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Auditor of State David A. Vaudt today released a report on a special investigation of the Coggon
Municipal Light Plant (Light Plant) for the period July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012. The
procedures were initiated as a result of a citizens’ petition for reaudit pursuant to section 11.6(4)(a)(3)
of the Code of lowa.

Vaudt reported the procedures identified $79,432.55 of improper and unsupported
disbursements. The $72,259.66 of improper disbursements identified include $13,168.55 of personal
purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards and $30,316.35 of unauthorized vacation payouts
to William Edgerly, the Light Plant Superintendent, and Deneen Mangas, a former Secretary. The
improper disbursements identified also include $618.11 of improper fuel purchases and an estimated
$19,900.00 of additional improper fuel purchases. Vaudt reported Mr. Edgerly was observed on
surveillance videos fueling his personal vehicle, his son’s vehicle and his girlfriend’s vehicle on 8
occasions between October 28, 2011 and December 10, 2011. Vaudt also reported Mr. Edgerly
admitted using Light Plant funds to make personal purchases. Mr. Edgerly made personal purchases
with the Light Plant’s credit card, including monthly charges for a personal cell phone and purchases
from TicketMaster, Victoria’s Secret and 1-800-PetMeds.

The $7,172.89 of unsupported disbursements identified include payments for which
documentation was not available, including disbursements from petty cash and purchases from a
local grocery store. Supporting documentation was also not available for certain purchases made
with the Light Plant’s credit cards, including purchases from auto supply and home improvement

stores.



Vaudt also reported Mr. Edgerly resigned as Superintendent, effective January 5, 2012, but was
rehired as Superintendent by the Board of Trustees in May 2012. According to the Light Plant’s
Secretary, Mr. Edgerly provided on-call services periodically between January and May 2012 for
which he received $1,350.00. The current Secretary was not initially able to provide documentation
for the payments and the Board minutes did not initially include approval of the payments to
Mr. Edgerly. However, the current Secretary subsequently provided a document to support the
payments and improperly changed the minutes without the Board’s approval. Vaudt also reported
Mr. Edgerly received a 23.54% increase in pay when he returned as Superintendent. According to a
Board member we spoke with, the pay was based on research performed by Mr. Edgerly regarding the
amounts others in the area received for comparable positions.

Vaudt also reported the Board failed to exercise proper fiduciary oversight. Even though
adequate supporting documentation was not provided and personal purchases were listed in
disbursement listings, the Board approved payment. In addition, the Light Plant’s annual audit
reports for fiscal years 2006 through 2010 reflected amounts due from employees, but the Board
never addressed this inappropriate personal use of Light Plant funds. Fiscal year 2010 was the last
fiscal year audited. The amount due from employees increased each year and ranged from $1,207.00
to $4,741.00 in the audit reports.

The report includes recommendations to strengthen the Light Plant’s controls and procedures
over payroll and other disbursements, receipts and financial reporting and to implement procedures
to conduct and document independent reviews of transactions, records and reports. Vaudt also
recommended the Light Plant’s Board of Trustees establish procedures to reconcile monthly utility
records and bank statements to financial records.

Copies of the report have been filed with the Linn County Attorney’s Office, the Attorney
General’s Office, the Linn County Sheriff’s Office and the Division of Criminal Investigation. A copy of
the report is available for review in the Office of Auditor of State and on the Auditor of State’s website

at http://auditor.iowa.gov/reports/1023-0542-T00Z.pdf.
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Auditor of State’s Report

To the Board of Trustees of the
Coggon Municipal Light Plant:

As a result of a citizens’ petition requesting a reaudit of the Coggon Municipal Light Plant
(Light Plant) pursuant to Chapter 11.6(4)(a)(3) of the Code of Iowa, we performed certain
procedures to evaluate the operations of the Light Plant. Based on discussions with Light
Plant officials and personnel and a review of relevant information available, we determined
additional procedures were necessary to further investigate certain issues in addition to those
identified in the request for reaudit. Accordingly, we conducted a special investigation of the
Light Plant for the period July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012, unless otherwise specified.
We also performed certain procedures for the period July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2004
because related documents were readily available. The procedures we performed are
summarized as follows:

1) Reviewed internal controls at the Light Plant to determine whether adequate
policies and procedures were in place and operating effectively.

2) Reviewed the reports prepared by the Light Plant’s independent auditing firm
for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2003 through June 30, 2010.

3) Reviewed available minutes and bill listings to identify significant actions taken
by the Board of Trustees and to determine if certain payments were properly
approved.

4) Reviewed images of checks from the Light Plant's bank statements from July 1,
2009 to June 30, 2010 to determine the accuracy of information recorded in
the Light Plant's general ledger.

5) Reviewed fuel purchases paid for by the Light Plant to determine propriety. We
also reviewed surveillance videos available from a local convenience store for
some of the fuel purchases.

6) Reviewed the Light Plant’s policies, controls and use of credit cards. We also
reviewed credit card statements and the related invoices to determine the
propriety of activity for the period July 1, 2002 through August 27, 2012.

7) Examined all payments to employees, including payroll, vacation pay-outs and
medical reimbursements, to determine propriety and if appropriate
documentation was available to support the disbursements. We also
determined whether reimbursements for medical expenses exceeded the
maximum annual amounts authorized.

8) Reviewed the Light Plant’s policies, controls and use of cell phones. We also
reviewed cell phone bills for the period July 1, 2007 through August 27, 2012
to determine propriety.




9) With the assistance of a detective from the Linn County Sheriff’s Office,
interviewed William Edgerly, the Light Plant Superintendent, on November 16,
2012 to obtain additional information regarding fuel purchases and use of the
Light Plant’s credit card and cell phones. We also interviewed the current Light
Plant Secretary and the former Chairperson of the Board of Trustees.

10) Reviewed the sale of a 1969 Vermeer trencher in 2007 and a 1997 Chevrolet
K2500 truck in 2009.

11) Reviewed activity recorded in a “Due from Employees” account in the Light
Plant’s general ledger to determine propriety, completeness and accuracy. We
also determined if the recorded reimbursements from employees for personal
purchases were properly deposited to the Light Plant's checking account.

12) Analyzed utility billing and collection activity recorded for the period July 1,
2009 through June 30, 2010 to determine if the completeness and accuracy of
amounts recorded appeared reasonable. We also attempted to reconcile the
billing, collection and delinquency information recorded.

13) Reviewed the utility billing and collection records to determine if collections
from employees and trustees were properly recorded and deposited for the
period July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2010.

14) Examined certain disbursements to determine propriety and whether
appropriate supporting documentation was available. We also examined all
disbursements to Main Street Market and all disbursements to replenish petty
cash for propriety.

15) Determined compliance with the covenants of the Light Plant’s electric utility
revenue bonds.

These procedures identified $79,432.55 of improper and unsupported disbursements.
We were unable to determine if additional amounts were improperly disbursed because
adequate records for all disbursements were not available. Several internal control weaknesses
were also identified. Our detailed findings and recommendations are presented in the
Investigative Summary and Exhibits A through F of this report. Based on our findings and
observations, we have various recommendations for the Light Plant. Our recommendations
and the instances of non-compliance identified are described in the Detailed Findings of this
report.

The procedures described above do not constitute an audit of financial statements
conducted in accordance with U.S. generally accepted auditing standards. Accordingly, we do
not express an opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, or had we performed an
audit of financial statements of the Coggon Municipal Light Plant, other matters might have
come to our attention that would have been reported to you.

Copies of this report have been filed with the Linn County Attorney’s Office, the Attorney
General’s Office, the Linn County Sheriff’s Office and the Division of Criminal Investigation.

We would like to acknowledge the assistance and many courtesies extended to us by the

officials and personnel of the Coggon Municipal Light Plant during the co ur reaudit.
&u;.ﬂ d ‘(Ja.uDJI’ Rornne Se
DAVID A. VAUDT, CPA WARREN G. JENKINS, CPA
Auditor of State Chief Deputy Auditor of State

November 26, 2012




Coggon Municipal Light Plant

Investigative Summary

Background Information

The Coggon Municipal Light Plant (Light Plant) provides electric services to residents and
businesses of the City of Coggon, Iowa. The Light Plant was created in 1953 pursuant to
statute by a vote of the citizens of Coggon. Prior to December 21, 2011, a Board of Trustees,
composed of 3 members, governed the organization. On December 21, 2011, the citizens of
Coggon voted to amend Section 1 of Ordinance No. 53 and add 2 members to the Light Plant’s
Board of Trustees. The Trustees are appointed by the Mayor with the approval and
confirmation of the City Council.

William Edgerly became the Light Plant’s Superintendent on March 1, 1989. Mr. Edgerly
notified the Board of Trustees of his intent to resign on December 27, 2011. The Board of
Trustees accepted his resignation with an effective date of January 5, 2012. On May 21, 2012,
the Board of Trustees rehired Mr. Edgerly as the Light Plant’s Superintendent. According to
the Light Plant’s current Secretary, Mr. Edgerly provided services to the Light Plant on an as-
needed, on-call basis between the time he resigned and the time he was rehired. As
Superintendent, Mr. Edgerly is responsible for the operation of the Light Plant, including:

1) Making certain purchases and receiving certain goods and services,

2) Constructing lines, underground and overhead line work, inspections and tree
trimming,

3) Meter reading and meter change-outs,

4) Operating the aerial lift and pole truck and

5) Maintaining the diesel generators.
Deneen Mangas became the Light Plant’s Secretary on January 21, 2002. Ms. Mangas notified
the Board of Trustees of her intent to resign on July 21, 2011. The Board of Trustees accepted
her resignation with an effective date of August 1, 2011. The Board of Trustees hired Anna

Felder on September 2, 2011 to replace Ms. Mangas as Secretary. As Secretary, Ms. Mangas
and Ms. Felder were responsible for:

1) Receipts — collecting, posting to the accounting records and preparing and making
bank deposits,

2) Disbursements — making certain purchases, receiving certain goods and services,
presenting proposed disbursements to the Board of Trustees, maintaining
supporting documentation, preparing and distributing checks and posting to the
accounting records,

3) Petty cash — custodian of the petty cash fund,

4) Payroll — calculating payroll amounts, preparing and distributing checks and
posting to the accounting records,

5) Utility billings — meter reading, preparing and mailing billings, receipting and
depositing collections, posting collections to customer accounts and accounting
records and preparing and making deposits,

6) Bank accounts — reconciling monthly bank statements to accounting records and

7) Reporting — preparing minutes of Board of Trustee meetings and financial reports.




