped school buses that have activated the flashing red lights. Violations captured by 

these cameras are reviewed by the police department’s Automated Traffic Enforcement 

Unit and citations are mailed to the registered owner of the vehicle.  

 

In October 2016, MCPD and MCPS embarked on an Automated School Bus Stop Arm 

Enforcement Program. After the enactment of State and Local legislation, the program 

went "live" on October 13, 2016, with a total 81 buses installed with cameras. By 

November of 2016, the number of camera-equipped buses increased to 103. By March 

of 2017, the number of buses with cameras increased to over 200 and it remained at 

that number for the duration of the 2016-2017 school year. For the duration of the 2017-

2018 school year, 500 buses were equipped with enforcement cameras. By the 2019-

2020 school year, all MCPS school buses were equipped. 
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Citation review process 

A common misperception of automated enforcement programs is that videos are not 

reviewed by a person prior to issuing citations. The school bus camera review process 

is designed to mirror the same approval process in place for speed and red-light 

programs. Each citation is reviewed at minimum three times prior to issuance. 

 

The equipment on the buses capture video of vehicles approaching and passing a 

slowing and stopping school bus. Within the panes of the video there are yellow and 

red-light indicators which show the activation of the yellow lights and the subsequent 

activation of the red lights. The video tracks the approach of the bus as well as the 

vehicle activity around the bus and records this activity. The video is then uploaded to 

the vendor and their team of reviewers watch the video and identify potential vehicles 

that have committed a violation of the law. These potential violations, or events, are 

then used to create the framework of a citation. The vendor then sends an inquiry to the 

NIC USA to get the registered vehicle owner information. Once that information is 

received it is placed in the citation framework and it is reviewed a second time, by the 

vendor, at a higher level. If the event passes both levels of review it is sent to the Police 

Department to be reviewed by Automated Traffic Enforcement Unit (ATEU) staff. ATEU 

reviewers then verify the license data through nationwide motor vehicle records, ensure 

that the information received matches the vehicle in the video, and review the video to 

affirm or reject that a violation has taken place. The staff have been trained in the law, 

its meaning, and practical application.  

 

If MCPD reviewers approve the event as a violation, they turn the event into a citation 

and it gets sent back to the vendor for final creation of the citation. Once approved by 

MCPD, the final version is sent back to the vendor to be printed and mailed to the 

violator. This process is legislatively required to be completed within 14 days of the date 

of the event. 

 

Once the violator receives the citation, they can enter their citation number on the 

website to view the same video used to make a determination as to the validity of the 

violation. At that point violators have option to either pay the citation or request a court 

date to contest the citation. Violators can also enroll in a payment plan for paying the 

$250 fine if necessary. If violators choose to go to court, they mail that request back in 

and a court date is scheduled. The violators can address the court with their concerns 

and all parties review the video in court in front of the Judge. The Judge then makes a 

ruling on the citation based on the evidence and testimony provided. Additionally, if a 

violator is not satisfied with the verdict rendered in District Court they can appeal the 

decision to the Circuit Court and possibly beyond. 
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Process for reviewing, issuing, paying, and contesting an automated enforcement 

citation 

 
Color legend: Blue = vendor role, Red = MCPD role, Gold = Violator role 
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Bus stop safety programs 
The County and State Governments partner on a range of in-person and online 

promotion of bus stop safety and raising awareness of driver’s responsibility to stop for 

school buses. Beginning in fiscal year 2023, the Montgomery County Department of 

Transportation began a safety audit of the school bus stops with the highest number of 

violations with the first reviews to be finalized during winter 2023. 

 

Public outreach and information 

Outreach: One of the annual safety programs with the highest engagement and reach 

is our back-to-school safety campaign. During this campaign running from mid-August 

through October Montgomery County Departments of Transportation, Police, and Public 

Information along with the Maryland Highway Safety Office provide information on when 

to stop for a school bus with red lights flashing along with other social norming 

messaging to encourage drivers to look out for our children getting on and off the bus. 

The campaigns are largely in English and Spanish. Next year’s back-to-school 

campaign will expand to include the county’s top six spoken languages. 

 

 

The tweet with the most engagements from the 

@VisionZeroMC Twitter account in 2021 and 2022 was about 

stopping for a stopped school bus in Maryland. This message 

was also shared by County and State agencies. 
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Citation language assistance: Citations from officers and automated programs are 

considered Maryland Court documents and currently provided in English. Persons 

needing assistance in their preferred language can call the phone number listed on the 

citation. County Police have a Spanish language representative with language line 

service for additional languages. 

 

Coordination of efforts: Over the coming year, County and State Government 

agencies will utilize the results of MCDOT’s bus stop safety review to enact any 

recommended changes at the bus stops where feasible. 

 

Alternative penalties for first offenses: The County Government does not 

recommend changing the penalties for first time offenders as the current structure 

provides an educational and deterrent effect. Overall, 91% of vehicles cited by this 

program between 2016 and 2020 received a single violation. 

 

Infrastructure review 

The Montgomery County Government added $300,000 to the Department of 

Transportation’s (MCDOT) fiscal year 2023 budget to examine and develop 

recommendations for student safety at the locations with the highest school bus 

monitoring program citations. Based on the bus stops with the most citations in calendar 

year 2019, the last pre-COVID-19 year with available data, MCDOT examined the 

following locations: 

• 8800 Colesville Rd., 20910 

• 1400 East-West Hwy, 20910  

• 400 North Frederick Ave., 20877 

• 5100 River Rd., 20816 

• 8800 Piney Branch Rd., 20903 

• 8900 Piney Branch Rd., 20903 

• 2200 Bel Pre Rd., 20906 

• 8400 16th St., 20910 

• 13500 Georgia Ave., 20906 

• 1000 Clopper Rd., 20878 

MCDOT is reviewing the above locations to determine if safety treatments are 

necessary or appropriate. These safety treatments could include additional or modified 

signing and pavement markings, geometric modifications such as curb realignments 

and median installations, or the need to add traffic signals or pedestrian hybrid beacons.  

MCDOT anticipates completion of the final report in January 2023.   
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Citations issued 
For fiscal year 2022 (FY22), 59,151 citations were issued under the school bus 

monitoring program resulting in $14.8 million in fines. Based on the direction of the 

passing vehicle, 41,799 (71%) of drivers passed in the opposite direction and 17,352 

(29%) were traveling the same direction as the stopped bus.  

 

FY22 represented the most citations issued since the program began in 2016. The 

increase in violations from the prior two years was the result of all Montgomery County 

School buses having monitoring systems installed during the 2019-2020 school year 

and a restart of school bus and commuting patterns coming out of the COVID-19 

pandemic. Based on the low level of repeat offenders for the school bus monitoring 

program and experience from the red-light and speed automated enforcement program, 

the County expects the number of citations issued to decrease over the next five years. 

 

 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20* FY21* FY22 

 Citations 16,388 34,033 54,492 50,106 6,910 59,151 

Citations per 
active camera 

73.5 67.4 55.2 36.0 4.7 36.7 

Citations from 
opposite direction 

0 20,626 34,184 31,217 4,741 41,799 

Citations from 
same direction 

0 12,858 20,299 18,889 2,169 17,352 

Citations with 
direction not 

captured 

16,388 549 9 0 0 0 

Total fines $2,048,500 $8,508,250 $13,621,875 $12,526,500 $1,727,500 $14,787,750 

*School closures during COVID-19 pandemic resulting in fewer bus trips. 

 

For FY22, the following blocks had the highest number of recorded violations. Eight of 

the top 10 blocks were along multi-lane State roads with the remaining two belonging to 

the County. These ten blocks accounted for 18% of all citations issued. 

 

Comparing FY22 top violation blocks to the blocks under review by MCDOT, seven out 

of the ten blocks were the same. Three stops in the FY22 top ten were not in the prior 

top ten: 

• 800 block of University Blvd E 

• 7100 block of Arlington Rd 

• 5400 block of Tuckerman Ln 
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Block 
Roadway 

Owner 

Violations 
Same 

Direction 

Violations from 
Opposite 
Direction 

Total 
Violations 

 

5100 River Rd State 185 1,798 1,983 
 

8800 
Colesville Rd 

State 203 1,388 1,591 
 

1400 East 
West Hwy 

State 299 1,195 1,494 
 

800 University 
Blvd E 

State 138 1,022 1,160 
 

400 N 
Frederick Ave 

State 85 894 979 
 

7100 Arlington 
Rd 

County 48 798 846 
 

5400 
Tuckerman Ln 

County 50 642 692 
 

1000 Clopper 
Rd 

State 129 553 682 
 

8900 Piney 
Branch Rd 

State 145 399 544 
 

8800 Piney 
Branch Rd 

State 99 418 517 
 

 

To see data on citations issued under the school bus monitoring program for all school 

bus stops, use the link below or visit the Montgomery County Vision Zero website. The 

reporting unit for school bus stops is the block level. 

 

Link: https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/visionzero/Resources/Files/FY17-

22_Bus_Camera_Tickets_by_Stop_and_Fiscal_Year_PUBLISHED.csv  

 

NOTE ON BLOCK ADDRESSES: When the school bus monitoring system captures a 

violation, the bus’s latitude and longitude are captured. The latitude and longitude are 

then matched to the nearest address. When the bus stop is near an intersection, the 

matched address may be along the intersecting road. Therefore, some of the block 

information presented in the block summary may reflect a violation that occurred on an 

intersecting road. 

 

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/visionzero/Resources/Files/FY17-22_Bus_Camera_Tickets_by_Stop_and_Fiscal_Year_PUBLISHED.csv
https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/visionzero/Resources/Files/FY17-22_Bus_Camera_Tickets_by_Stop_and_Fiscal_Year_PUBLISHED.csv
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From 2010-2021, NYC DOT completed over 1,000 Street Improvement Projects (SIPs), including over 100 
miles of protected bike lanes, retimed signals for 25MPH on over 800 miles of streets, and installed over 
5,000 leading pedestrian intervals (LPIs). As part of the Pedestrian Safety and Older New Yorkers report, NYC 
DOT conducted a wide-ranging before/after analysis of safety treatments to compare injury, severe injury, 
and fatality changes between seniors and non-senior adults. The agency identified seven treatments that 
were particularly powerful in terms of reducing injuries for senior pedestrians.  Building on that work, DOT 
also analyzed safety outcomes for those same treatments for all road users, pedestrians and motor vehicle 
operators. Results were not generated for cyclists and other motorized users (e.g. e-scooters) due to small 
sample sizes. However, findings on how bicycle facilities reduce injury risk for cyclists can be found in NYC 
DOT’s 2021 report “Safe Streets For Cycling”. Those results are summarized at the end of this report. 

Safety Treatments Analyzed: 

• Road Diets (defined as, but not limited to, corridor projects with an added flush median, bike lane or 
a widened parking lane, and a removed vehicular moving lane for at least 1,000 feet) 

• Conventional Bicycle Lanes (a lane defined only by paint, sometimes referred to as Class II Bicycle 
Facilities) 

• Protected Bicycle Lanes (a lane protected by parking or some other physical barrier, sometimes 
referred to as Class I Bicycle Facilities) 

• Pedestrian Islands (concrete and painted pedestrian islands and medians, as well as extensions of 
concrete medians – does not include bike lane islands) 

• Curb and Sidewalk Extensions (including neckdowns) 
• Turn Calming (markings, bollards and/or rubber speed bumps that slow and control turns) 
• Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs - providing a pedestrian crossing “head start” before vehicles 

receive the green light) 

Methodology 

NYC DOT employed a before/after injury analysis, comparing the average year of crash data before treatment 
installation to the average year of crash data after installation. In the before scenario, three years of crash 
data prior to the installation of a treatment were averaged, whereas in the after condition, two years were 
averaged in cases where three years of data was unavailable, otherwise three years of data were averaged. 
For this task, the report utilized comprehensive NYSDOT data which classifies injury crashes by severity. 
However, the availability and completeness of data for each treatment within this data set varies. 
Accordingly, NYC DOT relied on varying sample sizes for the evaluation of each treatment. When injuries 
were analyzed, fatal injuries were included as well.   

