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In July 2024, we received an allegation concerning inappropriate spending related 
to broadband digital literacy courses provided by From The Heart Charitable 

Foundation. 

We performed an investigation related to this allegation. Investigations performed 
by the Comptroller's Audit Division are considered non-audit projects. The Audit 
Division conducts investigations of reported fraud, waste, or abuse of Orange 
County funds. 

Responses to our findings and recommendations were received from the 
Community and Family Services Director and are incorporated herein. 

We appreciate the cooperation of personnel from the Community and Family 
Services Department during the course of the investigation. 
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County Comptroller 

c: Byron Brooks, County Administrator 
Carla Bell Johnson, Deputy County Administrator 
Venerria L. Thomas, Director, Community and Family Services 
Lavon Williams, Deputy Director, Community and Family Services 
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Allegation  
 
In July 2024, a citizen contacted the Comptroller’s Audit Division with an allegation 
of inappropriate spending and waste of County funds related to services provided 
by From The Heart Charitable Foundation.   
 
 
Background  
 
In February 2023, the County engaged From The Heart Charitable Foundation 
(FTHCF) to provide broadband and digital literacy classes to Orange County 
seniors. These classes were provided in two-hour sessions — once a week over 
four weeks — for a total of eight hours per class. Eight different County community 
centers hosted the classes. The course curriculum included: 
 

1. Effectively using a smartphone;  
2. Creating and using email accounts; and,  
3. Using basic Microsoft applications such as Word and Excel.   

 
According to the procurement documents, the COVID-19 pandemic and the need 
to isolate/quarantine from public places has made broadband infrastructure and 
literacy a necessity. The County’s Innovation & Emerging Technologies Office and 
Community Action Division worked together to procure these broadband and 
digital literacy classes. 
 
Community Action agreed that Orange County would pay $1,600 per participant. 
That price included $75 for materials and $1,525 for instruction. The County was 
only required to pay the full amount for students who completed the entire eight-
hour class. Therefore, the County was only supposed to be billed a pro-rata share 
(percentage of completion) for students who didn’t complete the entire class.    
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According to sign-in sheets maintained at eight community centers, 162 people 
attended at least one session. 
 

Community Center Number of 
Attendees 

Hal Marston Community Center 13 
Holden Heights Community Center 4 
Taft Community Center 5 
East Orange Community Center 30 
Pine Hills Community Center 23 
Maxey Community Center 22 
John Bridges Community Center 59 
Tangelo Community Center 6 
 162 

 
 
Investigation Results  
 
As a result of our investigation, we concluded that:  

1. The County incorrectly paid $250,000 for services provided by FTHCF. The 
services were not invoiced according to proposal terms. This resulted in an 
overpayment of $101,362.50. 

2. The Community and Family Services Department contracted services at 
unreasonably high rates. 

3. The sole source determination process for this purchase was inadequate to 
protect the County from inflated pricing.   
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Finding 1 – The County Overpaid FTHCF for Services 
Provided 
 
The County received a proposal from FTHCF on January 11, 2023, to provide eight 
hours of training over four weeks. The proposal stated that the total cost would be 
$1,600 per student. This amount included a handbook/materials charge of $75.  
The proposal also stated that the County would only pay the full fee for students 
who successfully completed the entire program. The County was only to be billed 
a pro-rata percentage for students who didn’t complete all four of the two-hour 
sessions. 
 
Below is an excerpt from the proposal. 

 
 
FTHCF held four sessions at the eight participating community centers between 
April 3, 2023 and June 1, 2023. This 
was a total of 32, two-hour sessions. 
After reviewing student sign-in 
sheets, we determined that 162 
students participated in the program. 
However, only 34 students attended 
all four sessions. We found that 63 
students (39%) only attended one 
session. We also determined that 
some of the sessions had very low 
attendance. For example, there were 
fewer than 5 students in 12 of the 32 
sessions (38%).   
 

Number of Sessions Each 
Student Attended 
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The County paid a purchase order equaling the total project budget of $250,000 
on August 11, 2023. The purchase order billed the County for eight classes at a 
unit cost of $31,250 per class — or $250,000. As seen below, the purchase order 
referred to the proposal dated January 11, 2023.  
 

 
Although the proposal stated the County should only pay an amount prorated 
based on actual attendance, the final payment was based on the total project 
budget of $250,000.   
 