The Light Plant’s primary revenue source is collection of electric fees from households and
businesses which receive service. The Light Plant receives payments through the mail or in
person. Collections are to be deposited to the Light Plant’s checking account.

All disbursements are to be approved by the Board of Trustees and checks are to be signed by
the Chairperson of the Board of Trustees. During the period of our investigation, bank
statements were mailed directly to Ms. Mangas or Ms. Felder to be reviewed and reconciled to
the Light Plant’s accounting records.

As a result of a citizens’ petition pursuant to Chapter 11.6(4)(a)(3) of the Code of Iowa, we
performed certain procedures to evaluate the operations of the Light Plant. During these initial
procedures, certain concerns were identified which warranted further investigation. As a
result, we performed the procedures detailed in the Auditor of State’s report for the period
July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012 and for other periods as considered necessary.

Detailed Findings

The procedures performed identified $79,432.55 of improper and unsupported disbursements.
We were unable to determine if additional amounts were improperly disbursed because
adequate records were not available for all disbursements.

The $72,259.66 of improper disbursements include $13,168.55 of personal purchases made
with the Light Plant’s credit cards and $30,316.35 of unauthorized vacation payouts to
Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas. The improper disbursements identified also include $618.11 of
improper fuel purchases and an estimated $19,900.00 of additional improper fuel purchases.
Mr. Edgerly was observed on surveillance videos fueling his personal vehicle, his son’s vehicle
and his girlfriend’s vehicle on 8 occasions between October 28, 2011 and December 10, 2011.

The $7,172.89 of unsupported disbursements identified include payments for which
documentation was not available, including credit card purchases, disbursements from petty
cash and purchases from a local grocery store. All findings are summarized in Exhibit A and a
detailed explanation of each finding follows.

IMPROPER DISBURSEMENTS

As stated in the Independent Auditor’s Report, a citizens’ petition requesting a reaudit
pursuant to section 11.6(4)(a)(3) was received by the Office of Auditor of State. The concerns
identified in the citizens’ petition included several types of disbursements, including excessive
fuel and cell phone charges, disbursements to employees without supporting documentation
and credit card charges without itemized receipts. Based on discussions with Light Plant
officials and personnel and a review of relevant information available, we determined additional
procedures were necessary to further investigate certain issues. Our findings related to the
areas reviewed are summarized in the following paragraphs.

Fuel Purchases - As previously stated, the citizens’ petition identified concerns regarding
excessive fuel charges. We identified $50,577.29 of unleaded fuel purchases made between
July 1, 2004 and August 22, 2012 which were paid for by the Light Plant.

At the time of our investigation, the Light Plant had a 2009 Ford F-250 V8 pickup and 2
commercial sized trucks. The commercial sized trucks included a 1969 C-60 Chevrolet 366CI
and a C-65 Chevrolet 366CI. All 3 vehicles used unleaded gasoline. The Light Plant also
previously owned a 1997 Chevrolet K2500 pickup which was sold in 2009 and a 1969 Vermeer
trencher which was sold in 2007 which used unleaded fuel.




During fiscal years 2005, 2006, 2007 and part of 2008, fuel was primarily purchased on
account from Caryl Oil Company (Caryl Oil). According to the Light Plant’s current Secretary,
Caryl Oil had unattended unleaded fuel pumps located in Coggon. Individual unleaded fuel
purchases made at the pumps were listed on the monthly invoice the Light Plant received from
Caryl Oil. By reviewing the monthly invoices, we determined 1 or 2 Caryl Oil fuel cards were
used to purchase fuel at the unattended pumps. However, we were unable to determine who
had possession of the fuel cards or if they were kept in the Light Plant’s vehicles. Diesel fuel
was also purchased from Caryl Oil in bulk for the Light Plant’s generators. These purchases
were billed separately from the unleaded fuel purchases.

Unleaded fuel purchases made on account with Caryl Oil from July 1, 2004 to November 5,
2008 totaled $25,139.88. Invoices from Caryl Oil were not readily available prior to July 2004.
In addition, detailed invoices were not available for purchases made during the months listed
in Table 1. For these months, we were only able to determine the total amount paid to Caryl
Oil for unleaded fuel. We were not able to determine the number of fuel purchases or the
quantity and cost of each purchase.

Table 1

Month Purchases Payment

were Made Date Amount

March 2005 04/01/05 $ 316.95
August 2005 09/01/05 258.96
October 2005 11/01/05 126.98
December 2005 01/01/06 389.00
March 2006 04/01/06 412.52
November 2006 12/01/06 441.73
October 2007 11/01/07 1,293.59
March 2008 04/01/08 676.62
Total $3,916.35

Because detailed invoices were not available, we are unable to determine why the amount of
unleaded fuel purchased in October 2007 is significantly higher than other months. For the
remaining months for which detailed invoices were available, unleaded fuel was purchased on
489 occasions at a cost of $21,223.53. The individual purchases are listed in Exhibit B.

In addition to fuel purchases from Caryl Oil, fuel was also periodically purchased with the
Light Plant’s credit cards. A limited number of fuel purchases were made from Caryl Oil with
the Light Plant’s credit cards. Purchases were also made from fuel vendors outside Coggon.
After Caryl Oil closed in November 2008, most unleaded fuel purchases were made with the
Light Plant’s credit card from the Go America convenience store in Coggon.

We identified $25,437.41 of purchases made from fuel vendors and convenience stores with
the Light Plant’s credit cards between July 1, 2004 and August 22, 2012, excluding 4
purchases with the Light Plant’s credit cards from fuel vendors and convenience stores which
were identified by Mr. Edgerly or Ms. Mangas as personal purchases. These purchases are
included in a subsequent section of this report.

Table 2 summarizes the identified cost of fuel paid for by the Light Plant during fiscal years
2005 through 2012 (excluding the 4 purchases discussed in the preceding paragraph) and
from July 1, 2012 through August 22, 2012 during fiscal year 2013. The Table also
summarizes the unleaded fuel purchases made in Coggon and outside Coggon with the Light
Plant’s credit cards.




Table 2

Credit Card Purchases

Fiscal Caryl Oil In Outside
Year Account Coggon Coggon Total

2005 $ 3,893.81 - 145.00 4,038.81
2006 4,048.04 826.09 222.95 5,097.08
2007 6,300.31 773.99 413.48 7,487.78
2008 8,439.14 913.01 1,019.63 10,371.78
2009 2,458.58 3,716.93 375.98 6,551.49
2010 - 4,647.25 753.31  5,400.56
2011 - 8,772.62 193.22  8,965.84
2012 - 2,623.95 - 2,923.95
2013* - 40.00 - 40.00

Total $25,139.88  22,313.84 3,123.57 50,577.29
*- Through August 22, 2012.

The $25,437.41 of purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards includes 598
transactions made with the credit card held by Mr. Edgerly which total $25,267.60. The credit
card purchases also include 3 transactions made with the credit card held by Ms. Mangas
which total $14.09 and 5 transactions made with the credit card held by Ms. Felder which total
$155.72. The unleaded fuel purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards are listed in
Exhibit B.

Of the 606 purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards, 263 were supported by a receipt
which identified the number of gallons purchased and 10 were supported only by the credit
card receipt. Receipts for the remaining 333 purchases were not located at the Light Plant.
While receipts were available for some of the purchases, we were unable to determine if fuel
was purchased for a Light Plant vehicle or a personal vehicle. As a result, we were unable to
determine the propriety of the individual purchases.

To determine the propriety of fuel purchases, we visited the Go America store in Coggon and
determined surveillance videos were maintained for approximately 45 days. The surveillance
videos for the 45 days prior to our visit included purchases made at the store from October 28,
2011 through December 10, 2011. We obtained receipts for 9 purchases made at Go America
during this period with the Light Plant’s credit card. Some of the receipts were obtained from
the Light Plant and some were obtained directly from Mr. Edgerly. To determine the propriety
of the fuel purchases for the 9 receipts, we reviewed surveillance videos available at the
Go America store on December 13, 2011. Surveillance videos were available from interior
cameras which showed customers inside the store and an exterior camera which focused on
the fuel pumps and showed individual cars.

Using the 9 receipts available, we determined the approximate time of the purchase and, with
the assistance of a Go America employee, reviewed the appropriate part of the surveillance
video for the day of the purchase. By matching the 9 receipts to Go America’s surveillance
videos, we determined the following about the purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit
card held by Mr. Edgerly.

e October 28, 2011 — The receipt shows 7.741 gallons of fuel costing $26.00 was
purchased at pump #02 at 1:57 p.m. The surveillance video shows fuel was pumped
into a white Oldsmobile Aurora. The individual fueling the car could not be clearly
identified on the video from the exterior surveillance camera. In addition, the individual




did not enter the convenience store and was not recorded on the video from the interior
surveillance camera. However, using information obtained from the Linn County
Treasurer’s Office, we determined Mr. Edgerly owned a white 1999 Oldsmobile Aurora.

e October 31, 2011 - The receipt shows 9.014 gallons of fuel costing $30.01 was
purchased at pump #05 at 12:09 p.m. The fuel was pumped into a white Oldsmobile
Aurora by Mr. Edgerly. A picture taken from the surveillance video is included in
Appendix 1.

e November 9, 2011 — The receipt shows 13.809 gallons of fuel costing $45.00 was
purchased at pump #01 at 11:29 a.m. The surveillance video shows Mr. Edgerly
pumped the fuel into a white Oldsmobile Aurora. In addition, the video shows
Mr. Edgerly also pumped fuel into a red, 4-door vehicle located at an adjacent pump
without turning the pump off and ending the transaction. Based on information
obtained from the Linn County Treasurer’s Office, Mr. Edgerly and his son, Bryan
Edgerly, are listed as co-owners of a red, 4-door 1999 Ford Taurus SE. We also
determined Bryan Edgerly was the driver of a red vehicle on 2 other occasions when the
Light Plant’s credit card was used to purchase fuel at Go America.

e November 20, 2011 — The receipt shows 14.099 gallons of fuel costing $45.10 was
purchased at pump #01 at 5:59 p.m. The surveillance video shows Mr. Edgerly
pumped the fuel into a white Oldsmobile Aurora. In addition, the video shows
Mr. Edgerly also pumped fuel into a red, 4-door vehicle located at an adjacent pump
without turning the pump off and ending the transaction. We determined Bryan
Edgerly was the driver of the red vehicle.