Most of the treatments analyzed come from SIPs (2008-2016). LPIs are 2010-2016, with the majority in the 
latter years as NYC DOT ramped up the program. Turn Calming treatments are from 2016, the first year of the 
program. Crash data covers the years 2005-2018. The methodology used in this study differs slightly from 
that of a similar analysis performed in NYC DOT’s Pedestrian Safety and Older Adults study. The latter limits 
analysis to crashes with one victim to allow matching victim age and severity, whereas the present study 
excludes victim age and therefore allows for multiple victim crashes to be included. 
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All Road Users 

Safety Treatment Injury Change KSI Change 
Road Diets -16.6% -30.0% 
Conventional Bike Lanes 1.1% -15.3% 
Protected Bike Lanes -14.8% -18.1% 
Pedestrian Islands -15.1% -35.5% 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions -10.4% -34.1% 
Turn Calming 0.3% -16.2% 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) -13.5% -29.6% 

 

Pedestrians 

Safety Treatment Ped Injury Change Ped KSI Change 
Road Diets -12.5% -31.7% 
Conventional Bike Lanes -1.4% -16.2% 
Protected Bike Lanes -17.8% -29.2% 
Pedestrian Islands -10.2% -29.9% 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions -16.5% -44.7% 
Turn Calming -17.5% -32.7% 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) -18.1% -34.3% 

 

Motor Vehicle Occupants 

Safety Treatment MV Injury Change MV KSI Change 
Road Diets -19.3% -33.8% 
Conventional Bike Lanes -1.1% -25.1% 
Protected Bike Lanes -19.0% -13.1% 
Pedestrian Islands -18.1% -52.0% 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions -10.1% -24.1% 
Turn Calming 13.6% 50.7%* 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) -13.5% -28.5% 

*Motor Vehicle KSI at Turning Calming locations rose from an annual average of 7.3 KSI in the before period to 11 KSI in the 
after period. Due to this small sample size of severe injuries, it is likely that this large increase (50.7%) is not as accurate as 
other report findings.    
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Sample Size 

Safety Treatment Treatments Centerline Miles 
Road Diets 28 29.1 
Conventional Bike Lanes 542 133.8 
Protected Bike Lanes 146 36.7 
Pedestrian Islands 177 2.1 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions 266 9.5 
Turn Calming 107 NA 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) 1446 NA 

 

Citywide Background Trend 

New York City’s streets have changed substantially over the last decade as improvements made under Vision 
Zero have strongly emphasized safety for vulnerable road users. These changes, including new signal timing, 
speed cameras, road diets, protected bike lanes and turn calming, may have played an important role in 
making the city considerably safer for pedestrians in terms of severe injuries and fatalities. However, all 
injuries (including all minor injuries) rose annually on average over the study period, in line with population 
growth. Injuries for all road users fell 0.4% and KSI fell 2.8%.  

Safe Streets For Cycling Report 

This 2021 study evaluated the safety and ridership of NYC’s on-street bicycle lanes. The analysis reflects the 
planning and design decisions of NYC DOT’s bicycle projects by measuring the changes in cyclist risk (cyclist 
injuries per 10M cyclists per mile), before and after installation. 

Overall 

• System-wide, the combination of bike lane types reduced bicycling risk by -32% 

Protected Bike Lanes (Class 1) 

• Risk reduction of -34% across all study projects 
• On the highest risk streets, cyclist risk is reduced by over -60% 
• Both boroughs with large enough Protected Bike Lane sample sizes have reductions in cyclist risk: 

Queens (-40%) and Manhattan (-26%) 

Conventional Bike Lanes (Class 2) 

• Risk reduction of -32% across all study projects 
• Improved safety on all streets, particularly on low and mid- volume streets (-42%, -26% reduction in 

risk respectively) 
• The Bronx and Brooklyn have risk reductions of -34% and in Manhattan cyclist risk decreased by -

28% (the boroughs with large enough sample sizes) 
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September 29, 2022 
 
 
Senator Clarence K. Lam, M.D., Senate Chair, Joint Audit and Evaluation Committee 
Delegate Mark S. Chang, House Chair, Joint Audit and Evaluation Committee 
Members of Joint Audit and Evaluation Committee 
Annapolis, Maryland 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
We conducted an audit of the financial management practices of the Montgomery 
County Public Schools (MCPS) in accordance with the requirements of the State 
Government Article, Section 2-1220(e) of the Annotated Code of Maryland.  The 
objectives of this audit were to evaluate whether MCPS’ procedures and controls 
were effective in accounting for and safeguarding its assets and whether its 
policies provided for the efficient use of financial resources. 
 
Our audit disclosed that MCPS’ procurement policies were not sufficiently 
comprehensive and were not always consistently used when obtaining goods and 
services under intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreements.  In 
addition, our test of 10 construction-related procurements totaling $192.3 million 
disclosed that MCPS did not always document compliance with State 
procurement laws and its policies for construction-related procurements, as it did 
not maintain documentation for losing bids, fee negotiations, and bid openings in 
the presences of witnesses.  Furthermore, MCPS did not always perform 
inspections of contracted construction projects or prepare reports of inspections 
performed in accordance with written procedures, assess liquidated damages 
when the related contractor missed project completion deadlines, or ensure proper 
supporting information was provided prior to payment. 
 
Our audit also disclosed that MCPS did not competitively procure or establish a 
fixed cost to be paid on a contract to use a vendor’s school bus safety camera 
system to assess violations against drivers that illegally pass a stopped school bus.
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In addition, the contract lacked sufficient details to enable effective monitoring of 
the amounts invoiced and paid to the vendor, which totaled $21.9 million as of 
June 30, 2021.     
 
Significant risks existed within MCPS’ computer network.  However in 
accordance with the State Government Article, Section 2-1224(i) of the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, we have redacted these findings from this audit 
report.  Specifically, State law requires the Office of Legislative Audits to redact 
cybersecurity findings in a manner consistent with auditing best practices before 
the report is made available to the public.  The term “cybersecurity” is defined in 
the State Finance and Procurement Article, Section 3A-301(b), and using our 
professional judgment we have determined that the redacted findings fall under 
the referenced definition.  The specifics of the cybersecurity findings were 
previously communicated to MCPS as well as those parties responsible for acting 
on our recommendations.   
 
Furthermore, our audit also disclosed that MCPS needs to improve internal 
controls and accountability in certain areas, including payroll processing and 
health care claims and fee processing; and had not formalized its financial 
relationship with an affiliated foundation.  For example, MCPS did not ensure 
critical human resources and payroll transactions were independently reviewed 
for propriety.   
 
Finally, based on our current audit assessment of significance and risk to our audit 
objectives, our audit included a review to determine the status of 12 of the 16 
findings contained in our preceding audit report.  For the non-cybersecurity-
related findings we determined that MCPS satisfactorily addressed 2 of these 
findings.  The remaining 3 findings are repeated in this report as 4 findings.   
 
MCPS’ response to this audit is included as an appendix to this report.  We 
reviewed the response to our findings and recommendations, and have concluded 
that the corrective actions identified are sufficient to address all audit issues.  In 
accordance with our policy, we have edited MCPS’ response to remove any 
vendor names or products mentioned by MCPS in this document.  Consistent with 
the requirements of State law, we have redacted the elements of MCPS’ response 
related to cybersecurity audit findings. 
 
We wish to acknowledge the cooperation extended to us during our audit by  
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MCPS and its willingness to address the audit issues and to implement 
appropriate corrective actions. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

Gregory A. Hook, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 
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Background Information 
 

Statistical Overview   
 
Enrollment 
According to student enrollment records compiled by the Maryland State 
Department of Education (MSDE), Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) 
ranks first in student enrollment among the 24 public school systems in Maryland.  
Fiscal year 2020 full-time student enrollment was 165,267 students.  MCPS had 
208 schools, consisting of 135 elementary schools, 40 middle schools, 25 high 
schools, and 8 other types of schools (including 5 special, 2 early childhood 
learning centers, and 1 alternative). 
 
Funding 
MCPS revenues consist primarily of funds received from the Montgomery 
County, State, and federal governments.  According to MCPS’ audited financial 
statements, revenues from all sources totaled approximately $3.2 billion in fiscal 
year 2020; including approximately $989.8 million from the State.  See Figure 1 
below for MCPS’ revenue sources per enrolled student in fiscal year 2020 
according to its audited financial statements. 

 

Figure 1 
MCPS’ Revenue Sources Per Enrolled Student 

Fiscal Year 2020

 
 

Source:  MCPS’ Fiscal Year 2020 Audited Financial Statements and MSDE Data 

  

State
$5,989 
31%

Local
$12,143 

63%
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Expenditures 
According to MCPS’ audited financial statements, fiscal year 2020 expenditures 
were approximately $3.4 billion.  The largest expenditure category was salaries 
and wages, including benefits, which accounted for approximately 74.5 percent of 
total expenditures during fiscal year 2020.  According to MSDE records, during 
the 2019-2020 school year, MCPS had 22,447 full-time equivalent positions, 
which consisted of 15,491 instructional and 6,956 non-instructional positions.  
Instruction accounted for over half of MCPS’ expenditures on a categorical basis 
(see Figure 2). 
 
 

Figure 2 
MCPS Expenditures by Category and Selected Statistical Data 

Fiscal Year 2020 
(amounts in millions) 

 

  
 
Source: MCPS' Fiscal Year 2020 Audited Financial Statements and MSDE Data 

 
 
 

Oversight 
 
MCPS is governed by a local school board, consisting of seven elected voting 
members and one voting student member.  The student member has the same 
rights and privileges as an elected member, and can vote on and participate in all 
matters except those specifically prohibited by law, such as the suspension or 
dismissal of teachers, principals, and other professional personnel.  In accordance 
with State law, MSDE provides considerable oversight of MCPS through the 
establishment and monitoring of various financial and academic policies and 
regulations.  MSDE also works with MCPS to comply with the requirements and 

$2,022 

$562 

$360 

$274 

$109 

$61 

60%
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Facilities & Capital Projects

Special Education

Administration & Support

Transportation

Food Service
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165,267 
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22,447 
 

Cost Per Pupil  
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mandates of federal law.  The Montgomery County government also exercises 
authority over MCPS primarily through the review and approval of MCPS’ 
annual operating and capital budgets. 
 

External Audits 
 
MCPS engages a certified public accounting firm to independently audit its 
annual financial statements.  The firm performs procedures to verify the amounts 
and disclosures in the financial statements.  The firm also evaluates the 
appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of significant 
accounting estimates made by management.  In the related audit reports, the firm 
stated that the financial statements presented fairly, in all material respects, the 
financial position of MCPS as of June 30, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, and 
2020 and the changes in its financial position and its cash flows for the years then 
ended in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United 
States of America. 
 
Additionally, in accordance with Government Auditing Standards, as part of the 
audited financial statements the accounting firm also issued separate reports on 
MCPS’ control over financial reporting and its tests of MCPS’ compliance with 
certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, grant agreements and other 
matters.  This report is an integral part of the annual independent audited financial 
statements.  The accounting firm also conducts the Single Audit of MCPS’ federal 
grant programs.  The Single Audit is intended to provide assurance to the federal 
government that adequate internal controls are in place, and the entity is generally 
in compliance with program requirements. 
 
We reviewed the aforementioned financial statement audits and Single Audit 
reports for fiscal years 2015 through 2020, and examined the related work papers 
for the fiscal year 2020 audits, which were the latest available during our audit 
fieldwork.   
 
Certain work of the independent certified public accounting firm, which we 
determined was reliable, covered areas included in the scope of our audit.  As a 
result, we did not conduct any audit work related to the following areas:  
 

 State and local government revenues received via wire transfer  
 Accounts receivables 
 Federal grant activity  

 
The independent accounting firm did not disclose any material deficiencies in 
these areas. 
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Status of Findings From Preceding Audit Report 
 
Based on our current assessment of significance and risk relative to our audit 
objectives, our audit included a review to determine the status of 12 of the 16 
findings contained in our preceding audit report dated May 19, 2016.  As 
disclosed in Figure 3, for the non-cybersecurity-related findings, we determined 
that MCPS satisfactorily addressed 2 of these findings.  The remaining 3 findings 
are repeated as 4 findings in this report. 
 

Figure 3 
Status of Preceding Findings  

Preceding 
Finding 

Finding Description 
Implementation 

Status 

Finding 1 
Checks received at certain locations were not recorded nor restrictively endorsed 
immediately upon receipt, and accountability over the transfer of collections to the 
controller’s office for deposit was not established. 

Not repeated  
(Not followed up on)   

Finding 2 
MCPS had not sufficiently pursued collection of delinquent accounts receivable 
and non-cash credits could be processed without independent approval and 
adequate supporting documentation. 

Not repeated  
(Not followed up on)   

Finding 3 
A number of employees had procurement and disbursement system capabilities 
assigned which allowed them to perform incompatible functions. 

Status Redacted1 

Finding 4 

MCPS awarded a $900,000 contract without using a competitive procurement 
process or justifying that decision and, for five other contracts tested, MCPS did 
not assess the benefits of intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreements as 
required by State law. 

Repeated            
(Current Findings 1 

and 10) 

Finding 5 
MCPS’ monitoring of certain contracts did not ensure that the best value was 
obtained or that payments did not exceed the contract amounts. 

Not repeated          

Finding 6 
Independent reviews did not provide sufficient assurance that certain personnel 
transactions, such as changes to employee information and salary, were proper. 

Repeated            
(Current Finding 2) 

Finding 7 
The MCPS core network firewalls were not configured to properly secure the 
MCPS network, allowing overly broad network level access with insufficient 
security event logging and monitoring 

Status Redacted 

Finding 8 
The MCPS network was not sufficiently secured to assist in the 
detection/prevention of potential network security breaches and attacks, and 
restrict access to critical servers. 

Status Redacted 

Finding 9 
Workstations and servers were not sufficiently protected against malware, as 
administrative access was not properly restricted and systems were running 
outdated or unsupported system software. 