We recalculated the amount due pursuant to the proposal based on actual student 
attendance records. The total amount due to FTHCF should have been 
$148,637.50 — not $250,000.00. Therefore, the County overpaid FTHCF by 
$101,362.50.   
 
We recommend the Community and Family Services Department:  
 

A. Demand reimbursement from FTHCF for the overpayment of $101,362.50;  
B. Ensure that future requisition documents accurately reflect proposal terms; 

and,  
C. Review and compare any proposals referenced on future purchase orders 

to ensure vendor invoice accuracy before payment approval.  
 
 
Finding 2 – The Community and Family Services 
Department Paid an Unreasonably High Rate for Services  
 
After reviewing the proposal and services provided, we determined that the rate 
charged appeared abnormally high for these services. We were also concerned 
because this purchase was awarded as a sole-source purchase.  
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In order to evaluate the reasonableness of the pricing, we contacted other 
government agencies that appeared to provide similar services. We identified 
similar broadband literacy classes offered by the Orange County Public Library 
(Library), the City of Orlando (Orlando), and Orange County’s Parks and 
Recreation Division (Parks). 
 
Cost of Similar Courses Offered by Library and Orlando  
 
Both the Library and Orlando use employees to teach their courses because the 
information included in the class is not highly technical and many employees are 
able to teach the courses. These employees’ hourly rates range from $15 to $27 
per hour. The proposal indicated that two instructors would teach the classes.  
Using the $27 maximum hourly rate, the cost for two instructors for eight hours of 
instruction would have been $432 for all students1 in attendance. This cost is 
significantly lower than $1,600 per student proposed by FTHCF. Based on these 
rates, the instruction could have been provided at the same eight centers for 
$3,456 — a savings of over $200,000 for Orange County. 
 
Cost of Similar Courses Offered by Parks  
 
Parks has offered similar classes since 2017. These classes are provided by an 
outside party for $5 to $15 per attendee. The below picture was taken in October 
2024.  It shows an advertising banner hanging in the County’s Renaissance Senior 
Center showing similar courses available.   
 

 
  

                                            
1 The proposal stated that up to 30 students could attend.  Based on an hourly rate, the cost per 
student would be significantly reduced if 30 students had actually attended. 
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Community Action’s Effort to Justify Pricing  
 
In an effort to justify pricing as required on the procurement documents, 
Community Action compared the pricing to a 2016 contract for similar services with 
Edumatics, Inc. (Edumatics).  
 
Edumatics and FTHCF are related companies. The same person serves as 
President of both Edumatics and FTHCF. The two companies share the same 
address. As such, Edumatics should not have been used for a cost comparison for 
reasonableness. Additionally, the Edumatics contract included a cost of $287.50 
per student for 12 hours of instruction. This is significantly lower than $1,600 per 
student for 8 hours of instruction. 
 
In May 2022, the County’s former Chief Innovation & Emerging Technologies 
Officer (Initiator) asked FTHCF about the significant increase between the 
proposed costs for these services and the costs for services under the 2016 
agreement. In her email response, FTHCF’s President cited increased wages for 
staff, more materials to introduce the content, and increased materials cost as the 
reasons for the increase.   
Based on an hourly rate of instruction, the price increase was 573% more than the 
earlier Edumatics contract.2  
We do not find the 
President’s explanation 
reasonable for such a large 
increase.   
 
Based on our analysis of 
similar services, the pricing 
outlined in FTHCF’s 
proposal is unreasonable, as those rates significantly exceeded those paid by 
other government agencies and prior purchases made by the County for similar 
services. 
 
 
  

                                            
2 Prices adjusted for inflation rate of 24% since 2016. 
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We recommend the Community and Family Services Department:  
 

A. Adequately perform cost analyses to ensure price reasonableness, 
considering multiple sources as directed in the County’s Procurement 
Manual; and, 

B. Thoroughly review and critically assesse vendor-provided cost justifications 
especially for sole-source agreements. 

 
 
Finding 3 – The Sole Source Determination Process for This 
Purchase was Inadequate 
 
The competitive procurement process is designed to ensure that the County will 
pay a fair price for its purchases. The competitive procurement process can be 
bypassed if there is only one source to procure goods or services from. However, 
sole-source procurements are high-risk transactions susceptible to inflated pricing.   
 
To mitigate these risks, adequate price analysis is required to ensure County funds 
are spent appropriately. These analyses are part of the County’s sole-source 
process as detailed in its Procurement Manual. In February 2023, the sole-source 
justification was presented to the Board of County Commissioners on the consent 
agenda (Appendix A). 
 