e November 27, 2011 — The receipt shows 11.752 gallons of fuel costing $37.01 was
purchased at pump #05 at 6:58 p.m. The surveillance video shows Mr. Edgerly
pumped the fuel into a white Oldsmobile Aurora. A picture taken from the surveillance
video is included in Appendix 1.

e December 1, 2011 - The receipt shows 9.806 gallons of fuel costing $30.00 was
purchased at pump #05 at 3:07 p.m. The surveillance video shows a red Ford F-250
pickup at the pump at this time. As previously stated, the Light Plant owned a 2009
Ford F-250 pickup.

e December 6, 2011 — The receipt shows 9.806 gallons of fuel costing $30.00 was
purchased at pump #05 at 11:37 a.m. The surveillance video shows Mr. Edgerly
pumped the fuel into a white Oldsmobile Aurora.

e December 9, 2011 - The receipt shows 16.134 gallons of fuel costing $50.00 was
purchased at pump #01 at 11:42 a.m. The surveillance video shows Mr. Edgerly
pumped the fuel into a white Oldsmobile Aurora. In addition, the video shows
Mr. Edgerly also pumped fuel into a red, 4-door vehicle located at an adjacent pump
without turning the pump off and ending the transaction. We determined Bryan
Edgerly was the driver of the red vehicle.

e December 10, 2011 - The receipt shows 14.572 gallons of fuel costing $45.01 was
purchased at pump #05 at 11:23 a.m. The surveillance video shows a red GMC Yukon
at the pump at this time. A picture taken from the surveillance video is included in
Appendix 1. On November 16, 2012, we spoke with Mr. Edgerly who stated Marine
White, his girlfriend, owned the red GMC Yukon. With assistance provided by the Linn
County Sheriff’s Office, we confirmed Marnie White owned a red 2000 GMC Yukon.

By reviewing the surveillance videos, we determined 8 of the 9 purchases at Go America were
an improper use of the Light Plant’s credit card held by Mr. Edgerly. The 8 improper
purchases total $308.13 and are included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements. The
remaining purchase totaled $30.00.




On 3 occasions, Mr. Edgerly pumped fuel into his personal vehicle and then pumped additional
fuel into his son’s vehicle at an adjacent pump without turning the pump off and ending the
transaction. The number of gallons of fuel purchased on these occasions was 13.809, 14.099
and 16.134, respectively. Because the Light Plant’s vehicles were trucks with fuel tanks which
are larger than passenger cars, these purchases would have looked reasonable to anyone
reviewing the receipts without seeing the related surveillance videos.

Using the Light Plant’s credit card statements, we subsequently determined 6 additional
purchases were made at Go America between October 28, 2011 and December 13, 2011 with
the credit card held by Mr. Edgerly. However, the related receipts were not provided by
Mr. Edgerly or located at the Light Plant. Because receipts were not available, we were unable
to determine the specific time of day the 6 purchases were made.

At the time we reviewed surveillance videos, we were unable to identify the 6 additional
purchases made between October 28, 2011 and December 13, 2011 because the related credit
card statement had not yet been received by the Light Plant. As a result, we did not observe
the fuel purchase on the surveillance videos for the 6 additional transactions. Had we been
able to obtain receipts for the additional 6 purchases or review surveillance videos for
purchases prior to October 28, 2012, we may have identified additional improper fuel
purchases.

With the assistance of a detective from the Linn County Sheriff’s Office, we interviewed
Mr. Edgerly on November 16, 2012. When asked if he ever purchased fuel for his personal
vehicle with the Light Plant’s credit card or on the Light Plant’s account at Caryl Oil,
Mr. Edgerly stated he had. He also stated he purchased fuel for his personal vehicle on the
Light Plant’s account or with the Light Plant’s credit card when he was low on cash or didn’t
have his checkbook with him. When asked how often that occurred, he initially stated once or
twice per month at most. He also initially stated he only purchased fuel for his own personal
vehicle in addition to the Light Plant vehicles. However, he later stated he would not be
surprised if 8 of the 9 fuel purchases we viewed on the surveillance video were times fuel was
purchased for a personal vehicle. He also subsequently stated he used the Light Plant’s funds
to purchase fuel for his son’s vehicle and his girlfriend’s vehicle.

Mr. Edgerly also stated he had been making personal fuel purchases with the Light Plant’s
funds for some time. He confirmed some of the fuel purchases made from Caryl Oil before the
vendor closed in 2008 were personal in nature. In addition, Mr. Edgerly estimated he made
between $5,000.00 and $7,000.00 of personal purchases per year with the Light Plant’s funds.

Because a number of improper fuel purchases were identified during the period October 28,
2011 through December 10, 2011, we reviewed earlier fuel purchases paid for by the Light
Plant. Concerns regarding the fuel purchases listed in Exhibit B are described in the following
paragraphs.

1. We identified 6 purchases from Caryl Oil totaling $164.06 on the Light Plant’s credit
card. Because the Light Plant had an account with Caryl Oil, these transactions are
unusual. We determined 3 of the purchases totaling $14.09 were made with the credit
card held by Ms. Mangas. Each purchase was less than $6.00. Based on the timing of
the purchases and the quantity of fuel purchased, it appears the fuel was for the Light
Plant’s mower. As a result, the 3 purchases are classified as reasonable for the Light
Plant’s operations.

Because fuel purchases for Light Plant vehicles should have been made on the Caryl Oil
account, the 3 remaining purchases totaling $149.97 are considered improper. The 3
purchases were made with the credit card held by Mr. Edgerly. They are identified in
Exhibit B and listed in Table 3. The $149.97 total is included in Exhibit A as
improper disbursements.
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Table 3

Date Amount
06/15/07 $ 40.01
06/23/07 79.98
09/26/08 29.98

Total $ 149.97

We also identified 73 purchases made at fuel vendors and/or convenience stores
outside of Coggon with the Light Plant’s credit card held by Mr. Edgerly. We did not
identify any purchases made at similar vendors with the credit card held by
Ms. Mangas. As illustrated by Table 2, the 73 purchases total $3,123.57. The Light
Plant’s credit card should have been used to purchase fuel outside Coggon only if a
Light Plant vehicle was taken out of town for a reason related to Light Plant operations.
Using the credit card transaction date, we reviewed the Light Plant’s credit card
statements to determine if any other purchases were made on the same day and near
the same location as the fuel purchase. We identified 6 fuel purchases totaling $235.44
made on the same day and near the same location as other purchases with the credit
card which were determined to be an appropriate use of Light Plant funds. As a result,
the 6 fuel purchases, which are listed in Table 4, are not included in Exhibit A.

Table 4

Date Vendor Location Amount
01/16/07 Kum & Go Ankeny $ 40.01
01/26/07  Market Express Marion 49.00
06/04/07  Casey’s Cedar Rapids 59.43
03/26/09  Prairie Gas Newton 24.00
03/26/09  Casey’s Cedar Rapids 25.00
08/20/09 Road Ranger Cedar Rapids 38.00

Total $ 235.44

Of the remaining 67 fuel purchases, 4 were made on the same day and near the same
location the Light Plant’s credit card was improperly used for personal purchases or
medical costs. These 4 purchases total $160.01 and are listed in Table 5. The
personal purchases and medical purchases are discussed in detail in a subsequent
section of this report. As a result, the $160.01 is included in Exhibit A as improper
disbursements.

Table 5

Date Vendor Location Amount

09/19/07  Casey’s Cedar Rapids $ 50.00

09/10/08 BPOil Marion 50.00
03/23/09  Casey’s Hiawatha 20.01
07/23/09  Casey’s Cedar Rapids 40.00

Total $ 160.01

The final 63 fuel purchases, which total $2,728.12, were not made on the same day or
near the same location as other purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit card.
According to Mr. Edgerly, he periodically traveled to out of town vendors and made
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purchases on account rather than with the Light Plant’s credit card. As a result, the
fuel purchase may not match to a credit card purchase. Because we are not able to
determine the purpose of the trip, the $2,728.12 total of the 63 fuel purchases is not
included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements. However, the $2,728.12 is included
in a calculation of improper disbursements which is illustrated in Table 7.

In order to determine whether the remaining fuel purchases made at Caryl Oil, out of town fuel
vendors and Go America were proper, we performed various analyses, including reviewing the
frequency of fuel purchases and the quantity of fuel purchased. During our review, we
determined the following:

In addition to the 9 purchases at Go America for which we reviewed a surveillance
video, 518 purchases were made from the Go America convenience store in Coggon. We
were unable to locate receipts for 288 of the 518 purchases. The 288 purchases total
$11,592.52. Because receipts are not available, we are unable to determine if the cost
included the quantity and price of fuel purchased and what, if anything, was purchased
in addition to fuel. For all of the 518 purchases, we are unable to determine if the fuel
purchased was for a Light Plant vehicle or pumped into a personal vehicle. As
previously stated, for 8 of the 9 purchases for which receipts and surveillance videos
were available, the fuel was not pumped into a Light Plant vehicle. The presence of a
receipt did not ensure the fuel purchase was for a Light Plant vehicle.

Logs were not maintained for Light Plant vehicles. Logs which included periodic
odometer readings, fuel purchases and other maintenance information would have been
helpful in matching fuel purchases to Light Plant vehicles. We were also unable to
determine when the Light Plant purchased the 2 commercial vehicles and the odometer
readings on the vehicles when purchased.

In addition, according to Mr. Edgerly and the current Secretary, the 2 commercial
vehicles were routinely left idling when they were used for construction and repair of
overhead line work. Leaving the trucks idling requires additional fuel for operation of
the trucks. As a result, if odometer readings had been available for the trucks, the
number of miles driven may not have corresponded to expected fuel purchases.

We also determined the Board discussed Mr. Edgerly’s personal use of the Light Plant’s
pickup truck during its May 8, 2008 and May 12, 2008 meetings. If odometer readings
had been available for the truck, the fuel purchases may have appeared reasonable
based on the number of miles driven because the truck was being driven by Mr. Edgerly
for his personal use.

As a result of all these factors, we were unable to determine the number of miles the
Light Plant vehicles had been driven for Light Plant purposes during any given period of
time and estimate the amount of fuel needed for Light Plant vehicles for that period to
compare to actual purchases.