Status Redacted 

                                                 
1 Specific information on cybersecurity findings has been redacted from this publicly available 

audit report in accordance with State Government Article, Section 2-1224(i) of the Annotated 
Code of Maryland. 
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Figure 3 
Status of Preceding Findings  

Preceding 
Finding 

Finding Description 
Implementation 

Status 

Finding 10 
Network, application, and database account and password controls were not 
sufficient to properly protect critical resources, as they did not meet minimum 
thresholds in accordance with recognized best practices. 

Status Redacted1 

Finding 11 
Controls over the critical student information and financial management system 
databases were not sufficient, as security activity was not logged, and various 
software in use was no longer supported by the respective developers. 

Status Redacted 

Finding 12 
MCPS did not have a complete information technology disaster recovery plan for 
recovering computer operations. 

Status Redacted 

Finding 13 
Maintenance supervisors did not ensure work orders were completed timely and 
that the completion of work was properly recorded in the automated system. 

Not repeated          
(Not followed up on) 

Finding 14 
MCPS did not use formal targets for revising bus routes or fully use its automated 
routing software to improve route efficiency and 300 routes were found with 
ridership significantly below bus ridership goals. 

Not Repeated 

Finding 15 
Bus maintenance work order records frequently did not reflect the current status of 
assigned maintenance work, and discrepancies in the maintenance parts and 
supplies inventory were not timely investigated and resolved. 

Not repeated          
(Not followed up on) 

Finding 16 
MCPS did not ensure the propriety of certain employee and retiree healthcare 
claims paid by its plan administrators. 

Repeated 
(Current Finding 12) 

 

 
 

Transportation Management Personnel Under Investigation 
 
In September 2021, MCPS’ Procurement Department identified questionable 
purchases through its normal review of credit card activity, which was referred to 
MCPS’ Internal Audit Unit in accordance with MCPS’ Policy for Reporting and 
Handling Fraudulent Actions by MCPS Employees, Agents, or Contractors.  
MCPS’ Internal Audit Unit conducted a limited review in October 2021 of a 
transportation management employee’s credit card activity.  The Internal Audit 
Unit issued a report dated November 17, 2021, which identified questionable 
purchases (such as gift cards, furniture, and purchases shipped to the employee’s  
_____________________ 
 
1 Specific information on cybersecurity findings has been redacted from this publicly available 
  audit report in accordance with State Government Article, Section 2-1224(i) of the Annotated 
  Code of Maryland. 
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home) made by the management employee. 
 
MCPS further discovered the existence of an account maintained by a 
transportation vendor outside the control of MCPS’ Office of Finance that was 
funded with amounts owed to MCPS.  This “off the books” account was used to 
make payments to several MCPS employees and to purchase goods and services 
circumventing MCPS’ established policies and procedures.  Specifically, the 
account was funded with amounts due to MCPS for liquidated damages resulting  
from the transportation vendor failing to deliver goods timely and credits for 
certain items included in the original bus procurement contract and paid for that 
were subsequently cancelled.   
 
Based on the results of the internal audit and the discovery of the account 
maintained by the vendor, MCPS reported the questionable activity to the 
Montgomery County Police Department.  Additionally, MCPS hired an 
accounting and advisory firm in December 2021 to conduct an independent 
forensic investigation of the aforementioned account and certain transactions 
during the period from July 2016 to January 2022.   
 
In February 2022, the firm issued a report which identified that approximately 
$1.2 million had been deposited in the account and that payments totaling 
approximately $649,000 were made either directly to MCPS employees or for 
purchases of goods and services purportedly on behalf of MCPS during the period 
from October 2017 to November 2021.  As of November 16, 2021, the account 
had a balance totaling $535,036.  The firm also reviewed MCPS credit card 
purchases during the period July 2016 to January 2022 and identified purchases 
totaling approximately $572,000 made by transportation department employees 
that were considered questionable or required additional review.  The firm stated 
in the report that additional work would be necessary to fully investigate the 
aforementioned activity.   
 
On November 15, 2021, MPCS placed two transportation management employees 
on administrative leave pending investigation into the questionable purchases.  
One of the employees was subsequently terminated in February 2022 and the 
other employee resigned in March 2022.   
 
As of April 7, 2022, we were advised by MCPS management that MCPS, the 
Montgomery County Police and State’s Attorney Office, were still conducting 
investigations related to these issues.  Specifically, MCPS was pursuing collection 
of the credit balance totaling $535,036 with the transportation vendor, was 
modifying its process for purchasing buses, and developing procedures for how it 
accounts for changes to bus specifications; including ensuring that credits from 
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vendors are handled properly.  Furthermore, MCPS management advised us that it 
provided training on proper credit card usage, decreased credit card purchasing 
limits as necessary, and eliminated credit cards based on limited or no purchasing 
activity.  Finally, MCPS was planning to further review certain questionable 
credit card purchases identified by the firm.   
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Findings and Recommendations 
 

Revenue and Billing Cycle 
 
Background 
Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) revenues consist primarily of funds 
received from Montgomery County, the State, and the federal government.  
According to MCPS’ audited financial statements, revenues from all sources 
totaled approximately $3.2 billion in fiscal year 2020; including approximately 
$989.8 million from the State. 
 
External Audits 
There were similarities between the work of the independent certified public 
accounting (CPA) firm that audited MCPS’ financial statements and the 
objectives of our audit for certain revenue activities.  As a result, we relied on this 
work to provide audit coverage for State and local government revenues received 
via wire transfer and accounts receivable, for which the CPA’s procedural review 
and testing disclosed no material weaknesses or significant deficiencies.  
 
School Activity Funds  
Schools collect funds for other purposes such as student activities, clubs, and 
school publications.  Because they are not considered school revenue, these 
school activity funds (referred to as Independent Activity Funds by MCPS) are 
accounted for separately by each school, and reported in summary in the audited 
financial statements.  During fiscal year 2020, school activity collections totaled 
$25.6 million and the June 30, 2020 fund balance was $15.4 million. 
 
MCPS’ Board of Education (the Board) has a fiduciary responsibility to ensure 
that school activity funds were used only for intended purposes.  The independent 
CPA firm contracted by MCPS to perform the annual financial audit also 
conducts limited reviews of the school activity funds.  These reviews consist 
primarily of school activity fund bank reconciliations, and receipt and 
disbursement transactions at selected schools performed on a rotating basis (five 
were reviewed for fiscal year 2020).  The CPA’s review did not disclose any 
issues.   
 
In addition, it is the policy of MCPS’ internal auditor to conduct annual audits of 
the school activity funds at each of its schools.2  The reviews consisted of 
evaluating and testing compliance with MCPS' policies, regulations, and 

                                                 
2 Due to the COVID-19 pandemic health crisis, audits of school activity funds were performed at 
  78 of the 208 schools in fiscal year 2020. 
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procedures as per the FY 2019 - 2020 Financial Manual - Cash Control of School 
Funds.  The Manual establishes standard procedures for all schools to follow to 
ensure school activity funds are adequately safeguarded and accounted for in a 
uniform manner.  The results of the reviews were provided to the respective 
school’s principal and MCPS management to be addressed.  Our review of the 
internal auditor’s findings for fiscal years 2019 and 2020 generally found the 
management of these funds to be adequate and that any control weaknesses 
identified were not prevalent.  The internal audit reports reviewed did not identify 
any improprieties regarding the misuse of funds. 
 
Conclusion 
Based on our current assessment of significance and risk relative to our audit 
objectives, we relied on the work of the CPA and the MCPS internal auditor to 
provide audit coverage in this area, including procedures and controls related to 
the accounting for and safeguarding of cash receipts with respect to revenue and 
billing.   
 
 

Federal Funds 
 
Background 
MCPS receives funds pertaining to federal government programs that are 
generally restricted for use for a specific program (such as the School Lunch 
Program or Special Education).  According to MCPS’ Single Audit, fiscal year 
2020 expenditures totaled $123.8 million, not including federally funded fee-for-
service programs such as Medicaid reimbursement for special education services.    
 
According to MCPS’ records, MCPS was awarded federal COVID-19 pandemic 
grant funds totaling $422.7 million to be distributed over federal fiscal years 2020 
to 2024 under the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act, 
Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental Appropriations Act, and 
American Recovery Plan Act.  Eligible MCPS expenditures related to these 
COVID-19 grant programs totaled $7.4 million, from March 2020 to May 2021, 
and were primarily comprised of personal protection equipment and sanitary 
supplies.  MCPS initially funded the expenditures with State and local funds and 
intends to obtain reimbursement from the aforementioned programs to the extent 
allowed.  
 
Single Audit Reports Disclosed Minimal Reportable Conditions Regarding 
Federal Grant Management 
There were similarities in the work performed by the independent certified public 
accounting firm that conducted the Single Audit of MCPS’ federal grants and the 
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objectives of our audit in this area.  In addition to expressing an opinion on 
MCPS’ compliance with the terms of several grant programs, the auditor also 
considered the existing internal control structure’s impact on compliance and 
audited the required Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards (which includes 
claimed and reported grant expenditures) for fiscal years 2015 through 2020. 
 
The related reports stated that MCPS complied, in all material respects, with the 
requirements applicable to its major federal programs.  With respect to internal 
controls over compliance with, and the operation of, major federal programs, the 
auditors did not identify any material weaknesses or significant deficiencies, 
except for fiscal year 2018, when the auditors identified two significant 
deficiencies that were not considered to be material weaknesses.  These 
deficiencies were indicated as being resolved in the fiscal year 2019 report. 
 
Medicaid Funds for Eligible Services 
MCPS has established a procedure to identify children eligible for Medicaid-
subsidized services and the services rendered.  Medicaid is an entitlement 
program for which certain service costs can be reimbursed to MCPS.  Medicaid 
activity is not covered by the Single Audit of federal grants.  
 
The Maryland State Department of Education’s Interagency Medicaid Monitoring 
Team issued a report in February 2020 of the results of its review of 79 student 
case files for 49 criteria (including the correct billing of Medicaid for eligible 
services).  The report found that MCPS was 100 percent compliant with 43 
criteria and between 91 and 99 percent compliant with the remaining 6 criteria.  
According to MCPS records, fiscal year 2020 state and federal reimbursements 
for Medicaid-subsidized services totaled approximately $4.1 million, which was 
22 percent lower than the previous year.  We were advised by MCPS that this 
decrease was due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic health crisis, as 
certain services could not be provided, or did not qualify for reimbursement, in a 
virtual environment. 
 
Conclusion 
Based on our current assessment of significance and risk relative to our audit 
objectives, our audit did not include a review of Medicaid-subsidized services.  
We relied on the work of the independent certified public accounting firm that 
conducted the Single Audits for all other work in this area, including policies, 
procedures, and controls with respect to federal grants and expenditures. 
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Procurement and Disbursement Cycle 
 
Background 
According to the audited financial statements and MCPS’ records, disbursements 
(excluding payroll) totaled $863 million during fiscal year 2020.  MCPS uses an 
automated financial system for purchases and disbursements which was 
implemented in November 2020.  Requisitions are created in the system by 
departments and are subject to on-line departmental and Purchasing Department 
approvals.  Purchases orders are prepared in the system by the Purchasing 
Department based on approved requisitions received from the requesting 
department.  The Purchasing Department generally handles the solicitation, bid 
evaluation, and establishment of contracts. 
 
Hardcopy invoices related to the procurement of goods are generally submitted by 
vendors directly to the accounts payable department for entry into the financial 
management system.  The invoices for services are submitted to the respective 
school or department receiving the service for approval, and are then forwarded to 
the accounts payable department.  The system matches invoices to appropriate 
purchasing documents and the verification of receipt entered by the receiving 
school or department.  The system then prints vendor checks or processes an 
electronic payment and posts the payment to the financial records. 
 
MCPS written procurement policies require that procurements exceeding $25,000 
be competitively bid in accordance with Section 5-112 of the Education Article of 
the Annotated Code of Maryland.  Contracts and agreements exceeding $25,000 
are to be approved by the Board. 
 

Finding 1 
MCPS procurement policies did not incorporate certain requirements of 
State law and recognized best practices when participating in 
intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreements (ICPA).  In addition, 
ICPA invoices were not always verified to related contract pricing. 

 
Analysis 
Certain requirements of State law and recognized best practices were not 
incorporated into MCPS policies and were not used consistently by MCPS when 
participating in an ICPA.  Specifically, our review of MCPS procurement policies 
disclosed that the following statutory requirement and critical best practices were 
not included. 
 
 Prepare a written assessment of the benefits of using an ICPA, as required by 

State law 
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 Analyze all costs of conducting competitive solicitations 
 Research, compare, and evaluate available ICPAs 
 Verify the ICPA solicitation was competitively bid and publicly advertised, 

and obtain originating agency’s competitive procurement documentation 
(including public advertisements and proposal evaluations) 

 Verify that the terms, scope of services, specifications, and price meet MCPS 
needs 

 Obtain a copy of the ICPA and related price lists for invoice verification 
 
We tested MCPS’ participation in three ICPAs (selected based on significance) 
during fiscal years 2019 and 2020, with contract awards totaling approximately 
$20.9 million.  Our review disclosed that MCPS did not have a written assessment 
of the benefits of using an ICPA for the ICPAs tested, as required by State law.  
In addition, three of the five best practices (analyzing the costs of conducting 
competitive solicitations; researching, comparing, and evaluating other available 
ICPAs; and verifying that the ICPA was competitively bid) were not required by 
MCPA policy or performed for the ICPAs tested. A similar condition was 
commented upon in our preceding audit report. 
 