This Vendor Was Selected Before a Request for Quotes Was Issued 
 
On February 10, 2022, the Initiator emailed the former Community Action Division 
Manager (Requesting Division Manager) that she was “very close to completing 
the agreement with Kietta [FTHCF President]” for the procurement of Broadband 
Literacy Courses. However, the Initiator did not issue Requests for Quotes (RFQ) 
for these services to potential vendors until March 2022 — one month later.   
 
Furthermore, on October 6, 2021, the Requesting Division Manager forwarded 
FTHCF’s proposal for services to the Initiator stating she "reviewed the attached 
proposal and it seems in line with our discussions...if you think this is acceptable, 
I will move forward with the procurement process." This suggests that the vendor 
was selected almost six months before an RFQ was ever issued.  
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The following timeline illustrates the timing of the vendor’s selection — before the 
RFQ was ever issued.  

 
Community and Family Services Improperly Designated the Vendor as Sole 
Source for These Services  
 
Per the County’s Procurement Manual, a Sole Source Procurement Justification 
Form must be completed to detail why an item (or service) is the only one that will 
provide the desired results. The Sole Source Procurement Justification Form 
completed for this purchase cited the following reasons for pursuing a sole-source 
purchase:  
 

• This item/service was available only from a single source, and,  
• After solicitation of a number of sources, competition was considered 

inadequate.  
 
Further, the form stated, “After seeking other vendors to teach such a course, there 
were no responses or responses in the negative, unable to meet our requirements. 
From the Heart Charitable Foundation…was the only responsive vendor.” The 
form listed four vendors who were solicited to teach the requested courses. One 
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vendor responded via email to the RFQ, stating they offered similar services and 
would “get back to” the Initiator. Below is the email. 
 

 
However, we found no evidence that anyone ever followed up with this vendor. 
This response was not disclosed on the Sole Source Justification Form and was 
never used to help the County obtain a better price. 
 
The County’s Procurement Manual includes analyses that may justify a sole-
source transaction’s price reasonableness. These include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Comparable purchases by other governmental agencies;  
• Past purchase history including specific references to prior contracts; and, 
• A comparison of outsourced labor and internal staff/resource costs. 
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A Cost Analysis Worksheet (Cost Analysis) was completed for the sole-source 
purchase. However, Community Action was unable to provide the source of the 
data it used in the Cost Analysis. Additionally, no support was ever submitted to 
Procurement. Nonetheless, a unit cost of $1,700 was entered on the worksheet.  
No one ever verified this information’s accuracy or could provide the source of this 
data. 

 
Comparable Purchases 
 
The Sole Source Justification Form indicated that comparable purchases made by 
other governmental agencies were used to justify the pricing as fair and 
reasonable.  
 

 
 
Despite referring to comparable purchases, no support for any “comparable 
purchases by other Governmental Agencies” could be provided. In fact, we found 
that the Library and Orlando offered similar courses using internal resources at a 
much lower cost. 
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Past Purchase History  
 
We previously noted that staff had used a 2016 contract with Edumatics, Inc. as a 
cost-basis comparison — even 
though Edumatics and FTHCF 
are controlled by the same 
person. However, even if this 
flawed information had been 
considered, the price comparison 
would have still shown the 
unreasonableness of FTHCF’s 
sole-source contract. The 
illustration to the right shows the 
difference in cost. 
 
Comparison of Outsourced Labor and Internal Staff/Resource Costs  
 
The Requesting Division Manager confirmed that no comparison was ever 
conducted between the costs of outsourcing labor and utilizing internal staff and 
resources, as outlined in the Procurement Manual.  
 
In fact, even though the Parks and Community Action Divisions are both part of 
the Children and Family Services Department, there was apparently no effort to 
determine if other County divisions were offering similar courses. As noted above, 
we found that the Parks Division was offering similar “Courses from $5 to $15” to 
residents at the County’s Renaissance Senior Center. 
 
We recommend the Community and Family Services Department provide 
training to:  
 

A. Ensure that no verbal or written commitments with vendors occur before 
RFQs are issued; 

B. Ensure all sole-source procurement justification documents are adequately 
supported; and, 

C. Ensure that cost analyses for sole-source purchases are thorough and 
multiple sources of pricing information are considered. 
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APPENDIX A 
BCC CONSENT AGENDA 
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APPENDIX B 
MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 
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