As previously stated, Mr. Edgerly became the Light Plant Superintendent on March 1,
1989 and resigned effective January 5, 2012. He was rehired by the Light Plant on
May 21, 2012. Because the Light Plant did not employ a full-time Superintendent and
Light Plant trucks were not used frequently between January and May 2012, the
amount of fuel purchased during this time was significantly less than during
Mr. Edgerly’s employment period.

According to Ms. Felder, Mr. Edgerly provided services to the Light Plant on an as-
needed, on-call basis between his resignation in January 2012 and when he was
rehired in May 2012. Ms. Felder also stated Mr. Edgerly did not drive any of the trucks
during that period. If he needed to do something that required the pickup, she
accompanied him and drove.

Because a new full-time Superintendent was not hired, we were unable to compare fuel
purchases made after Mr. Edgerly’s resignation to purchases made prior to
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January 2012 to identify an estimated amount of fuel needed for Light Plant vehicles
during Mr. Edgerly’s employment.

As illustrated by Exhibit B, the number of fuel purchases decreased significantly after
Mr. Edgerly resigned in January 2012. Only 5 fuel purchases totaling $155.72 were made with
the Light Plant’s credit card between January 5, 2012 and August 22, 2012. Each purchase
was made by Ms. Felder. These 5 purchases were made over 233 days since the last fuel
purchase made by Mr. Edgerly. In contrast, the fuel purchases made by Mr. Edgerly were
much more frequent.

As previously stated, the Light Plant paid $50,577.29 for fuel purchases made between July 1,
2004 and August 22, 2012. This includes 8 payments to Caryl Qil totaling $3,916.35 for which
detailed information was not available for individual purchases. It also includes 1,095
individual purchases which could be identified from Caryl Oil invoices or other vendors we
identified from the Light Plant’s credit card statements. During our review, we determined the
fuel purchases were made much more frequently than what appeared reasonable for the Light
Plant’s operations. Table 6 summarizes the number of days between the 1,095 individual
purchases identified.

Table 6
Number of Days Since Number of
Prior Purchase Instances Amount
0 138 $ 6,318.60
1 299 11,936.68
2 231 9,616.35
3 182 7,725.19
4 93 4,242.52
S 62 2,889.37
§) 28 1,295.99
7-15 S1 2,248.24
30 1 40.00
48 1 40.00
140 1 27.01
Unknown* 8 280.99
Total 1,095 $ 46,660.94

* - Purchases for which the previous purchase was
included on a missing Caryl Oil statement.

As illustrated by the Table, 2 or more fuel purchases were made on the same day on 138
occasions. An additional 299 purchases were made the day after the previous purchase. Of
the total fuel purchases summarized in Table 6, 77% of the purchases were made within 3
days of the previous purchase. These purchases represent 76% of the total amount shown in
the Table.

Also as stated previously, during the interview with Mr. Edgerly on November 16, 2012, he
stated he would not be surprised if 8 of the 9 purchases we viewed on the surveillance videos
from Go America were improper personal fuel purchases. Some of the personal fuel purchases
were made within just a few days of each other. For instance, personal purchases were made
on December 6, 2011, December 9, 2011 and December 10, 2011.




To estimate what portion of fuel purchases may have been for personal vehicles, we considered
the number of personal purchases made by Mr. Edgerly which we identified with surveillance
videos from Go America. As previously stated, the 8 personal purchases made by Mr. Edgerly
of the 9 instances in which we were able to review surveillance videos represent 88.9% of the
number of purchases, 90.8% of the gallons of fuel purchased and 91.1% of the cost. However,
when the 6 additional purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit card between October 28,
2011 and December 10, 2011 for which we did not review surveillance videos are considered,
the 8 personal purchases represent only 57.1% of the number of purchases and 56.6% of the
cost of the purchases. This assumes all 6 purchases for which we did not review the
surveillance videos were for a Light Plant vehicle.

We also considered Mr. Edgerly’s statement 8 of 9 fuel purchases we observed were for a
personal vehicle did not surprise him and he estimated personal purchases of approximately
$5,000.00 to $7,000.00 per year. After considering these factors, we determined 40% would be
a very conservative estimate of the fuel purchases which were personal in nature. We applied
the 40% estimate to the fuel purchases identified in Table 7.

Table 7
Description Amount
Total fuel purchases Exhibit B $50,577.29
Less improper purchases identified:
Identified with surveillance videos Page 9 (308.13)
Caryl Oil purchases with credit cards Table 3 (149.97)
Out of town purchases Table 5 (160.01)
Less reasonable purchases:
Identified with surveillance videos Page 9 (30.00)
Caryl Oil purchases with credit cards Page 8 (14.09)
Out of town purchases Table 4 (235.44)
Net purchases 49,679.65
Estimated personal percentage 40%
Estimated personal purchases $ 19,871.86
Rounded personal purchases $ 19,900.00

The rounded total of $19,900.00 of estimated personal fuel purchases shown in Table 7 is
included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

Individual receipts were not available for any purchases from Caryl Oil and for 333 of the 606
individual purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards. The 333 purchases total
$13,232.96. The purchases we could not determine were reasonable are included in the
calculation of the improper personal fuel purchases because, as stated previously, the presence
or lack of a receipt does allow us to determine if individual fuel purchases were for a Light
Plant vehicle or personal in nature.

In addition to the fuel Mr. Edgerly purchased for personal vehicles with Light Plant funds, Light
Plant funds were used to fuel the Light Plant pickup which Mr. Edgerly was allowed to drive for
his personal use. According to the minutes from the Board’s May 8, 2008 meeting, a special
session was held to address the:

“use of company vehicles for personal use. The Board members had a few
members of the community call them and question why they were allowing it.




After discussion it was decided because there is no policy currently in place about
this issue they are to be thinking about what they would like to see put into place
and they will discuss and put into place at the June meeting a policy.”

The minutes from the Board’s May 12, 2008 meeting stated a citizen asked about the Light
Plant truck being used for personal use by Mr. Edgerly. The Board stated there was no policy
in effect at the time and it would be looking into it and setting a policy next month on personal
use of company vehicles, tools and equipment. However, we identified no further discussion or
any action taken by the Board at future Board meetings.

The Board should take an active role in monitoring the use of Light Plant equipment. If it is
deemed appropriate to allow the Superintendent to use the Light Plant’s truck as a result of
employment requirements, the Board must ensure all resulting tax reporting requirements are
properly complied with.

Due from Employees — The Light Plant has established a “Due from Employees” account
which was included in the Light Plant’s audit reports for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2006
through June 30, 2010. The balance reported for each year is listed in Table 8.

Table 8

Fiscal Year
Ended June 30, Amount

2006 $ 1,207
2007 1,708
2008 2,930
2009 4,470
2010 4,741

As illustrated by the Table, the amount due from employees increased each year. We spoke
with a representative of the Light Plant’s independent auditing firm to obtain an understanding
of why the balance was established and what activity was included in the amounts in each
year’s audit report. According to the individual we spoke with, Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas
each held a Light Plant credit card with which they had individually made personal purchases.
The firm reported the personal purchases in a “Due from Employees” account which was
initially included in the Light Plant’s fiscal year 2006 audit report. The receivable amount was
subsequently adjusted each year for additional personal purchases and reimbursements to the
Light Plant by the employees.

According to a Board member we spoke with, he was aware Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas had
used the Light Plant’s credit cards for personal purchases and owed the Light Plant for the
purchases. However, he was not able to provide an explanation of why the practice was
allowed to continue after it was included in the fiscal year 2006 audit report. Other Board
members we spoke with indicated they were not aware of the personal purchases even though
the amount due from the employees was included in the Light Plant’s annual audit report each
year from fiscal year 2006 through fiscal year 2010.

In addition, according to Ms. Mangas, the amount of personal purchases made with the Light
Plant’s credit cards was frequently disclosed on the disbursement listing approved during
Board meetings. As shown by the example of a disbursement listing which is included in
Appendix 2, 1 listing includes a “Reimbursed by William $1,074.00” notation and the other
includes a “William reimburse $163.00; Deneen Reimb[urse] (William Christmas present)
$44.90” notation. However, it may not have been clear to Board members these were personal
purchases.
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The activity recorded in the Light Plant’s general ledger for the “Due from Employees” account
for Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas is summarized by fiscal year in Table 9.

Table 9

Year William Edgerly Deneen Mangas

ended

June 30, Increases Decreases Balance Increases Decreases Balance Total

2006 $ 1,330.88 310.00 1,020.88 241.99 56.00 185.99 1,206.87
2007 650.66 150.00 1,521.54 - - 185.99 1,707.53
2008 1,654.20 450.00 2,725.74 18.80 - 204.79 2,930.53
2009 1,752.72 160.00 4,318.46 - 53.00 151.79 4,470.25
2010 756.19 520.00 4,554.65 53.00 18.00 186.79 4,741.44
2011 - 1,357.00 3,197.65 138.57 138.57 186.73 3,384.38
2012* - 4,060.00 (862.35) - 186.79 - (862.35)
Total $ 6,144.65 7,007.00 (862.35) 452.36 452.36 - (862.35)

* - Through February 2, 2012

Of the $6,144.65 of increases in Mr. Edgerly’s account, $3,222.45 was recorded in the general
ledger by Ms. Mangas. The remaining $2,922.20 was added at the recommendation of the
Light Plant’s independent auditing firm based on its annual testing of Light Plant transactions.
The $2,922.20 included $1,109.54, $1,056.47 and $756.19 in fiscal years 2008, 2009 and
2010, respectively. We were unable to determine why these amounts were not recorded by
Ms. Mangas when the personal purchases were made.

Of the amounts shown in Table 9 for Ms. Mangas, she recorded the $241.99 of personal
purchases in fiscal year 2006. She also recorded the personal purchase and repayment of
$138.57 in fiscal year 2011. Ms. Felder recorded the final $186.79 payment on April 12, 2012,
which was approximately 8 months after Ms. Mangas’ resignation and after we started our
fieldwork. We traced the 2 payments to the corresponding deposit in the Light Plant checking
account. The remaining transactions shown in the Table for Ms. Mangas were based on the
recommendation of the Light Plant’s independent auditing firm based on its annual testing of
Light Plant transactions.

We reviewed the activity recorded in the Light Plant’s general ledger for the receivable for
accuracy and completeness. We determined increases recorded in the account were for
personal purchases Mr. Edgerly or Ms. Mangas made with Light Plant credit cards and a
purchase made with a Light Plant check. However, we also determined the account did not
include all personal purchases made by Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas with Light Plant credit
cards. The personal purchases made by Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas with Light Plant credit
cards are discussed in detail in another section of this report.