Incorporating the statutory requirement and best practices into MCPS policies 
could help ensure they are consistently used.  In this regard, best practices for 
allowing utilization by other parties was executed for all of the ICPAs, as required 
by MCPS policy. 
 
MCPS also did not ensure the amounts invoiced by the ICPA vendors agreed with 
the original contract pricing.  Specifically, our test of five payments totaling $3.3 
million related to the three aforementioned ICPAs disclosed that MCPS had not 
obtained the price information to verify it was receiving the discounts or pricing 
as stated in the governing ICPA.  MCPS relied on informal cost proposals 
received from the vendors, instead of the actual contract terms and conditions 
from the ICPAs, to verify invoice pricing.  However, we were able to determine 
the reasonableness of the prices charged through available price lists or internet 
searches of comparable items. 
 
State law, which legal counsel to the Maryland General Assembly advised us is 
applicable to local education agencies, allows the use of cooperative purchasing 
arrangements or ICPAs only after the using entity has determined (or assessed) in 
writing that the use of such arrangements will provide cost benefits, promote 
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administrative efficiencies, or promote intergovernmental cooperation.3   
 
Furthermore, the Institute for Public Procurement, formerly known as the 
National Institute of Government Purchasing, as well as other public and 
educational organizations have published ICPA best practices.  These practices 
include comprehensive multi-step checklists that require, among other things (as 
per the list above), that prospective ICPA users verify that the contract allows 
other entities to participate.  In addition, ICPA users should ensure that the 
contract was awarded through a competitive procurement process, and requires 
that addendums be executed documenting their participation and incorporating 
local required terms and conditions. 
 
Recommendation 1 
We recommend that MCPS  
a. incorporate the aforementioned statutory requirement and other 

identified and acknowledged best practices into its procurement policies, 
and ensure that the performance of the requirement and best practices is 
documented when evaluating participation in ICPAs (repeat); and 

b. ensure that amounts invoiced by ICPA vendors agreed with the related 
contract pricing. 

 
 

Human Resources and Payroll   
 
Background 
Payroll expense represents the largest single cost component in the MCPS budget.  
According to MCPS’ records, fiscal year 2020 salary, wage, and benefit costs 
totaled approximately $2.5 billion, representing approximately 75 percent of the 
total expenditures.  According to Maryland State Department of Education 
reports, during the 2019-2020 school year MCPS had 22,447 full-time positions, 
which consisted of 15,491 instructional and 6,956 non-instructional positions.  
 

                                                 
3 Section 13-110 of the State Finance and Procurement Article, of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland in part, defines an intergovernmental cooperative purchasing agreement (ICPA).  As 
defined, an ICPA is a contract that is entered into by at least one governmental entity in a certain 
manner, that is available for use by the governmental entity entering the contract and at least one 
additional governmental entity, and that is intended to promote efficiency and savings that can 
result from intergovernmental cooperative purchasing.  The aforementioned law applies to all 
ICPAs regardless of the services, goods, or commodities purchased.  In addition, Section 5- 
112(a)(3) of the Education Article of the Code provides that local education agencies do not need 
to conduct competitive procurements for goods and commodities if they use a contract awarded 
by public agencies or intergovernmental purchasing organizations and the originating procuring 
agency followed public bidding procedures. 
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MCPS uses automated systems to maintain human resources information, record 
employee time, track employee leave usage, and process and record payroll 
transactions.  Employees are required to use direct deposit which is processed by 
MCPS’ payroll system. 
 

Finding 2 
MCPS did not ensure critical human resources and payroll transactions were 
independently reviewed for propriety. 

 
Analysis 
MCPS did not ensure critical human resources and payroll transactions were 
independently reviewed for propriety.  Specifically, MCPS did not use available 
reports of new employees added to the system and salary changes to verify the 
propriety of the transactions posted to the system.  As a result, improper or 
erroneous additions and salary changes could be processed without detection.  
Our testing did not disclose any such improper transactions. 
 
During fiscal year 2020, MCPS processed 3,110 employee additions and $41.8 
million in salary increases.  Similar conditions regarding the lack of an 
independent review of human resources and payroll transactions were commented 
upon in our preceding audit report.   
 
Recommendation 2  
We recommend that MCPS verify, at least on a test basis, the propriety of 
personnel additions and salary changes recorded in the human resources and 
payroll system (repeat).  Specifically, independent supervisory personnel 
should use transaction reports generated from the system to identify these 
transactions and verify they were proper by reviewing related supporting 
documentation. 
 
 

Equipment Control and Accountability 
 
Background 
According to MCPS’ audited financial statements, the undepreciated value of its 
capital equipment inventory totaled $228.7 million as of June 30, 2020.  MCPS 
maintains centralized automated records for all equipment with a cost of $5,000 
or more (including assets capitalized for financial statement purposes) and certain 
other categories of equipment deemed sensitive that exceed designated cost limits 
(such as cafeteria equipment with a cost of $1,000 or more).  Control and 
recordkeeping of laptop computers assigned to employees and students was 
maintained on a separate database.  MCPS has established comprehensive written 
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equipment policies and performs inventories at each school on a staggered every 
other year basis.   
 
Conclusion 
Based on our current assessment of significance and risk relative to our audit 
objectives, our audit did not include a review of policies, procedures, and controls 
with respect to the equipment area of operations.  
 
 

Information Technology 
 
We determined that Findings 3 through 7 related to “cybersecurity”, as defined by 
the State Finance and Procurement Article, Section 3A-301(b) of the Annotated 
Code of Maryland, and therefore are subject to redaction from the publicly 
available report in accordance with the State Government Article, Section 2-
1224(i).  Consequently, the specifics of the following findings, including the 
analysis, related recommendations, along with MCPS’ responses, have been 
redacted from this report copy. 
 

Finding 3 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 
 
 

Finding 4 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 
 
 

Finding 5 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 
 
 

Finding 6 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 
 
 

Finding 7 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 
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Facilities Construction, Renovation, and Maintenance 
 
Background 
MCPS employs a staff of 1,970 employees to maintain its 208 schools (including 
special schools, alternative programs, and early childhood learning centers) and a 
number of other facilities (such as administrative and support offices).  According 
to its fiscal year 2021 Capital Improvement Plan, necessary construction, major 
renovations, and systemic improvements to MCPS’ facilities over the next six 
years are estimated to cost approximately $1.7 billion. 
 
Processes are in Place to Promote On-Going Facility Maintenance and to 
Minimize Energy Costs 
MCPS has processes in place to promote on-going facility maintenance and to 
minimize energy costs.  For example, MCPS provides preventive maintenance of 
its buildings and equipment to prevent emergency repairs.  In addition, MCPS 
utilizes a vendor energy management program to monitor and control heating and 
air conditioning usage and a utility billing management system to monitor related 
costs.  MCPS also has written best practices that encourage both students and 
employees to be aware of and limit their energy use and conducts internal on-site 
reviews of building energy efficiency.  MCPS also makes use of solar and 
geothermal alternative energy sources.  According to MCPS’ records, MCPS 
saved over $4.2 million through energy cost avoidance from fiscal years 2016 to 
2019 (which we did not audit). 
 

Finding 8 
MCPS did not always comply with State procurement laws and its policies 
for construction-related procurements. 

 
Analysis 
MCPS did not always comply with State procurement laws and its policies for 
construction-related procurements.  We tested 10 procurements (generally 
selected based on contract type and dollar significance) during fiscal years 2018 
to 2020, that consisted of 2 architectural and engineering (AE), 3 construction 
manager (CM), and 5 general contractor (GC) contracts valued at $192.3 million 
(initial award and subsequent change orders), which disclosed the following 
conditions: 

 
 MCPS did not maintain critical documentation to support the award of 5 

contract awards (2 AE and 3 CM) valued at $151.1 million.  Specifically, 
MCPS could not provide us with losing bidders’ technical proposals for the 
contracts tested.  In addition, MCPS could not provide us with documentation 
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that the selection committee had evaluated the 12 AE and 7 CM MCPS 
Board-approved selection criteria (such as, the firms past experience and 
qualifications of key personnel) on these contracts.  Specifically, for 2 
contracts valued at $120.8 million, MCPS could not provide documentation of 
the selection committee evaluations and ranking of the bidders, and for the 
other 3 contracts valued at $30.3 million MCPS could not provide 
documentation of the selection committee evaluations.  
 

 MCPS could not provide documentation of how the fees were negotiated or 
determined for the aforementioned 5 contract awards (2 AE and 3 CM) valued 
at $151.1 million.  In addition, for the 3 CM contracts valued at $148.8 
million, MCPS procured and awarded the contracts without considering price 
in making the selection, as required by State law.  MCPS issued requests for 
qualifications that did not require the amount of the costs and fees be included 
by bidders; therefore the CMs were selected based on qualifications only.  We 
were advised by MCPS that the amount the CMs were to be paid under the 
contract was negotiated, even though State law requires that contracts for 
school building and improvements be awarded to the responsible bidder with 
consideration given to the price offered by the bidder.  Counsel to the 
Maryland General Assembly has previously advised that the cited law applies 
to local school system contracts for CM services. 

 
 For 5 GC contracts valued at $41.2 million, MCPS did not have evidence that 

one or more witnesses were present at the time of the bid opening, as required 
by the FY 2019 - 2020 Financial Manual - Procurement procedures.  Based 
on our review of MCPS’ bid documentation for the related procurements we 
determined that the lowest responsible bidder was selected. 

 
 MCPS did not publish bids and awards on eMaryland Marketplace (eMM)4 

for 8 procurements valued at $190 million as required by State law.  
Publishing solicitations and awards helps provide transparency over the 
procurements.  State law requires a local school system to publish a 
procurement solicitation or notice of award greater than $50,000. 

 
Recommendation 8  
We recommend that MCPS adhere to State procurement laws and policies, 
Board approved procurement procedures, and properly document the bid 
submission and evaluation, and fee negotiation process. 
 

                                                 
4 eMM is an internet-based, interactive procurement system managed by the Department of 
  General Services (DGS).  Effective July 2019, DGS replaced eMM with eMaryland 
  Marketplace Advantage (eMMA). 
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Finding 9 
MCPS did not always perform inspections of construction projects, assess 
liquidated damages, or ensure proper supporting information was provided 
prior to payment.   

 
Analysis 
MCPS did not always perform inspections of construction projects, assess 
liquidated damages, or ensure proper supporting documentation was provided 
prior to payment.  We tested 30 payments totaling $42.4 million on 10 
construction-related contracts valued at $192.3 million with payments totaling 
$183.9 million during fiscal years 2019 and 2020. 
 
 For 8 contracts, with payments totaling approximately $181.8 million, that 

required daily inspections, the inspections were either not always performed 
or inspection reports were not always prepared by on-site inspectors in 
accordance with 
MCPS’ written 
procedures.  Inspectors 
are to make sure the 
project is built per the 
MCPS approved plans 
and specifications, and 
prepare daily reports 
detailing weather 
conditions and 
manpower.  Our review 
disclosed that daily 
inspections were only 
performed for 70 of the 
459 days tested (see 
Figure 4).  Although 
there were periodic 
progress meetings 
between MCPS and the contractors, the failure to prepare written inspection 
reports for MCPS’ review results in a reduced assurance that work was 
performed as provided for in the contracts. 
 

 For 5 construction contracts valued at $177.9 million, MCPS did not assess 
required liquidated damages when the related contractor missed project 
completion deadlines.  Each contract stipulated that time is of the essence with 
respect to the substantial completion dates and that if the substantial 
completion date is not achieved the contractor shall pay MCPS liquidated 

Figure 4 
Review of Inspections Conducted 

March 2019 to June 2020 
(Dollar amount in millions) 

Project Location 
Contract  
Payments 

Days Tested 
for 

Inspections 

Number of 
Daily 

Inspections  
Tilden Middle and Rock 
Terrace  

$67.5 65 46 

Maryvale Elementary and 
Carl Sandburg Learning 
Center 

50.5 65 24 

Luxmanor Elementary 27.9 65 0 
Takoma Park Middle 15.1 65 0 
McAuliffe Elementary 8.6 67 0 
Twinbrook Elementary 4.9 44 0 
Ashburton Elementary 3.9 44 0 
Highland View Elementary 3.4 44 0 

Total $181.8 459 70 
Source:  MCPS records 
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damages of $2,500 for each day up to 30 days, $5,000 per day the second 30 
days, and $500 per day every day thereafter.   
 