For each paycheck issued to Mr. Edgerly from January 14, 2010 to January 12, 2012, $20.00
of net pay was withheld to reduce the amount he owed the Light Plant. Board members we
spoke with were unable to tell us if the amounts were withheld based on a directive from the
Board of Trustees or if Mr. Edgerly elected to repay the Light Plant in this manner for his
personal purchases.

A total of $2,200.00 was withheld from Mr. Edgerly’s pay and was used to reduce the amount
he owed. We traced the remaining decreases recorded to Mr. Edgerly’s balance to
corresponding deposits to the Light Plant’s checking account. As illustrated by Table 9,
Mr. Edgerly paid the Light Plant $862.35 more than the recorded amount he owed. During the
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interview with Mr. Edgerly on November 16, 2012, he stated he owed “like $2,300.00”
according to a sheet he got from the Light Plant near the time he resigned. However, he gave
the Light Plant a $3,000.00 check because he “didn’t have the paper for sure what I owed.” As
of August 27, 2012, the Light Plant had not returned any amount to Mr. Edgerly to eliminate
the $862.35 balance in the “Due From Employees” account.

The $7,007.00 and $452.36 of payments Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas, respectively, made to
the Light Plant for personal purchases total $7,459.36. The total is included in Exhibit A as a
reduction of the improper disbursements identified.

As stated previously, a “Due from Employees” account was included in the Light Plant’s audit
reports for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2006 through June 30, 2010 and the total amount
due increased each year. The amounts due ranged from $1,207.00 at June 30, 2006 to
$4,741.44 at June 30, 2010. However, the independent auditing firm did not include a finding
or any type of disclosure in the Light Plant’s audit report regarding the personal use of Light
Plant funds.

In addition, after the Board became aware of personal purchases made with the Light Plant’s
credit cards, timely definitive action should have been taken to prevent further personal use of
Light Plant funds. In addition, monitoring and oversight procedures should have been
enhanced to ensure appropriate operation of the Light Plant.

Employee Medical Costs - The Light Plant provided health and dental insurance for
Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas during the period of our investigation. The Light Plant also
provided vision insurance beginning in August 2007.

In addition to the insurance premiums, the Light Plant paid up to $3,000.00 per calendar year
for Mr. Edgerly’s and Ms. Mangas’ out-of-pocket medical costs, such as co-pays and
prescription costs. The Board has not established any written policies regarding the payment
of these costs. However, the minutes from the Board’s July 2004 meeting stated out-of-pocket
costs will be paid by the Light Plant. The minutes did not define the specific costs to be paid.
However, according to the Chair of the Board, the costs to be paid included prescriptions, office
visits and any other medical related costs. The other Board members we spoke with stated
they didn’t know specifically what was paid by the Light Plant.

The Board has not established any procedures for the payment of the out-of-pocket costs. A
variety of payment methods were used for the out-of-pocket medical costs, including checks
issued directly to vendors and payments to vendors using the Light Plant’s credit card. In
addition, checks were issued to Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas as reimbursement of out-of-
pocket medical costs they paid. They also received cash reimbursements from the petty cash
account.

Ms. Mangas was responsible for tracking the medical costs paid by the Light Plant. To track
the payments, she prepared spreadsheets which included the amount, date and payment type,
such as check number, credit card or petty cash. We were unable to locate a spreadsheet for
the period July 1, 2004 through December 31, 2004.

Using the spreadsheets prepared by Ms. Mangas, credit card statements and payments listed
in the general ledger, we identified medical costs paid by the Light Plant on behalf of
Mr. Edgerly or Ms. Mangas or reimbursed to Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas. Table 10
summarizes the payments we identified from the Light Plant’s checking account, petty cash or
the Light Plant’s credit card. The Table also compares the total payments identified to the
amounts included on the spreadsheets prepared by Ms. Mangas and identifies the years for
which the $3,000.00 annual maximum was exceeded.
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Table 10

Checks to In Excess

Calendar Petty Credit Total Included on Differ- of $3,000

Year Employee Vendors Cash Card Payments Spreadsheet ence per Year

Mr. Edgerly
2004* $ 294.33 - - - 294.33 - 294.33 -
2005 1,456.88 - - 2,009.95 3,466.83 3,397.27 69.56 466.83
2006 215.00 - - - 215.00 215.00 - -
2007 608.50 1,848.91 25.00 110.00 2,592.41 2,277.21 315.20 -
2008 199.00 - - 1,059.92 1,258.92 580.27 678.65 -
2009 1,319.87 - 16.00 817.00 2,152.87 641.92 1,510.95 -
2010 - - - 1,473.13 1,473.13 201.80 1,271.33 -
2011 - - - 1,373.41 1,373.41 225.00 1,148.41 -
Subtotal 4,093.58 1,848.91 41.00 6,843.41 12,826.90 7,538.47 5,288.43 466.83
Ms. Mangas

2004* 178.12 - - - 178.12 - 178.12 -
2005 1,197.81 - 105.30 55.00 1,358.11 1,308.61 49.50 -
2006 265.33 - 160.00 80.00 505.33 430.33 75.00 -
2007 2,530.30 - 55.00 664.70 3,250.00 2,727.29 522.71  250.00
2008 183.00 - 45.00 1,227.83 1,455.83 837.13 618.70 -
2009 118.00 - 70.00 2,955.89 3,143.89 3,123.89 20.00 143.89
2010 20.40 - 20.00 1,316.27 1,356.67 945.37 411.30 -
2011 - - - 1,225.30 1,225.30 1,225.30 - -
Subtotal 4,492.96 - 455.30 7,524.99 12,473.25 10,597.92 1,875.33 393.89
Total $ 8,586.54 1,848.91 496.30 14,368.40 25,300.15 18,136.39 7,163.76  860.72

* - For the period July 1, 2004 through December 31, 2004. A spreadsheet couldn’t be located for July 1, 2004
through December 31, 2004.

As illustrated by the Table, we identified $25,300.15 of medical costs paid by the Light Plant.
The Table also illustrates the spreadsheets did not include all payments made by the Light
Plant. We also determined the spreadsheets included a $270.00 payment in fiscal year 2011
for Mr. Edgerly and a $24.00 payment in fiscal year 2010 for Ms. Mangas which we could not
trace to payments. It is possible the payments were made from petty cash and the related
supporting documentation was not available for our review. As illustrated by the Table,
$5,288.43 and $1,875.33 paid by the Light Plant was not included on Mr. Edgerly’s and
Ms. Mangas’ spreadsheets, respectively. We were unable to determine why the spreadsheets
were incomplete.

Table 10 also illustrates the Light Plant paid $466.83 more than the $3,000.00 annual
maximum during calendar year 2005 for Mr. Edgerly. The Light Plant also paid $250.00 and
$143.89 more than the $3,000.00 annual maximum during calendar years 2007 and 2009,
respectively, for Ms. Mangas. The $860.72 total overpaid is included in Exhibit A as improper
disbursements.

Credit Card Purchases — A credit card account with a credit limit of $4,500.00 was
established in the Light Plant’s name prior to the period of our investigation. The Board of
Trustees has not established a written credit card usage policy.




We reviewed the credit card monthly statements found in the Light Plant’s records for the
period July 1, 2002 through August 22, 2012 and determined 2 credit cards were issued by
the credit card company for the account. Mr. Edgerly held 1 of the credit cards and
Ms. Mangas held the other. After Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas resigned, Ms. Felder held the
Light Plant’s credit cards and the credit limit remained $4,500.00.

The monthly credit card statements included separate sections which listed individual charges
made with each credit card. However, other transactions, such as payments, interest charges
and late fees, were not included in the separate sections. Instead, they were applied to the
account as a whole.

During our review of the monthly credit card statements, we identified the following:
e A number of monthly statements were missing.

e Some monthly statements included manual notations which indicated certain
purchases made by Mr. Edgerly and/or Ms. Mangas with the Light Plant’s credit
cards were personal in nature. In addition, some of the purchases described as
personal were included in the “Due from Employees” account discussed
previously, but others were not.

e Some of the purchases which were not described as personal did not appear to be
appropriate for Light Plant operations.

Because of these concerns, monthly credit card statements from July 1, 2002 through
June 30, 2004 were reviewed. However, statements were not readily available for the period
May 22, 2003 through May 20, 2004. As a result, any activity during this period is not
included in this report.

Charges listed on the credit card statements available total $83,250.09. A significant amount
of the credit card purchases were made by Mr. Edgerly. We examined the supporting
documentation available for the purchases made with the credit card. Itemized receipts were
available for some purchases. Some purchases were supported only by the credit card charge
slip, which was not itemized. For the remaining purchases, no receipt was available. For some
of the purchases, there was a notation on the monthly disbursement listing submitted to the
Board of Trustees for review or the monthly credit card statement. For example, the
disbursement listing included in Appendix 2 includes a “Reimbursed by William $1074.00”
notation. The notations include explanations of who made the purchase and/or if the
purchase was personal in nature. The Board should not have approved payments without
adequate supporting documentation.

Of the $83,250.09 charged on the Light Plant’s credit cards, $25,437.41 was at vendors from
whom fuel was purchased and $14,368.40 related to medical costs for Mr. Edgerly and
Ms. Mangas. As previously discussed, improper and unsupported fuel purchases identified are
included in Exhibit A. In addition, the medical costs paid by the Light Plant in excess of the
established annual limit per employee are included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.
Because these costs have already been examined, they are excluded from further review.

When we reviewed the remaining purchases, we considered the type of receipt available, if any,
any notations made on the monthly listing of disbursements submitted to the Board for its
review and the monthly credit card statements. We also considered the type of vendor, the
amount of the purchase and the frequency of purchases from the vendor. Based on our review
of this information, we classified the purchases as reasonable, improper or unsupported.

The purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards and the fees incurred on the credit
cards from July 1, 2002 through August 22, 2012 are summarized in Table 11. The
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purchases we determined were reasonable were supported by adequate documentation or
appeared appropriate for Light Plant operations based on the vendor, amount of purchase and
frequency of purchases from the vendor. The improper and unsupported purchases are
discussed in detail in the paragraphs following the Table.

Table 11
Description Reasonable Improper Unsupported Total
Purchases made with
credit cards assigned to:
William Edgerly $ 15,602.30 12,583.47 3,604.48 31,700.25
Deneen Mangas 2,937.59 585.08 739.12 4,261.79
Anna Felder 3,398.12 - - 3,398.12
Subtotal $21,938.01 13,168.55 4,343.60 39,450.16
Fees* 3,743.85
Total $ 43,194.01

* - Includes interest, late fees, overlimit fees and copy fees.

As illustrated by the Table, $3,743.85 of interest, late fees, overlimit fees and copy fees were
incurred between July 1, 2002 and August 22, 2012. The interest, late fees and overlimit fees
were incurred because Ms. Mangas and Ms. Felder did not pay the monthly credit card bills in
a timely manner or did not pay the entire balance due on the credit card bill. The amount due
frequently included improper personal purchases and employee medical costs. As a result, the
Light Plant could not pay the entire balance. The copy fees were incurred because the monthly
statements could not be located in the Light Plant’s records. The fees incurred are
summarized in Table 12. The fees are considered improper disbursements and are included in
Exhibit A.

Table 12
Description Amount
Interest $ 2,326.85
Late fees 1,290.00
Overlimit fees 117.00
Copy fees 10.00
Total $ 3,743.85

We reviewed the transactions posted to the Light Plant’s credit card account between July 1,
2002 and August 22, 2012 and identified $13,168.55 of improper purchases made with the
Light Plant’s credit cards. Each improper transaction identified is listed in Exhibit C. The
Exhibit also explains the basis upon which each transaction was classified as improper. The
improper purchases identified include purchases from Victoria’s Secret, Kohl’s, Ticketmaster,
an athletic event at the University of Northern Iowa, 1-800-Petmeds and MyLife/Reunion.

In addition, a $1,111.65 purchase was made at Wal-Mart on November 29, 2002, the day after
Thanksgiving, which is also known as “Black Friday”, when retailers often promote deeply
discounted items. The $1,111.65 purchase was made with the Light Plant’s credit card
assigned to Mr. Edgerly and included 4 Symphonic televisions for $148.62 each, 3 items
described as “combo” for $98.87 each, 2 microwaves for $78.82 each and $62.92 of sales tax.
The receipt we reviewed documents the purchase was made at 6:20 a.m. at the Wal-Mart store
in Manchester, IA.




During the interview held on November 16, 2012, Mr. Edgerly stated the items were purchased
as prizes for an open house held at the Light Plant. However, we were unable to confirm this
explanation. The minutes of the Board meetings from the last half of 2002 do not include any
discussions or actions regarding an open house or event at which prizes would be distributed.
In addition, City officials we spoke with do not recall an open house. Exhibit C also includes a
purchase made at the Wal-Mart in Manchester, IA on December 21, 2002. The receipt for the
purchase shows 2 DVD payers were purchased for $58.87 each, as well as several other items.

Other personal purchases identified on the credit card statements include purchases from
Askenzyte.com® and Webcapades. Based on internet searches we performed, the website
Askenzyte.com promotes a natural supplement for male enhancement and Webcapades is an
adult website.

The $13,168.55 of personal purchases identified and listed in Exhibit C are included in
Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

Based on notations made on certain credit card statements, some improper purchases were
made by or on behalf of individuals other than Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas. According to the
notations, improper purchases were also made by or on behalf of Bryan Edgerly. Bryan
Edgerly is Mr. Edgerly’s son and was employed part-time by the Light Plant from May 2002 to
August 2006. The purchases made by or on behalf of Bryan Edgerly were made with the Light
Plant credit card held by Mr. Edgerly. We also identified 3 purchases totaling $85.45 described
on the monthly statements as Ms. Mangas’ purchases made with the credit card assigned to
Mr. Edgerly or included in Ms. Mangas’ “Due from Employees” account. The purchases made
by or on behalf of others are summarized in Table 13.

If purchases were not described on the monthly credit card statements as made by or on behalf
of others, they are listed as purchases for Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas, respectively. Because
credit card statements were obtained directly from the credit card company for certain months,
manual notations were not available for purchases made during those months.

Table 13
Purchase Made by or on Behalf of
Credit Card William Deneen Bryan
Held by Edgerly Mangas Edgerly Total
Mr. Edgerly $ 12,078.52 85.45 419.50 12,583.47
Ms. Mangas - 585.08 - 585.08
Total $ 12,078.52 670.53 419.50 13,168.55

Of the $12,078.52 of personal purchases identified for Mr. Edgerly, $6,144.65 was included in
the “Due from Employees” account maintained for Mr. Edgerly in the Light Plant’s accounting
system. As illustrated by Table 13, we identified $670.53 of personal purchases made with
the Light Plant’s credit cards for Ms. Mangas. Of that amount, $585.08 was incurred on the
credit card held by Ms. Mangas and the remaining $85.45 was incurred on the credit card held
by Mr. Edgerly. We were unable to determine why the credit card held by Mr. Edgerly was
used to purchase personal items on Ms. Mangas’ behalf. Of the $670.53 of personal purchases
identified, $350.25 was included in Ms. Mangas’ “Due from Employees” account.

Bryan Edgerly has reimbursed the Light Plant for the $419.50 of personal purchases identified
for him. The repayments are listed in Table 14. We traced the payments made by Bryan
Edgerly to the corresponding deposit in the Light Plant’s checking account. The $419.50
reimbursed to the Light Plant is included in Exhibit A as a reduction of the amount of
improper disbursements identified.
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Table 14

Personal Purchases

Date Description Amount Repayment Balance
07/03/04 Paypal Amorree $ 272.95 - $ 272.95
07/04/04 - - 100.00 172.95
07/13/04 Iowa Wireless 45.65 - 218.60
07/19/04 TM*Ticketmaster Ticket 100.90 - 319.50
07/19/04 - - 100.00 219.50
07/23/04 - - 200.00 19.50
07/30/04 - - 19.50 -

Total $ 419.50 419.50 -

During our review of the receipts for purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards, we
identified a number of instances in which sales tax was incurred for reasonable purchases. As
a governmental entity, the Light Plant is not required to pay sales tax. Because we were
unable to identify the sales tax paid by the Light Plant for all reasonable purchases in a
complete and efficient manner, we have not included any sales tax incurred by the Light Plant
for reasonable purchases in Exhibit A.

We were unable to locate supporting documentation for $4,343.60 of credit card purchases
between July 1, 2002 and August 22, 2012. Based on the vendor, amount and frequency of
the purchases, we are unable to determine if the purchases were for Light Plant operations or
were personal in nature. The unsupported purchases are listed in Exhibit D and include
purchases from auto supply vendors, home improvement stores, farm stores and restaurants.

During the interview held on November 16, 2012, Mr. Edgerly was asked who performed work
on Light Plant vehicles. He stated Phil’s Tire performed most of the repairs. In addition,
Mr. Edgerly stated he changed the oil and filters. We identified a number of unsupported
purchases at various auto supply vendors, including O’Reilly Auto Parts, Advance Auto Parts
and AutoZone.

We identified 3 purchases within a 5-day period in July 2002 from O’Reilly Auto Parts which
total $455.80. We also identified a $111.29 purchase from O’Reilly Auto Parts in
September 2004 and a $158.34 purchase from AutoZone in June 2011. We were unable to
determine the items purchased. However, these amounts exceed the amount necessary to
purchase oil and filters for a single oil change. In addition to these purchases, we identified 8
improper purchases made from Advance Auto Parts and O’Reilly Auto Parts, which are listed in
Exhibit C. Because adequate supporting documentation was not maintained, we are unable to
determine the propriety of all purchases at various auto supply stores.

As illustrated by Exhibit D, $3,604.48 and $739.12 of the unsupported purchases were made
with the credit cards assigned to Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas, respectively. The total
unsupported disbursements of $4,343.60 are included in Exhibit A.

Payroll - Ms. Mangas was responsible for preparing and distributing payroll checks.
Beginning December 13, 2009, she calculated payroll amounts using the Light Plant’s
accounting software. Prior to that date, she performed payroll calculations manually. We were
unable to locate manual payroll registers for the periods July 1, 2005 to December 31, 2005,
January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2007 and July 1, 2009 to December 12, 2009.
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Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas did not record their time in any manner. However, according to
the payroll registers available for our review and checks issued from the Light Plant’s checking
account, it appears Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas received weekly salary amounts rather than
an hourly wage. We also determined Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas received the increases to
their gross pay listed in Table 15. These increases were approved by the Board. We were
unable to determine why the Board approved 2 increases during 2011.

Table 15
William Edgerly Deneen Mangas

Month of Salary $ % Salary $ %

Increase Amount Increase Increase Amount Increase Increase
03/06 $ 864.61 25.19 3.0% $ 506.86 24.14 5.0%
03/07 877.58 12.97 1.5 506.86 - -
03/08 912.68 35.10 4.0 527.13 20.27 4.0
03/10 958.31 45.63 5.0 553.49 26.36 5.0
01/11 987.06 28.75 3.0 570.08 16.6 3.0
07/11 1,011.74 24.68 2.5 584.34 14.26 2.5

We identified additional checks issued to Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas and checks issued for
amounts greater than their authorized net pay. Based on notations recorded in the memo
portion of some of the checks, the check amounts and the dates which the checks were issued,
we determined some of the additional checks were payouts of unused vacation.

The Light Plant’s vacation policy states vacation is earned based on years of service. Table 16
illustrates the number of weeks of vacation earned based on the years of service completed.

Table 16
Years of Service Weeks of
Completed Vacation
1
2 2
5 3
10 4
15 and over 5

The Light Plant’s policy allows vacation time to be carried forward into the next year for no
more than 1 year with pre-approval or due to extenuating circumstances. The vacation policy
does not address the pay-out of vacation during employment or at termination.

Based on the checks issued from the Light Plant’s checking account and the payroll registers
available, we determined Mr. Edgerly received 3 payments each year from 2005 through 2011
in addition to his weekly payroll checks. Each payment was for 1 week of vacation. He also
received a payment for 5 weeks of vacation after his resignation. The payments are listed in
Exhibit E. As illustrated by the Exhibit, the 22 payments identified cost the Light Plant
$27,361.25 when the employer’s share of FICA and IPERS are considered.

Because Mr. Edgerly had been employed by the Light Plant for more than 15 years, he received
S weeks of vacation each year. However, the payroll registers available for our review did not
include any vacation days taken by Mr. Edgerly. It is unlikely he did not take any vacation
during the period of our investigation. Because any days of vacation he used were not
recorded, we are unable to determine what amount, if any, of unused vacation he had available
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each year for which he received a payment. According to the former Chairperson of the Board,
Mr. Edgerly was on call 24/7. Because there was no one else to handle the Light Plant’s
operations in the event of an emergency, he wasn’t able to take an extended leave. During an
interview with a representative of the Linn County Sheriff’'s Office, Ms. Mangas stated
Mr. Edgerly periodically used a day or 2 of vacation at a time, but did not take any extended
leaves.