Based on our calculations, MCPS could have assessed approximately $1.4 
million in liquidated damages for these contracts, which were delayed a 
combined 808 days.  For 3 of the 5 contracts, the MCPS Board waived a 
combined $200,000 of the liquidated damages and approved change orders 
that extended the substantial completion dates by a combined 327 days, 
although there was no such waiver provision in the related contracts.  Further, 
we noted that the Board had not waived the remaining liquidated damages 
totaling approximately $1.2 million, applicable to these 5 contracts, which 
were still delayed a combined 481 days.  MCPS advised us that it does not 
routinely assess liquidated damages to avoid penalizing contractors and did 
not have a formal policy to address processes for waiving liquidated damages. 

 
 For 2 contracts valued at $71.1 million, required supporting documentation 

was not provided for materials purchased totaling $560,000 and included in 
four payments totaling $6.6 million.  MCPS paid the invoices without 
obtaining supporting documentation detailing the materials purchased, as 
required by the contract.         

 
Recommendation 9  
We recommend that MCPS 
a. perform and document daily inspections of projects as required; 
b. assess and collect liquidated damages when appropriate, including the 

contracts noted above, and implement a formal policy addressing a 
process for waiving damages in conjunction with change orders 
(extending contract delivery periods); and 

c. ensure that required supporting documentation is received for all 
amounts invoiced prior to payment. 

 
 

Transportation Services 
 
Background 
According to statistics compiled by the Maryland State Department of Education 
(MSDE), MCPS has approximately 103,973 students eligible to receive student 
transportation services.  MCPS reported that 20.2 million route miles were 
traveled to transport students for the 2018-2019 school year and 17.4 million 
route miles for the 2019-2020 school year.  The decline in route miles was 
attributed to students not requiring transportation during virtual learning as a 
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result of COVID-19.5  These students were transported using 1,375 system-owned 
buses.  According to MCPS’ financial records, fiscal year 2020 transportation 
costs totaled $109.4 million. 
 
Electric Bus Lease Agreement Was Properly Procured 
Our review of a February 2021 lease agreement for $168.7 million for the use of 
326 electric buses, to be phased into service over a 4-year period, found that the 
lease was competitively bid and approved by the Board.  In its award 
recommendation, MCPS stated the lease would enable them to increase 
sustainable practices, be good stewards of our natural resources, and operate in a 
way that was healthy.  
 
We were advised that the total cost of the electric buses is projected to be 
recovered through funds that would have otherwise been spent on diesel school 
bus purchases and operations.  MCPS believes that the lease provides a turnkey 
solution that includes lease costs, charging infrastructure and management, 
electricity, and reimbursement for maintenance costs.  Implementation includes 
delivery of 25 electric buses in fall 2021, 61 in fall 2022, and approximately 120 
electric buses each year thereafter.   
 
School Bus Safety Cameras 
As allowed by State and County law, MCPS contracted for the use of school bus 
safety cameras to monitor drivers who illegally pass a stopped school bus.  In 
May 2016, the Board approved a five-year contract (with five one-year renewal 
options) with a vendor to install and operate cameras that would be owned and 
maintained by the vendor on MCPS’ school buses.  The contract also provided for 
cameras to monitor the conduct of drivers and students inside the bus along with 
global positioning units to track the buses.  Prior to this contract, MCPS was 
purchasing buses with cameras inside the bus and global positioning units, which 
were replaced with the vendor’s equipment.  In June 2016, MCPS entered into a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) with Montgomery County since the 
Montgomery County Police Department (MCPD) was responsible for the 
issuance of citations processed by the camera system.   
 
The vendor is responsible for operating the system and processing citation 
payments.  The vendor’s cameras take images of vehicles (including a specific 
image of the vehicle license plate) passing a bus that is operating its alternating 

                                                 
5 Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, student transportation stopped on March 13, 2020 and did not 
  resume until March 1, 2021.  During this time, MCPS continued to pay its employee bus drivers 
  and advised us that its drivers performed other duties including delivering food and laptops to 
  schools, and delivering materials to students' homes.  Additionally, MPCS advised us that some 
  drivers assisted the Department of Maintenance with certain tasks, including carpentry, air filter 
  installations, and data entry. 
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flashing red lights.  The registered owner(s) of the vehicles are identified by 
vendor employees using access provided to Maryland Motor Vehicle 
Administration (MVA) databases, through the MCPD MOU.  After MCPD 
verifies the image of the event constitutes a violation, a vendor employee prints 
and mails the citation to the registered owner.   
 
Citations can be paid in-person at the Montgomery County Finance Office, online 
by credit card, electronically through the internet, by phone through an interactive 
voice response system, or by mailing a check.  The County Finance Office 
processes citation payments paid in-person through the vendor’s system.  The 
vendor’s system stores the images of each check payment, remittance stub, 
associated correspondence, envelope and certified mail receipt.  All forms of 
citation payments are deposited into a County bank account and the County 
transfers all revenue to a MCPS bank account.  MCPS is responsible for 
distributing revenue to the vendor.  The vendor is also required to operate a 
customer service center with a toll-free number and respond to inquiries from the 
public.   
 
In July 2019, the Montgomery County Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
issued a report regarding the County’s MOU with MCPS for the School Bus 
Safety Camera program.  According to the report, the OIG initiated the review in 
August 2018 after the County was made aware of concerns regarding the vendor’s 
history of prior convictions involving fraud and bribery in another state where it 
operated a similar program.  Although the report disclosed that employees of the 
County or MCPS did not violate a rule, law, or procedure, or had any 
inappropriate relationship with the vendor, the report identified the following two 
findings related to the County: 
 

1. The business case for this program was built around the desired use of a 
predetermined vendor rather than an objective analysis to design an 
effective and economical method to achieve an identified outcome. 

2. County officials relied, at least in part, on information provided by a 
criminal conspirator in vetting the vendor and they continued to rely on 
vendor supplied information when considering the future of the program.     

 
Additionally, the report disclosed there was no revenue sharing agreement with 
the vendor and it was unclear as to when, or even if, the County would recover its 
investment in the program.  Furthermore, the report disclosed the contract terms 
appeared to be ambiguously, and generously, tilted toward profitability for the 
vendor.  Finally, as of the date of the OIG report, the County had paid more than 
$750,000 for administrative and personnel expenses related to this program and 
over $10 million in ticket revenue had been transferred to the vendor.   
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In addition to the concerns addressed by the aforementioned OIG report related to 
the County, we received an allegation on our fraud, waste, and abuse hotline that 
MCPS had entered into a contract to place monitoring cameras on school buses 
that diverts fines to a private entity when they should be paid to the County.  
Based on our review, we were able to substantiate the allegation as the contract 
provided that all funds were to go to the vendor until the vendor recovered its cost 
of investment.  As noted below, as of August 31, 2019 MCPS had paid the vendor 
$20.9 million, which exceeded the vendor’s initial $19 million estimated cost of 
investment by $1.9 million.  We also found certain deficiencies with the 
procurement of the agreement, its terms, and how it was monitored; although, we 
did not identify any issues that warranted a referral to the Office of the Attorney 
General – Criminal Division. 
 

Finding 10 
MCPS contracted with a vendor for a school bus camera system without a 
competitive procurement process or a fixed total cost to be paid.  In addition, 
the contract lacked sufficient details to enable effective monitoring of the 
amounts invoiced and paid to the vendor. 

 
Analysis 
MCPS entered into a contract for the use of a vendor’s school bus camera system 
without a competitive process or a fixed total cost to be paid.  In addition, the 
contract lacked sufficient details to enable effective monitoring of the amounts 
invoiced and paid to the vendor. 
 
Lack of a Competitive Procurement 
MCPS did not conduct a competitive procurement for the camera system contract.  
Rather, a vendor approached the County and MCPS to install and operate a school 
bus camera system, including interior cameras and global positioning units that 
MCPS was already purchasing for each bus.  Although MCPS prepared a 
schedule comparing four companies based on various factors (such as number of 
interior cameras, but not including a financial or cost consideration), it did not 
have supporting documentation or an indication of how the information was 
obtained.  MCPS management advised us that the contract with the vendor was 
awarded under an Intergovernmental Cooperative Purchasing Agreement (ICPA) 
from another state’s school system.  However, our review of the ICPA noted the 
following conditions (several of which were previously noted in finding 1 in this 
audit report): 
 

 Only a single bidder was evaluated by the other school system in awarding 
the ICPA.  
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 The ICPA awarded by the other school system was for a 30 bus fleet, 
while MCPS had a fleet of approximately 1,300 buses. 

 MCPS did not prepare a written assessment of the benefits for using the 
ICPA as required by State law and it did not research or compare other 
available ICPAs.  

 MCPS did not use any of the key terms and conditions of the existing 
ICPA.  Instead, it negotiated its own terms and conditions with the 
contractor (see comments below).   

 
As a result, we concluded that with the exception of the general service provided, 
MCPA procured its own unique contract with the vendor without a competitive 
procurement process and assurance that it obtained the best value for the school 
bus cameras program.  MCPS ultimately awarded the contract to the company 
that approached them after visiting another state using the vendor’s camera 
system and conducting a limited pilot program.  A similar condition regarding 
documentation of best value when procuring contracts was noted in our preceding 
audit report.  
 
Lack of Sufficient Financial Terms 
The school bus camera contract did not specify the total amount to be paid to the 
vendor.  The contract provided that the vendor would receive all funds collected 
from citations issued from the cameras (initially $125 per violation and 
subsequently increased to $250 per violation) until the vendor recovered its initial 
and on-going cost of investment which included the equipment, system 
installation and operational expenses.  At the time of the contract, these costs 
were estimated by the vendor to be approximately $19 million.  In addition, there 
was no provision for the independent verification of the vendor’s cost of 
investment.  Further, the contract did not specify the payment terms once the 
vendor’s cost of investment was recovered.  Instead, the parties agreed to 
negotiate, at a later date, a revenue sharing plan that would become effective upon 
the recovery of investment costs (see below). 
 
Monitoring of Vendor’s Recovery of Investment Costs 
Although MCPS was monitoring the amount of citation payments made to the 
vendor, MCPS was not monitoring the vendor’s investment costs.  MCPS advised 
us that the vendor did not periodically report its total actual investment costs 
(including changes), and MCPS did not ask for documentation supporting the 
investment costs since the contract did not specifically require the vendor to 
provide this documentation.  As a result, MCPS was unaware if the vendor had 
been fully reimbursed for its cost of investment.  As of August 31, 2019 MCPS 
had paid the vendor $20.9 million, which exceeded the vendor’s initial $19 
million estimated cost of investment by $1.9 million. 
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Due to the lack of specific financial terms and the lack of documentation for the 
vendor’s investment costs, in June 2019, Montgomery County engaged a 
consulting firm to conduct a financial compliance review of the bus camera 
vendor for transactions occurring from July 1, 2016 to August 31, 2019.  The 
consultant was able to verify that citation revenue totaling $20.9 million was paid 
to the vendor, but it was unable to definitively determine the amount of the 
vendor’s investment.  The consultant offered four options for determining the 
investment amount which ranged from $13 million to $20 million.  In response to 
the consultant’s report, the vendor offered an alternative calculation that increased 
its investment cost from its initial estimate of $19 million to $26 million.  
 
Effective October 2019, MCPS executed a contract amendment to address the 
vendor’s compensation and resolve all disputes concerning the vendor’s cost of 
investment.  The amendment acknowledged the vendor had recovered its cost of 
investment without specifying an amount, and stipulated that going forward the 
vendor would not be required to provide any records concerning the cost to 
install, operate, or maintain the bus camera system.  The amendment also 
provided that the County would receive an invoice credit of $1.6 million for 
certain costs incurred for processing citations.   
 
Finally, the amendment established citation revenue sharing whereby the vendor 
would receive 60 percent of the citation revenue going forward for additional 
future vendor costs.  The remaining 40 percent was to be received by the County 
for its citation processing costs.  MCPS could not provide us with documentation 
to support how the revenue sharing percentage was determined or its justification.  
As of June 30, 2021, MCPS had paid the vendor citation revenue totaling $21.9 
million and the County had received $4.8 million since the inception of the 
contract.   
 
Recommendation 10 
We recommend that, in the future, MCPS  
a. adhere to statutory requirements for competitive bidding, where 

appropriate (repeat); 
b. ensure contracts include adequate and properly defined financial terms, 

such as total amounts to be paid, and how costs are to be independently 
verified; and 

c. document the basis and reasoning for revenue sharing percentages. 
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We determined that Finding 11 related to “cybersecurity”, as defined by the State 
Finance and Procurement Article, Section 3A-301(b) of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, and therefore is subject to redaction from the publicly available report 
in accordance with the State Government Article, Section 2-1224(i).  
Consequently, the specifics of the following finding, including the analysis, 
related recommendation(s), along with MCPS’ responses, have been redacted 
from this report copy. 
 

Finding 11  
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding.  

 
 

Food Services 
 
Background 
According to MCPS’ audited financial statements, food service operating 
expenditures totaled $60.7 million in fiscal year 2020, and were primarily funded 
with federal funds totaling $42.4 million and food sales totaling $12.8 million.  
According to MSDE records, in fiscal year 2020 MCPS had 490 food service 
positions for its 208 schools, consisting of 461 cafeteria positions and 29 
administrative positions.   
 