While we were unable to determine the amount of vacation used by Mr. Edgerly, none of the
vacation payouts listed in Exhibit E were approved by the Board. In addition, as previously
stated, the Light Plant’s vacation policy does not address vacation payouts during employment
or at termination. As a result, the $27,361.25 paid to Mr. Edgerly for vacation payouts is
included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

Based on the checks issued from the Light Plant’s checking account and the payroll registers
available, we determined Ms. Mangas received an additional payment in 2005 and in 2007
through 2010. Each payment was for a week of vacation. She did not receive a payout of
unused vacation at the time she resigned. During an interview with a representative of the
Linn County Sheriff’s Office, Ms. Mangas stated she used her vacation prior to her resignation.
As a result, she did not receive a payout of unused vacation when she left the Light Plant’s
employment.

The payments Ms. Mangas received are listed in Exhibit F. As illustrated by the Exhibit, the 5
payments identified cost the Light Plant $2,955.10 when the employer’s share of FICA and
IPERS are considered.

Because Ms. Mangas became the Light Plant’s Secretary on January 21, 2002, she earned 1
week of vacation for 2003, 2 weeks of vacation per year for 2004 through 2006 and 3 weeks of
vacation per year for 2007 through 2011. Using the payroll registers available, we identified 4
days of vacation taken by Ms. Mangas during 2005. However, any additional vacation days
taken were not recorded in the payroll registers available after 2005. It is unlikely she did not
take any vacation during this period. Because the days of vacation she used were not
recorded, we are unable to determine what amount, if any, of unused vacation she had
available each year for which she received a payment.

While we were unable to determine the amount of vacation used by Ms. Mangas, none of the
vacation payouts listed in Exhibit F were approved by the Board. As a result, the $2,955.10
paid to Ms. Mangas for the vacation payouts is included in Exhibit A as improper
disbursements.

In addition to the vacation payouts, we identified bonus checks issued to Mr. Edgerly and
Ms. Mangas. The bonus checks received each December from 2004 through 2007 were
approved by the Board. However, the bonus checks issued to Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas in
December 2008 were not approved. Bonus checks were not issued to Mr. Edgerly or
Ms. Mangas in subsequent years. The wunauthorized checks which were issued on
December 10, 2008 are summarized in Table 17. The $284.98 cost of the bonuses is included
in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.
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Table 17

William Deneen
Description Edgerly Mangas Total
Check number 24950 24951
Gross amount $ 125.00 125.00 250.00
Employer’s share of:
FICA 9.56 9.56 19.12
IPERS 7.93 7.93 15.86
Total $ 142.49 142.49 284.98

We also identified 2 checks issued to Mr. Edgerly for amounts greater than his authorized
weekly net salary. The checks are summarized in Table 18. The $60.00 of excess payments
are included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

Table 18
Check Check Authorized
Number Amount Amount Excess
24953 $ 625.27 605.27 20.00
25058 40.00 - 40.00
Total $ 665.27 605.27 60.00

Additional Payments to William Edgerly - As previously stated, Mr. Edgerly resigned
effective January 5, 2012, after serving as the Light Plant Superintendent for over 22 years.
The minutes of the Board’s May 21, 2012 meeting document he was rehired as the
Superintendent. According to Ms. Felder, Mr. Edgerly provided services to the Light Plant on
an as-needed, on-call basis between his resignation in January 2012 and when he was rehired
in May 2012.

While the minutes from the May 21, 2012 meeting document the Board rehired Mr. Edgerly as
Superintendent, they do not include any additional information, such as an effective date, an
authorized salary amount or any benefits to be received. Prior to resigning in January 2012,
Mr. Edgerly’s weekly gross salary was $1,011.74, or $52,610.48 annually. According to the
Light Plant’s payroll records, Mr. Edgerly received a gross weekly salary of $1,250.00, or
$65,000.00 annually, between May 21, 2012 and August 23, 2012. This represents a 23.54%
increase in salary.

On August 27, 2012, Ms. Felder provided us with a draft employment agreement for
Mr. Edgerly which included a clause regarding an annual salary of $65,000.00. The document
was not signed and there was no indication it was approved by the Board.

We were unable to locate documentation the Board authorized the 23.54% increase in
Mr. Edgerly’s salary. However, a Board member we spoke with stated he recalled discussing
the amount to establish as Mr. Edgerly’s annual salary. He stated Mr. Edgerly reported to the
Board he had researched the amount others in the area were paid for a comparable position
and he requested the amount the Board agreed to. Another Board member stated he recalls
research had been done for comparable positions, but he did not have any additional
information about the source of the research.




Without documentation the Board approved the salary received by Mr. Edgerly when he was
rehired and without documentation the Board considered sufficient information to justify a
raise of almost 25% from the salary Mr. Edgerly received five months earlier, it is not readily
apparent how increasing the salary of the Superintendent by such a large amount is in the
best interest of the Light Plant’s customers. Because the research performed by Mr. Edgerly
was not provided to us, we are unsure of its basis. As a result, we have not verified its
propriety and have not included an amount in Exhibit A.

In addition to the weekly salary payments which began in May 2012, Mr. Edgerly received the
payments listed in Table 19 from the Light Plant.

Table 19

Date Amount

05/22/12 $ 400.00
06/12/12 950.00
Total $ 1,350.00

According to Ms. Felder, the payments were for contract services provided by Mr. Edgerly prior
to being rehired as Light Plant Superintendent. She was initially unable to provide any
supporting documentation for the payments when we requested it in August 2012, but she
subsequently provided the document included in Appendix 3.

As illustrated by the Appendix, the document shows Mr. Edgerly provided 30 hours of service
to the Light Plant from January 6 through May 27, 2012. However, the hours are summarized
on a monthly basis and detailed information, such as the services provided, the dates services
were provided and the number of hours worked each day are not included in the document.
According to individuals we spoke with, Mr. Edgerly continued to prepare periodic required
reports for the Light Plant after his resignation.

Ms. Felder was unable to provide an explanation of why the payment for the $1,350.00 billing
shown in Appendix 3 was split into 2 checks. The $400.00 payment made on May 22, 2012
was made prior to the end of the period of services shown on the supporting documentation.
The $400.00 payment represents 8.888 hours of service at $45.00 per hour. This does not
correspond to any periods shown on the supporting documentation.

While the document included in Appendix 3 includes Mr. Edgerly’s signature, we were unable
to determine when the document was prepared, who prepared it and the accuracy of the
information shown on the document. During the interview held on November 16, 2012,
Ms. Felder stated she did not keep track of when she asked Mr. Edgerly for assistance.

We reviewed the minutes for the Board’s meetings from Mr. Edgerly’s resignation in January
through August 2012. The minutes from the March 2012 meeting state:

“Trustee Sanderson proposed to ask former employee, William Edgerly, to see if he
would be interested in consulting the Light Plant in emergency situations, as well
as doing contractual work, Trustee Engler agreed that the proposal was a good
idea. Employee Felder is to contact Mr. Edgerly to see if he would be willing to
attend a closed meeting with the Light Plant Board of Trustees.”

The minutes from the April 2012 meeting document the Board went into closed session to
discuss employment for the Light Plant. However, no action was taken by Board when it came
out of closed session.
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As previously stated, the minutes from the May 2012 meeting document the Board rehired
Mr. Edgerly as the Light Plant Superintendent. However, the copies of the minutes of the May
and June 2012 meetings we received from Ms. Felder in August 2012 did not include any
notations which document the Board approved the payments to Mr. Edgerly listed in Table 19.
We also reviewed the minutes of the May and June 2012 meetings which were published. They
did not include any notations regarding approval. However, minutes we subsequently received
from Ms. Felder in November 2012 included notations regarding the approval.

Appendices 4 through 7 include copies of the minutes from the May and June 2012 meetings,
respectively, which we received from Ms. Felder. The Appendices include the minutes we
originally received in August and the second set we received in November. During an interview
held on November 16, 2012 with the assistance of a detective from the Linn County Sheriff’s
Office, we asked Ms. Felder why the minutes had been changed to reflect the Board’s approval
of the payments. She stated the Board had approved the payments but she had initially
neglected to include the action in the minutes. She also stated the Board had recently taken
action to amend the minutes to reflect approval of the payments. However, she was unable to
provide documentation of the Board’s approval to amend the minutes.

After the interview on November 16, 2012, Ms. Felder sent us an e-mail which stated, in part,

“We did not vote on the specific minute change you were inquiring about. We
discussed other minutes, but I recall that we did not discuss the specific minutes
you were asking about. I was confused about that, but I've gone back through a
few notes to see when William [Mr. Edgerly] gave me that invoice on his hours
during the time that he was contracting. William did physically give me that
paper before our meeting in which it was voted. I remember that because he did
not attend that meeting, therefore, I gave it to the board to review, and they then
voted on it. I had intended to bring up those specific minutes at the meeting. I'd
written it down on a piece of paper, then stuck it in a file where I put documents
that Ed [the Board Chairperson| has to sign. Ed was unable to attend that
meeting, therefore the folder was not at the meeting and I forgot about the piece of
paper inside of it. After the meeting, I talked to Jim [a Board member] for a while,
and I was reminded that I'd forgotten to discuss it. Jim said that I had better call
everyone. I called Ed the next day, and I’'d left a voicemail for Brian [a Board
member], but I never did get a hold of Sharon, our new trustee, but it was only
because I didn’t have her phone number, and then I forgot about it after that.”

Based on the information provided in the e-mail from Ms. Felder, we determined she changed
the minutes of the May and June 2012 Board meetings without the approval of the Board
members. This is an unallowable practice.