Similar to other Maryland Local Education Agencies, MCPS continued to serve 
meals from certain schools during the COVID-19 pandemic health crisis by 
distributing food through 
the use of refrigerated food 
trucks and also backpack 
food sacks.  As shown in 
Figure 5, the number of 
meals served declined 57 
percent from fiscal year 
2019 (17.1 million) to 
fiscal year 2021 (7.4 
million).  MCPS’ food 
service expenditures 
declined 17 percent during 
the same period, from 
$60.6 million to $50.5 
million.  MCPS advised it 
chose to retain all of its 
food service employees 
during the COVID crisis.   
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Conclusion 
Based on our current assessment of significance and risk relative to our audit 
objectives, our audit did not include a review of policies, procedures, and controls 
with respect to the Food Service financial area of operations.   
 
 

School Board Oversight 
 
Background 
The Montgomery County Board of Education (the Board) is composed of seven 
elected members and one voting student member who has the same rights and 
privileges except for certain matters (such as the suspension or dismissal of 
teachers, principals, and other professional personnel).  The Board contracted 
with a certified public accounting firm to conduct independent audits of the 
MCPS financial statements and federal programs.  
 
To assist in its oversight of various areas of MCPS operations and governance, the 
Board established several committees, such as Fiscal Management, Policy 
Management, Special Populations, Strategic Planning, and Communication and 
Stakeholder Engagement.  Additionally, the Board has established two citizen 
advisory committees, the Collaboration Board for Career and Technology 
Education, and the District Committee on Assessments, which meet periodically 
in an open forum to hear public concerns, and submit an annual report to the 
Board. 
 
MCPS Adopted an Ethics Policy that Met the Requirements of State Law  
The Board has adopted a detailed ethics policy that conforms to State law and was 
approved by the State Ethics Commission.  The policy is applicable to both Board 
members and MCPS employees and includes provisions for conflicts of interest 
and financial disclosures by Board members and certain employees.  Specifically, 
annual financial disclosure statements are required to be filed by Board members, 
candidates for the Board, the Superintendent, and other administrators (such as 
supervisors, school principals, and agency buyers) by April 30th of each year.   
 
In accordance with the policy, MCPS established an Ethics Panel consisting of 
five members appointed by the Board to interpret ethics policies and provide 
advice on policy implementation.  The Panel also reviews and rules on any 
reported complaints of ethics violations.  Our review of the records for Board 
members and MCPS employees required to submit financial disclosure forms for 
calendar year 2019 disclosed that all forms were submitted as required.  
 
  



 

33 

Conclusion 
Our audit did not disclose any reportable conditions related to school board 
oversight.  
 
 

Management of Other Risks 
 
Healthcare Background 
MCPS participates in a cooperative purchasing agreement with other regional 
agencies to obtain employee and retiree health insurance.  MCPS is self-insured 
and contracts with five third-party administrator firms (TPA) for health care 
claims processing services6 for employee and retiree medical, prescription, dental, 
and vision costs.  MCPS also contracts with a consultant to help manage the 
health plans.  The consultant  
performs data analysis of the health 
services utilization and costs, 
provides recommendations on 
potential rate changes, and evaluates 
the merits of the health plan 
proposals. 
 
The health benefit plans for MCPS 
employees and retirees are financed 
through separate trust funds and 
provide plan coverage under contracts 
with several insurance companies and 
health maintenance organizations.  
According to MCPS records, trust 
fund revenues and expenditures for 
fiscal year 2021 totaled $504.9 
million and $510.5 million 
respectively (see Figure 6).  As of 
June 30, 2021, the balance of the trust 
funds was $56.9 million. 
 
MCPS employs a verification process in its enrollment procedures whereby 
employees must submit documentation (such as, birth certificates) for any 
dependents they want added to their health plan.  As of November 11, 2021, 
MCPS provided health insurance benefits to approximately 70,100 enrolled 
employees, dependents, and retirees.   
                                                 
6 There is a separate TPA for the claims for each of the preferred provider medical, health 
  maintenance organization medical, prescription, dental, and vision plans. 

Figure 6 
MCPS 2021 Healthcare Financing 

(In Millions) 

Revenues  

Employer Contributions  $321.4 

Employee/Retiree Contributions        90.2 

Medicare Reimbursements        31.3 

Investments        27.2 

Pharmacy Rebates        25.4 

Other Revenue 9.4 

Total Revenue $504.9 

  

Expenditures  
Claims Payments $426.7 

Health and life insurance premiums 
(including administrative fees) 

       79.0 

Actuary Reserves and Other Expenses           4.8 

Total Expenditures $510.5 
Source: MCPS Records  
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Finding 12  
MCPS did not audit or adequately monitor the performance of its third-
party administrators that provide health care claims processing services. 

 
Analysis 
MCPS did not audit or adequately monitor the performance of its third-party 
administrators (TPAs) that provide health care claims processing services.  
Specifically, MCPS did not verify the propriety of TPA billings for employee and 
retiree health care claims, administrative fees, and the receipt of prescription drug 
rebates.  Additionally, MCPS did not perform audits of TPA performance 
measures.  
 
 MCPS did not obtain and review claim data to support the amounts billed by 

the five TPAs for health care claims.  MCPS was provided with a schedule of 
the total claims paid for each health plan, rather than detailed claims data.  
Also, MCPS did not document its review of the accuracy of monthly 
administrative fees billed by the TPAs.  Finally, MCPS did not have a process 
to ensure that it received all the prescription drug rebates from the pharmacy 
TPA.   

 
 MCPS did not routinely audit health care claims paid by the TPAs to ensure 

that the billed services were provided to participants, were covered by the 
health plans, and that amounts paid were proper.  We were advised by MCPS 
that the sole audit it conducted was for pharmacy claims in 2008.  In addition, 
past and current TPA contracts did not provide for periodic independent third-
party audits of the accuracy and validity of claim reimbursements and the 
TPA’s administrative fees paid by MCPS.  A similar condition was 
commented upon in our preceding audit report.      

 
 MCPS did not audit, or otherwise verify, the accuracy of 5 TPAs’ self-

reported compliance with performance measures.  The contracts included 28 
performance measures relating to implementation and critical operational 
areas, including claim accuracy, customer service, customer satisfaction, and 
reporting.  Additionally, the contracts allow for the assessment of penalties 
(for example, up to a total of $1.9 million each year for one TPA) if the 
performance measures are not met.  For example, although one medical TPA 
reported self-assessed penalties of approximately $228,000 in calendar years 
2017 through 2021 based on its reported compliance, MCPS did not have a 
process in place to verify the TPA’s reported compliance even though the 
contract allows for an independent audit of the performance measures.  
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Recommendation 12 
We recommend that MCPS  
a. establish procedures to independently verify the propriety of TPA 

billings, and receipt of all prescription drug rebates due;  
b. compare TPA invoices to its records of enrolled participants and contract 

rates to determine the propriety of administrative fees billed; 
c. conduct claims audits to assess the accuracy and validity of claim 

reimbursements made by the TPAs (repeat); and 
d. independently verify, on an annual basis, the TPAs’ compliance with 

reported performance measures and assess penalties when performance 
goals are not met.   

 
 

Finding 13 
MCPS did not have a memorandum of agreement with its affiliated 
foundation to address each entity’s roles and responsibilities.   

 
Analysis 
MCPS did not have a memorandum of agreement (MOA) with its affiliated 
foundation (Montgomery County Public Schools Educational Foundation) to 
address each entity’s roles and responsibilities.  The Foundation is a tax exempt 
charitable organization under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS) code that was created in 1988.  According to filings with the IRS and its 
website, the Foundation’s purpose is to support and enhance the educational goals 
established by the Board of Education of Montgomery County, which it 
accomplishes through fundraising and providing grants to teachers and 
scholarships to students.    
 
According to the Foundation's fiscal year 2020 audited financial statements, 
revenues and expenditures totaled $1.8 million and $1.2 million, respectively.  
Additionally, as of June 30, 2020, the Foundation’s assets totaled $7.7 million, 
which primarily consisted of cash of $1.2 million and investments of $6.5 million.  
The Foundation’s unrestricted funds totaled approximately $2.3 million. 
 
Under the circumstances, given the Foundation’s public purpose and its 
relationship to MCPS, it would be appropriate to enter into a formal MOA that 
specifies the roles and responsibilities of each entity, which could include the 
following: 
 
 The Foundation’s solicitation, collection, and administration of funds.  

Although the Foundation had an investment policy, the policy did not address 
controls over collected funds including proper collateralization of funds, the 
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use of interest bearing accounts, and procedures for the accounting and 
reporting of fund balances.  The policy also did not address the need for a 
long-term plan that maximizes the use of unrestricted funds. 
 

 The Foundation’s conflict of interest policy for board members and 
Foundation employees.  Although the Foundation had an ethics policy, the 
policy was not as comprehensive as those provided for under the State Ethics 
law, which addresses standards of conduct, ethics training, and completing 
annual financial disclosures by board members and officers.  Such a policy 
would provide additional assurance regarding the integrity of the Foundation’s 
board and its processes, and should include a requirement to advise MCPS of 
conflict of interest issues.   
 

 The Foundation’s procurement policies for purchases donated to MCPS. 
 

 The Foundation’s submission of an annual audit report to MCPS’ Board of 
Education. 
 

 MCPS’ sharing of priorities, projects and resource requirements; including the 
sharing of any non-private data to assist the Foundation’s effort.  
 

 MCPS’ providing of any in-kind support functions and the use of its facilities 
to the Foundation. 

 
Recommendation 13 
We recommend that MCPS enter into an MOA with its affiliated Foundation 
detailing the roles and responsibilities for each entity in critical areas such as 
conflicts of interest, collection and safeguarding funds, and procurement 
policies.    
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Audit Scope, Objectives, and Methodology 
 
We conducted a performance audit to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the financial management practices of the Montgomery County Public Schools 
(MCPS).  We conducted this audit under the authority of the State Government 
Article, Section 2-1220(e) of the Annotated Code of Maryland, and performed it 
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.  Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives. 
 
We had two broad audit objectives: 
 

1. Evaluate whether the MCPS procedures and controls were effective in 
accounting for and safeguarding its assets. 

 
2. Evaluate whether the MCPS policies provided for the efficient use of 

financial resources. 
 
In planning and conducting our audit of MCPS, we focused on 11 major financial-
related areas of operations as approved on December 6, 2016 by the Joint Audit 
and Evaluation Committee of the Maryland General Assembly in accordance with 
the enabling legislation.  The scope of the work performed in each of these areas 
was based on our assessments of significance and risk.  Therefore, our follow-up 
on the status of findings included in our preceding audit report on MCPS dated 
May 19, 2016, was limited to those findings that were applicable to the current 
audit scope for each of the 11 areas. 
 
The audit objectives excluded reviewing and assessing student achievement, 
curriculum, teacher performance, and other academic-related areas and functions. 
Also, we did not evaluate the MCPS Comprehensive Education Master Plan or 
related updates, and we did not review the activities, financial or other, of any 
parent teacher association, group, or funds not under the local board of 
education’s direct control or management. 
 
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed applicable State laws and regulations 
pertaining to public elementary and secondary education, as well as policies and 
procedures issued and established by MCPS.  We also interviewed personnel at 
MCPS and the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE), and staff at 
other local school systems in Maryland (as appropriate).  Our audit procedures 
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included inspections of documents and records, and to the extent practicable, 
observations of MCPS operations.  We also tested transactions and performed 
other auditing procedures that we considered necessary to achieve our objectives, 
generally for the period from January 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021.  Generally, 
transactions were selected for testing based on auditor judgment, which primarily 
considers risk, the timing or dollar amount of the transaction, or the significance 
of the transaction to the area of operation reviewed.  As a matter of course, we do 
not normally use sampling in our tests, so unless otherwise specifically indicated, 
neither statistical nor non-statistical audit sampling was used to select the 
transactions tested.  Therefore, unless sampling is specifically indicated in a 
finding, the results from any tests conducted or disclosed by us cannot be used to 
project those results to the entire population from which the test items were 
selected.  For certain areas within the scope of the audit, we relied on the work 
performed by the independent accounting firm that annually audits MCPS’ 
financial statements and conducts the federal Single Audit, as well as the reviews 
of student activity funds performed by MCPS’ Internal Audit Department.   
 
We used certain statistical data—including financial and operational—compiled 
by MSDE from various informational reports submitted by the Maryland local 
school systems.  This information was used in this audit report for background or 
informational purposes, and was deemed reasonable.   
 
We also extracted data from the MCPS automated financial management system 
for the purpose of testing expenditure and payroll transactions.  We performed 
various audit procedures on the relevant data and determined the data were 
sufficiently reliable for the purposes the data were used during the audit. 
 
MCPS’ management is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective 
internal control.  Internal control is a process designed to provide reasonable 
assurance that objectives pertaining to the reliability of financial records; 
effectiveness and efficiency of operations including safeguarding of assets; and 
compliance with applicable laws, rules, and regulations are achieved.  As 
provided in Government Auditing Standards, there are five components of 
internal control: control environment, risk assessment, control activities, 
information and communication, and monitoring.  Each of the five components, 
when significant to the audit objectives, and as applicable to MCPS, were 
considered by us during the course of this audit. 
 
Because of inherent limitations in internal control, errors or fraud may 
nevertheless occur and not be detected.  Also, projections of any evaluation of 
internal control to future periods are subject to the risk that conditions may 
change or compliance with policies and procedures may deteriorate.  In addition 
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to the conditions included in this report, other findings were communicated to 
MCPS that were not deemed significant and, consequently, did not warrant 
inclusion in this report.  
 
State Government Article Section 2-1224(i) requires that we redact in a manner 
consistent with auditing best practices any cybersecurity findings before a report 
is made available to the public.  This results in the issuance of two different 
versions of an audit report that contains cybersecurity findings – a redacted 
version for the public and an unredacted version for government officials 
responsible for acting on our audit recommendations.   
 
The State Finance and Procurement Article, Section 3A-301(b), states that 
cybersecurity is defined as the “processes or capabilities wherein systems, 
communications, and information are protected and defended against damage, 
unauthorized use or modification, and exploitation”.  Based on that definition, and 
in our professional judgment, we concluded that certain findings in this report fall 
under that definition.  Consequently, for the publicly available audit report all 
specifics as to the nature of cybersecurity findings and required corrective actions 
have been redacted.  We have determined that such aforementioned practices, and 
government auditing standards, support the redaction of this information from the 
public audit report.  The specifics of these cybersecurity findings have been 
communicated to MCPS and those parties responsible for acting on our 
recommendations in an unredacted audit report. 
 
MCPS’ response to our findings and recommendations is included as an appendix 
to this report.  Depending on the version of the audit report, responses to any 
cybersecurity findings may be redacted in accordance with State law.  As 
prescribed in the State Government Article, Section 2-1224 of the Annotated 
Code of Maryland, we will advise MCPS regarding the results of our review of its 
response. 
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Montgomery County Public Schools 
 
 

Agency Response Form 
 

Page 1 of 10 

Procurement and Disbursement Cycle 
 

Finding 1 
MCPS procurement policies did not incorporate certain requirements of State law and 
recognized best practices when participating in intergovernmental cooperative purchasing 
agreements (ICPA).  In addition, ICPA invoices were not always verified to related 
contract pricing. 

 
We recommend that MCPS  
a. incorporate the aforementioned statutory requirement and other identified and 

acknowledged best practices into its procurement policies, and ensure that the 
performance of the requirement and best practices is documented when evaluating 
participation in ICPAs (repeat); and 

b. ensure that amounts invoiced by ICPA vendors agreed with the related contract 
pricing. 

 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

 

Recommendation 1a Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

The MCPS procurement policy is due for an update, and MCPS plans on 
adding a section that will outline the use of ICPAs per the 
recommendation based on the National Institute of Governmental 
Purchasing, Inc., best practices, and will include all statutory 
requirements. 
 

Recommendation 1b Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

Procurement relies on the project coordinator of the user department to 
confirm that the invoices agree with the governing ICPA, therefore, 
Procurement will work to educate end users on their role in verifying 
and approving costs related to purchases conducted through the use of 
ICPAs, and ensuring that amounts invoiced are in agreement with the 
related contract pricing. 
 

 
 
  



Montgomery County Public Schools 
 
 

Agency Response Form 
 

Page 2 of 10 

Human Resources and Payroll 
 

Finding 2 
MCPS did not ensure critical human resources and payroll transactions were 
independently reviewed for propriety.  

 
We recommend that MCPS verify, at least on a test basis, the propriety of personnel 
additions and salary changes recorded in the human resources and payroll system (repeat).  
Specifically, independent supervisory personnel should use transaction reports generated 
from the system to identify these transactions and verify they were proper by reviewing 
related supporting documentation. 
 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually Accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

As a result of the recommendation from the previous Legislative audit 
(report dated May 2016), MCPS began and continues to review a 
sampling of HR/Payroll changes in the system on a quarterly basis. This 
is performed by the MCPS Internal Audit Unit that gets 
system-generated reports on a quarterly basis. Currently the selection 
sample is limited to eight randomly selected staff that had changes. 
 

Recommendation 2 Agree Estimated Completion Date: November 
2022 

Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

Based on the recent recommendation, MCPS agrees that these 
independent reviews of human resource/payroll changes should be 
sampled on a more frequent basis (coinciding with biweekly payroll), 
and utilizing a few layers of criteria such a dollar threshold (i.e., a 
$10,000 increase in any given pay period), and a minimum number of 
samples (e.g., 25).  These tests will be performed by Payroll, and 
supporting documentation for the items selected will be reviewed and 
maintained.  Internal Audit will continue to perform quarterly reviews of 
the biweekly reviews of HR and Payroll. 

 
 
  



Montgomery County Public Schools 
 
 

Agency Response Form 
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Information Technology 
 
The Office of Legislative Audits (OLA) has determined that Findings 3 through 7 related to 
“cybersecurity”, as defined by the State Finance and Procurement Article, Section 3A-301(b) of 
the Annotated Code of Maryland, and therefore are subject to redaction from the publicly 
available audit report in accordance with State Government article 2-1224(i).  Although the 
specifics of the findings, including the analysis, related recommendations, along with MCPS’ 
responses, have been redacted from this report copy, MCPS’ responses indicated agreement with 
the findings and recommendations. 
 

Finding 3 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 

 
Agency Response has been redacted by OLA.  
 
 

Finding 4 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 

 
Agency Response has been redacted by OLA. 
 
 

Finding 5 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 

 
Agency Response has been redacted by OLA 
 
 

Finding 6 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding.  
 
Agency Response has been redacted by OLA. 
 
 

Finding 7 
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding. 
 
Agency Response has been redacted by OLA. 
 



Montgomery County Public Schools 
 
 

Agency Response Form 
 

Page 4 of 10 

Facilities Construction, Renovation, and Maintenance 
 

Finding 8 
MCPS did not always comply with State procurement laws and its policies for 
construction-related procurements. 

 
We recommend that MCPS adhere to State procurement laws and policies, Board 
approved procurement procedures, and properly document the bid submission and 
evaluation, and fee negotiation process. 
 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

 

Recommendation 8 Agree Estimated Completion Date: August 2022 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS will adhere to state procurement laws (including that contracts for 
school and improvements be awarded to the responsible bidder with 
consideration given to the price offered by the bidder), and policies and 
Board of Education-approved procurement procedures, and properly 
document the bid submission and evaluation, and fee negotiating 
process.   
 
 

 
  



Montgomery County Public Schools 
 
 

Agency Response Form 
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Finding 9 
MCPS did not always perform inspections of construction projects, assess liquidated 
damages, or ensure proper supporting information was provided prior to payment.   

 
We recommend that MCPS 
a. perform and document daily inspections of projects as required; 
b. assess and collect liquidated damages when appropriate, including the contracts noted 

above, and implement a formal policy addressing a process for waiving damages in 
conjunction with change orders (extending contract delivery periods); and 

c. ensure that required supporting documentation is received for all amounts invoiced 
prior to payment. 

 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

 

Recommendation 9a Agree Estimated Completion Date: August 2022 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS has since initiated a web-based system for the use of the 
inspection team to document jobsite visits through the written word and 
photographs, and to note any quality control issues. For major projects, 
the construction manager is responsible for the overall supervision, 
inspection, and quality control of the projects. The construction manager 
records the weather, manpower and job progress, and these reports will 
be maintained on file. MCPS will also examine existing policy on 
inspections and may update to address the frequency and responsibilities 
of inspections based on the size of the project. 

Recommendation 9b Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS continues to include a liquidating damage clause in its contracts, 
and will enforce this option, when appropriate.  Although liquidating 
damages were not collected on the contracts noted, going forward, 
MCPS will develop a formal policy to address the process for waiving 
damages. 

Recommendation 9c Agree Estimated Completion Date: August 2022 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS will ensure that appropriate backup documentation is received 
and reviewed prior to payment and stored with the office file copy and 
the accounting file copy. 
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Transportation Services 
 

Finding 10 
MCPS contracted with a vendor for a school bus camera system without a competitive 
procurement process or a fixed total cost to be paid.  In addition, the contract lacked 
sufficient details to enable effective monitoring of the amounts invoiced and paid to the 
vendor. 

 
We recommend that, in the future, MCPS  
a. adhere to statutory requirements for competitive bidding, where appropriate (repeat); 
b. ensure contracts include adequate and properly defined financial terms, such as total 

amounts to be paid, and how costs are to be independently verified; and 
c. document the basis and reasoning for revenue sharing percentages. 
 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually Accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

 

Recommendation 10a Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

When the current contract expires, MCPS will utilize a competitive bid 
process and adhere to all statutory requirements. 

Recommendation 10b Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

Future contract will address adequate and properly defined financial 
terms, total amounts to be paid and independent verification of costs. 

Recommendation 10c Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

Future contract will satisfy the recommendation to document the basis 
and reasoning for the revenue sharing percentages. 
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OLA has determined that Finding 11 related to “cybersecurity”, as defined by the State Finance 
and Procurement Article, Section 3A-301(b) of the Annotated Code of Maryland, and therefore 
is subject to redaction from the publicly available audit report in accordance with State 
Government article 2-1224(i).  Although the specifics of the finding, including the analysis, 
related recommendation(s), along with MCPS’ response, have been redacted from this report 
copy, MCPS’ response indicated agreement with the finding and related recommendation(s). 
 

Finding 11  
Redacted cybersecurity-related finding.  

 
Agency Response has been redacted by OLA. 
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Management of Other Risks 
 

Finding 12  
MCPS did not audit or adequately monitor the performance of its third-party 
administrators that provide health care claims processing services. 

 
We recommend that MCPS  
a. establish procedures to independently verify the propriety of TPA billings, and receipt 

of all prescription drug rebates due;  
b. compare TPA invoices to its records of enrolled participants and contract rates to 

determine the propriety of administrative fees billed; 
c. conduct claims audits to assess the accuracy and validity of claim reimbursements made 

by the TPAs (repeat); and 
d. independently verify, on an annual basis, the TPAs’ compliance with reported 

performance measures and assess penalties when performance goals are not met.   
 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

 

Recommendation 12a Agree Estimated Completion Date: June 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS agrees that periodic audits would be prudent and included 
language in the recent Request For Proposal (RFP) to have it funded 
through contract. Intent is to conduct an audit every 3-4 years, that 
would review the propriety of billings and prescription drug rebates. 
 

Recommendation 12b Agree Estimated Completion Date: January 2023 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS does review administrative fee expenses as submitted by vendors. 
We acknowledge the concern expressed and will formalize the review 
process in written form for clarity. 
 

Recommendation 12c Agree Estimated Completion Date: August 2024 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS agrees that periodic audits would be prudent and included 
language in the recent RFP to have it funded through contract. Intent is 
to conduct the audit following the 2023 Plan year on the selected vendor 
with results provided in the July/August 2024 timeframe. 
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Recommendation 12d Agree Estimated Completion Date: June 2024 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS does receive self-reported performance guarantee failures as 
noted in the Third Party Administrator contracts. Neither MCPS nor our 
benefits consultants are aware of any independent verification process or 
organization that offers this type of monitoring on contracts for 
performance guarantees as the areas are uniquely separate (telephone 
response time, network management, member service metrics, etc.). 
However, MCPS will continue to look further into performance 
guarantees. The financial performance indicators would be captured 
within the medical audit. MCPS will perform a search to identify 
appropriate vendors.   
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Finding 13 
MCPS did not have a memorandum of agreement with its affiliated foundation to address 
each entity’s roles and responsibilities.   

 
We recommend that MCPS enter into an MOA with its affiliated Foundation detailing the 
roles and responsibilities for each entity in critical areas such as conflicts of interest, 
collection and safeguarding funds, and procurement policies. 
 

Agency Response 
Analysis Factually accurate 
Please provide 
additional comments as 
deemed necessary. 

 

Recommendation 13 Agree Estimated Completion Date: October 2022 
Please provide details of 
corrective action or 
explain disagreement. 

MCPS and the Educational Foundation are currently working to put 
together a memorandum of agreement (MOA). This MOA will address 
roles and of each entity within the relationship. This will include the 
Foundation’s procurement policies, conflict of interest policy, sharing of 
resources, audit process, and any in-kind support in regards to its 
relationship with MCPS. 
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From 2010-2021, NYC DOT completed over 1,000 Street Improvement Projects (SIPs), including over 100 
miles of protected bike lanes, retimed signals for 25MPH on over 800 miles of streets, and installed over 
5,000 leading pedestrian intervals (LPIs). As part of the Pedestrian Safety and Older New Yorkers report, NYC 
DOT conducted a wide-ranging before/after analysis of safety treatments to compare injury, severe injury, 
and fatality changes between seniors and non-senior adults. The agency identified seven treatments that 
were particularly powerful in terms of reducing injuries for senior pedestrians.  Building on that work, DOT 
also analyzed safety outcomes for those same treatments for all road users, pedestrians and motor vehicle 
operators. Results were not generated for cyclists and other motorized users (e.g. e-scooters) due to small 
sample sizes. However, findings on how bicycle facilities reduce injury risk for cyclists can be found in NYC 
DOT’s 2021 report “Safe Streets For Cycling”. Those results are summarized at the end of this report. 

Safety Treatments Analyzed: 

• Road Diets (defined as, but not limited to, corridor projects with an added flush median, bike lane or 
a widened parking lane, and a removed vehicular moving lane for at least 1,000 feet) 

• Conventional Bicycle Lanes (a lane defined only by paint, sometimes referred to as Class II Bicycle 
Facilities) 

• Protected Bicycle Lanes (a lane protected by parking or some other physical barrier, sometimes 
referred to as Class I Bicycle Facilities) 

• Pedestrian Islands (concrete and painted pedestrian islands and medians, as well as extensions of 
concrete medians – does not include bike lane islands) 

• Curb and Sidewalk Extensions (including neckdowns) 
• Turn Calming (markings, bollards and/or rubber speed bumps that slow and control turns) 
• Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs - providing a pedestrian crossing “head start” before vehicles 

receive the green light) 

Methodology 

NYC DOT employed a before/after injury analysis, comparing the average year of crash data before treatment 
installation to the average year of crash data after installation. In the before scenario, three years of crash 
data prior to the installation of a treatment were averaged, whereas in the after condition, two years were 
averaged in cases where three years of data was unavailable, otherwise three years of data were averaged. 
For this task, the report utilized comprehensive NYSDOT data which classifies injury crashes by severity. 
However, the availability and completeness of data for each treatment within this data set varies. 
Accordingly, NYC DOT relied on varying sample sizes for the evaluation of each treatment. When injuries 
were analyzed, fatal injuries were included as well.   

Most of the treatments analyzed come from SIPs (2008-2016). LPIs are 2010-2016, with the majority in the 
latter years as NYC DOT ramped up the program. Turn Calming treatments are from 2016, the first year of the 
program. Crash data covers the years 2005-2018. The methodology used in this study differs slightly from 
that of a similar analysis performed in NYC DOT’s Pedestrian Safety and Older Adults study. The latter limits 
analysis to crashes with one victim to allow matching victim age and severity, whereas the present study 
excludes victim age and therefore allows for multiple victim crashes to be included. 
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All Road Users 

Safety Treatment Injury Change KSI Change 
Road Diets -16.6% -30.0% 
Conventional Bike Lanes 1.1% -15.3% 
Protected Bike Lanes -14.8% -18.1% 
Pedestrian Islands -15.1% -35.5% 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions -10.4% -34.1% 
Turn Calming 0.3% -16.2% 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) -13.5% -29.6% 

 

Pedestrians 

Safety Treatment Ped Injury Change Ped KSI Change 
Road Diets -12.5% -31.7% 
Conventional Bike Lanes -1.4% -16.2% 
Protected Bike Lanes -17.8% -29.2% 
Pedestrian Islands -10.2% -29.9% 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions -16.5% -44.7% 
Turn Calming -17.5% -32.7% 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) -18.1% -34.3% 

 

Motor Vehicle Occupants 

Safety Treatment MV Injury Change MV KSI Change 
Road Diets -19.3% -33.8% 
Conventional Bike Lanes -1.1% -25.1% 
Protected Bike Lanes -19.0% -13.1% 
Pedestrian Islands -18.1% -52.0% 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions -10.1% -24.1% 
Turn Calming 13.6% 50.7%* 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) -13.5% -28.5% 

*Motor Vehicle KSI at Turning Calming locations rose from an annual average of 7.3 KSI in the before period to 11 KSI in the 
after period. Due to this small sample size of severe injuries, it is likely that this large increase (50.7%) is not as accurate as 
other report findings.    

  



 

Safety Treatment Evaluation (2005-2018) 
2022 – New York City Department of Transportation 

 

3 
 

Sample Size 

Safety Treatment Treatments Centerline Miles 
Road Diets 28 29.1 
Conventional Bike Lanes 542 133.8 
Protected Bike Lanes 146 36.7 
Pedestrian Islands 177 2.1 
Curb & Sidewalk Extensions 266 9.5 
Turn Calming 107 NA 
Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPIs) 1446 NA 

 

Citywide Background Trend 

New York City’s streets have changed substantially over the last decade as improvements made under Vision 
Zero have strongly emphasized safety for vulnerable road users. These changes, including new signal timing, 
speed cameras, road diets, protected bike lanes and turn calming, may have played an important role in 
making the city considerably safer for pedestrians in terms of severe injuries and fatalities. However, all 
injuries (including all minor injuries) rose annually on average over the study period, in line with population 
growth. Injuries for all road users fell 0.4% and KSI fell 2.8%.  

Safe Streets For Cycling Report 

This 2021 study evaluated the safety and ridership of NYC’s on-street bicycle lanes. The analysis reflects the 
planning and design decisions of NYC DOT’s bicycle projects by measuring the changes in cyclist risk (cyclist 
injuries per 10M cyclists per mile), before and after installation. 

Overall 

• System-wide, the combination of bike lane types reduced bicycling risk by -32% 

Protected Bike Lanes (Class 1) 

• Risk reduction of -34% across all study projects 
• On the highest risk streets, cyclist risk is reduced by over -60% 
• Both boroughs with large enough Protected Bike Lane sample sizes have reductions in cyclist risk: 

Queens (-40%) and Manhattan (-26%) 

Conventional Bike Lanes (Class 2) 

• Risk reduction of -32% across all study projects 
• Improved safety on all streets, particularly on low and mid- volume streets (-42%, -26% reduction in 

risk respectively) 
• The Bronx and Brooklyn have risk reductions of -34% and in Manhattan cyclist risk decreased by -

28% (the boroughs with large enough sample sizes) 
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Bill: House Bill 849 Date: February 23, 2023

Title: School Bus Stops - Violations
- Enforcement and Safety
Measures

Committee: Environment and Transportation

Position: Opposed Contact: Kim Buckheit
kimberly.buckheit1@maryland.gov
443-902-0622

On behalf of the Maryland Center for School Safety (MCSS), thank you for the opportunity to submit
this letter of opposition to House Bill 849.

Just as we all agree students should feel safe when learning at school, they should feel equally safe
when getting on and off a school bus.  MCSS and our school safety partners advocate and support
efforts to ensure school and student safety at all times, including traveling to and from school.

In the absence of a physical median, traffic laws are the same across the nation requiring motorists to
stop for school buses regardless of the number of lanes. Allowing motor vehicle operators a first time
waiver when violating school bus traffic laws, even when driving the opposite direction on a four- lane
highway, goes against all school safety principles. Motorists must be aware of their surroundings and
anticipate that school children may be crossing the street in any direction when getting on and off a
school bus.  Stop arm cameras on school buses are intended to further reinforce for drivers the
importance of protecting our children by providing consistent penalties intended and proven to
increase driver compliance.  There is no second chance when a vehicle strikes a child.

The Maryland Code already provides safeguards for vehicle owners to ensure that stop arm cameras
do not issue citations in error.  For example, to demonstrate that a motorist has committed a
violation, a school bus monitoring camera must capture an image that "clearly identif[es] the
registration plate number." Md. Code Ann., Trans. § 21–706.1 (a)(4), (d). Additionally, there are
mechanisms for defense, including that (1) the motor vehicle or registration plates were stolen before
the violation occurred, (2) the person named in the citation was not operating the vehicle at the time
of the violation, and (3) additional evidence "deem[ed] pertinent" by the court. Md. Code Ann., Trans. §
21–706.1 (h).

Giving even one free pass to a school bus stop arm violator goes against all identified school bus
safety best practices, including the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
recommendations that promote increasing education and enforcement. "Studies have shown that,
without the threat of enforcement and without the public actually seeing or hearing about the law
being enforced (this includes prosecution and conviction), your program will have little, if any,
impact." NHTSA, Reducing the Illegal Passing of School Buses Best Practices Guide,
https://www.nhtsa.gov/school-bus-safety/reducing-illegal-passing-school-buses#purpose-of-this-guide.

Thank you again for taking the time to consider the information shared above, and MCSS strongly
requests that the committee give House Bill 849 an unfavorable report.

(410) 281-2335 7125 Ambassador Road, Suite 130

SchoolSafety.Maryland.gov                                                                                                                                 Baltimore, Maryland 21244

mailto:kim.buckheit1@maryland.gov
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Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) 

169 Conduit Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 ◆ 410.269.0043 ◆  www.mdcounties.org  
 

House Bill 849 
School Bus Stops – Violations – Enforcement and Safety Measures 

MACo Position: OPPOSE 

 

From: Sarah Sample Date: February 23, 2023 
  

 

To: Environment and Transportation 
Committee 

 

The Maryland Association of Counties (MACo) OPPOSES HB 849. This bill would require 
county law enforcement agencies to issue a warning instead of a citation for a certain school 
bus stop violation on state highways. This restriction involves only a violation that is recorded 
on a highway with four or more lanes by a vehicle traveling in the opposite direction of the 
school bus.  

School bus monitoring systems have the distinct ability to capture violations by motor vehicles 
when they happen at dangerously close range to students, especially on state highways where 
the speed limits are higher than neighborhood streets. The great benefit of these programs is 
their ability to change behavior quickly and ensure that drivers exercise extreme caution when 
encountering a school bus. The civil fine that comes with these violations is a powerful 
mechanism to make sure residents abide by these laws.  

A warning, without a civil fine, does not elicit the same response as when an actual penalty 
accompanies the violation. A first-time penalty is proven to drastically reduce recidivism rates 
immediately, advancing the true policy goal: safer roadways for students. Waiting for a second 
violation before applying a penalty leaves the possibility open for hundreds of thousands of 
drivers to make the mistake again, which simply serves to multiply the danger that students 
experience in these environments.  

HB 849 would severely restrict the ability of counties to keep these bus stops safe and for this 
reason, MACo OPPOSES HB 849 and urges an UNFAVORABLE report.  
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200 Chesapeake Boulevard, Elkton, MD 21921 

   

February 16, 2023 

  

The Honorable Kumar P. Barve 

The Honorable Dana Stein 

Environment and Transportation Committee 

Room 251 

House Office Building 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

RE: HB 0849 – School Bus Stop – Violations – Enforcement and Safety Measures-Letter of Opposition. 

 

Dear Chairman Barve, Vice Chair Stein and Members of the Environment and Transportation Committee. 

 

The County Council and the County Executive of Cecil County unanimously oppose HB 0849 – School Bus 

Stop – Violations – Enforcement and Safety Measures. The hearing on this legislation is scheduled on 

February 23, 2023. 

 

It is our understanding that this legislation will require a law enforcement agency to issue a warning for 

certain first violations on State highways enforced by school bus monitoring cameras; and requiring the State 

Highway Administration to develop a certain plan for improved safety measures at certain school bus stops 

in Montgomery County and to report its findings to certain persons on or before December 31, 2023. 

 

Cecil County is concerned that vehicles not stopping for a school bus would only be subject to a warning 

instead of an immediate fine.  We believe that this motor vehicle violation is serious, and violators should be 

subject to an immediate fine. 

 

The County Executive and County Council of Cecil County respectfully requests that the Environment and 

Transportation Committee send an unfavorable report on HB 0849. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Danielle Hornberger    Jackie Gregory 

County Executive     President of County Council 
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February 23, 2023 

 

The Honorable Kumar P. Barve 

Chair, House Environment and Transportation Committee 

Room 251, House Office Building 

Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

RE:  Letter of Information – House Bill 849 – School Bus Stops – Violations – Enforcement 

and Safety Measures 

 

Dear Chair Barve and Committee Members:  

 

The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) takes no position on House Bill 849 but offers 

the following information for the Committee’s consideration.  

 

House Bill 849 would require law enforcement to issue warnings for first time offenses, and certain 

second offenses, related to automated school bus monitoring violations issued to vehicles traveling in 

the opposite direction on an undivided road with four or more lanes. House Bill 849 would also 

require MDOT State Highway Administration (SHA) to identify high incidence locations for school 

bus camera violations and develop a feasibility study and plan for constructing highway medians at 

these locations. The SHA would submit a report to various stakeholders, including the Montgomery 

County delegation, by December 31, 2023.  

 

The SHA does not currently participate in Montgomery County’s school bus monitoring program and 

does not have access to violation data. For SHA to meet the requirements of House Bill 849, law 

enforcement would need to share the relevant data with SHA. In addition, SHA will need a clear 

definition of “high incidence” locations and respectfully requests specific parameters on how to 

quantify this information.  

 

House Bill 849 does not require SHA to construct medians at high incidence locations; however if 

required to do so, there would be significant right-of-way needs along these corridors. This may 

require land acquisition or removal of existing travel lanes, which may impact traffic patterns. 

 

The Maryland Department of Transportation respectfully requests the Committee consider this 

information when deliberating House Bill 849. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Mitch Baldwin      Pilar Helm 

Acting Deputy Director     Director 

Office of Policy and Legislative Services   Office of Government Affairs 

Maryland State Highway Administration  Maryland Department of Transportation 

410-310-1056      410-841-1090 