Because the Board did not authorize contracting with Mr. Edgerly for certain services after his
resignation and did not approve the payments listed in Table 19, the $1,350.00 paid to
Mr. Edgerly is included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

Cell Phones — During the period of our investigation, the Light Plant provided cell phones to
both Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas. The Light Plant’s cell phone plan included 1,400 shared
minutes. Texting was added to Mr. Edgerly’s cell phone plan in November 2008. The texting
plan initially allowed 250 text messages for $4.95 per month, but was subsequently increased
in October 2009 to 750 text messages for $9.95 a month and then to unlimited text messages
for $19.95 a month in February 2010. A texting plan was added to Ms. Mangas’ cell phone in
September 2009 which allowed 250 text messages for $4.95 per month. In May 2011, the cell
phone plan was changed to include unlimited text messages for both lines at an increased cost
of $30.04 per month.
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We reviewed cell phone charges from July 1, 2007 through July 28, 2012 and identified the
following charges:

e $543.43 for texting services,

e $1,246.73 for directory assistance, texting overages, picture messages, data
charges and roaming charges and

e $125.00 in late fees.

During the interview held with Mr. Edgerly on November 16, 2012, he stated the Light Plant’s
cell phone was his only phone prior to his resignation in January 2012. He did not own a cell
phone or have a home phone. He also stated he used the cell phone paid for by the Light Plant
for personal phone calls and texts. Mr. Edgerly also stated these was not a business need for
the text plan. While he later stated he receives some texts from RPGI (Resale Power Group of
Iowa) instructing him when to generate power, there are other methods of communication,
such as phone calls or emails. Mr. Edgerly also stated he obtained his own cell phone after his
resignation and no longer uses the Light Plant’s cell phone for personal purposes.

Based on Mr. Edgerly’s statement he used the cell phone paid for by the Light Plant for
personal purposes and the nature of the Light Plant’s operations, unlimited text message
services are not an appropriate use of Light Plant funds. As a result, the charges for monthly
texting services are considered improper. In addition, the charges for directory assistance,
texting overages, picture messages, data charges, roaming charges and late fees are consider
improper. The $1,915.16 of unnecessary charges are included in Exhibit A as improper
disbursements.

Because there is a telephone at the Light Plant, a cell phone plan for 2 phones is considered
excessive. Because we were unable to determine what amount would be reasonable and the
associated costs for the cell phone plan, we have not included any associated costs in
Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

Petty Cash — As previously stated, Ms. Mangas was responsible for the petty cash fund for the
Light Plant. Based on discussions with Ms. Mangas, there was not an established amount for
the petty cash fund and the petty cash fund was not maintained on an imprest basis. In
addition, the Light Plant was unable to provide any documentation the petty cash fund was
authorized by the Board of Trustees.

We identified checks totaling $2,585.00 which were issued for petty cash from July 1, 2004 to
August 27, 2012. Of this amount, we determined $41.00 and $455.30 was reimbursed to
Mr. Edgerly and Ms. Mangas, respectively, for out-of-pocket medical costs. These payments
were included in the medical costs discussed previously.

Adequate supporting documentation was not maintained for the remaining $2,088.70 of
checks issued for petty cash. As a result, $2,088.70 is included in Exhibit A as unsupported
disbursements.

Main Street Market — The Light Plant had an account with Main Street Market, a local grocery
store. Supplies, such as sanitary and cleaning supplies, were purchased from Main Street
Market. Items such as coffee and coffee related products were also purchased from Main
Street Market.

We reviewed the Light Plant’s payments to Main Street Market between July 1, 2004 and
August 27, 2012 and identified checks totaling $2,010.38. We were unable to locate
documentation for $740.59 of the purchases. Because adequate supporting documentation
was not available, we were unable to determine if the purchases were necessary and
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reasonable for the Light Plant’s operations or if they were personal in nature. As a result, the
$740.59 is included in Exhibit A as unsupported disbursements.

Using the documentation available, we identified $9.65 of the purchases included bottled
beverages and a can of tuna. These purchases have no business purpose and are for personal
purposes. We also identified $32.29 of sales tax paid by the Light Plant. As a governmental
entity, the Light Plant should not pay sales tax on purchases. The $41.94 of personal
purchases and sales tax are included in Exhibit A as improper disbursements.

During an interview with a Trustee, concerns were raised regarding excessive purchases of
sanitary and cleaning supplies and coffee related products. We specifically reviewed purchases
of these types of items from Main Street Market and other vendors identified on the Light
Plant’s credit cards. However, due to the nature of the purchases, we were unable to
determine whether any were improper. As a result, the purchases are not included in
Exhibit A.

Sale of Trencher and Truck — The Light Plant owned a 1997 Chevrolet K2500 pickup and 2
commercial size trucks, a 1969 Chevrolet C-60 and a Chevrolet C-65. In calendar year 2009,
the 1997 Chevrolet K2500 pickup was replaced with a 2009 Ford F-250 pickup. The Light
Plant also owned a 1969 Vermeer trencher which was sold in calendar year 2007.

We reviewed documentation available at the Light Plant to determine if the sale of the pickup
and trencher were properly authorized by the Board and whether the Light Plant advertised for
bids to sell the pickup and trencher.

Based on review of documentation available, an ad was placed in the Linn News-Letter in
June 2007 for the sale of the trencher. The Board received a bid for $1,208 and the sale of the
trencher was properly approved on July 12, 2007.

Using information we obtained from the Linn County Treasurer’s Office, the 1997 Chevrolet
K2500 pickup was sold to an individual in Ryan, lowa on or around November 10, 2009. The
individual reported the purchase price was $200.00. We were unable to locate any
documentation which showed the Light Plant advertised for the sale of the pickup. In addition,
we located an e-mail from Linn News-Letter which documented the only item published during
calendar year 2009 was minutes from a Board meeting on November 16, 2009. Because it
does not appear the Light Plant obtained bids for the sale of the pickup, we were unable to
determine whether the best possible price was received. In addition, based on our review of
the minutes from the Board’s meetings, the sale of the pickup was not properly approved by
the Board. We were unable to determine if the proceeds from the sale of the truck were
properly deposited in the Light Plant’s bank account because sufficient records were not
available. As a result, no amount is included in Exhibit A.

Audit Reports - As previously stated, the Light Plant’s operations are governed by members of
the Board of Trustees, who are appointed by the Mayor with the approval and confirmation of
the City Council. Because the Light Plant is considered a governmental entity, certain
requirements are applicable to the Light Plant’s audit reports. We reviewed the Light Plant’s
audit reports prepared by an independent auditing firm for the fiscal years ended June 30,
2003 through June 30, 2010. The audit reports were not prepared in conformity with
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) requirements.

Electric Utility Revenue Bonds — On January 14, 2002, the Light Plant issued $825,000 of
Electric Utility Revenue Bonds for the purpose of installing a new generator. The bonds bear
interest at 4.0% to 6.0% per annum and are payable in fixed principal payments ranging from
$20,000 to $55,000, plus interest. Payments are due semi-annually beginning March 1, 2003,
with final maturity on March 1, 2022.

Pursuant to the electric utility revenue bond covenants, the Light Plant is required to set-up a
sinking fund and a reserve fund. Based on our review, we determined a reserve fund was not
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maintained as required. In addition, inadequate payments or no payments were made into the
sinking fund as required by the bond covenants. Except for the payment made on August 1,
2004, the sinking fund did not have sufficient funds to cover the entire payments. Instead,
payments have been made out of the Light Plant’s primary checking account.

The revenue bond covenants also require an annual audit. The Light Plant was not audited for
the fiscal years ended June 30, 2011 and 2012.

Meetings and Minutes — Chapter 21 of the Code of Iowa requires minutes be kept of all
meetings of governmental bodies. During our review of minutes, we determined:

e The listing of claims was not always complete.

e Minutes were not signed to authenticate the record.

e Minutes were not always published.

e Employee gross salaries were not published annually.

e The specific exemption for closed sessions was not always identified and
documented and final action was not always taken in open session.

In accordance with Chapter 21 of the Code of Iowa, meetings shall be preceded by public notice
and shall be held in open session unless closed sessions are expressly permitted by law.
Chapter 21 defines a “meeting” as a gathering in person or by electronic means, formal or
informal, of a majority of the members where there is deliberation or action and “open session”
as a meeting to which all members of the public have access.

The minutes of Board meetings held on November 19, 2009 and December 1, 2009 document
they were held via telephone calls and e-mail messages. However, the meetings did not involve
a simultaneous gathering, in person or by electronic means, of the Board members. As a
result, they did not comply with the definition of a meeting established in Chapter 21 of the
Code of Iowa.

The minutes for each date document a special meeting was held when a Board member was
contacted via a phone call and another sent an e-mail. According to the November 19, 2009
minutes, the 2 Board members approved purchasing a computer and the December 1, 2009
minutes document the 2 Board members authorized Mr. Edgerly to travel to Bethany, MO to
purchase equipment for the generators. The “meetings” described by the minutes were not
accessible to the public. In addition, we were unable to determine if notice and a tentative
agenda for the meetings were properly posted prior to the “meetings”.

Financial Statements — Monthly statements for the Light Plant’s bank accounts were mailed
to the Light Plant’s post office box where they were collected by Ms. Mangas. Bank statements
were reconciled to the Light Plant’s accounting system by Ms. Mangas. According to
Ms. Mangas, bank statements were reviewed by the Chairman of the Board. However, no
evidence of review was noted on the bank statements.

Board Oversight and Internal Control - The Board has a fiduciary responsibility to exercise
authority over its funds, efficiently and effectively achieve its mission, provide oversight of the
Light Plant’s operations and maintain the public trust. Oversight is typically defined as the
“watchful and responsible care” a governing body exercises in its fiduciary capacity.

Based on our observations and procedures performed, we determined the Board failed to
exercise proper fiduciary oversight. The lack of appropriate fiduciary oversight and failure to
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ensure implementation of adequate internal controls permitted an employee to exercise too
much power over the operation of the Light Plant. The Board was aware personal purchases
were being made with the Light Plant’s credit cards. However, the Board did not take adequate
measures to correct the situation, resulting in the personal purchases continuing to be made.

Recommended Control Procedures

As part of our investigation, we reviewed the procedures used by the Light Plant to
process receipts, disbursements, utility billings and payroll. An important aspect of internal
control is to establish procedures that provide accountability for assets susceptible to loss from
error and irregularities. These procedures provide the actions of one individual will act as a
check on those of another and provide a level of assurance that errors or irregularities will be
noted within a reasonable time during the course of normal operations. Based on our findings
and observations detailed below, the following recommendations are made to strengthen the
Light Plant’s internal controls.

(A) Internal Control — Ms. Mangas and Ms. Felder had control over each of the following
areas for the Light Plant.

e Receipts — collecting, posting to the accounting records and preparing
and making bank deposits,

¢ Disbursements — making certain purchases, receiving certain goods and
services, presenting proposed disbursements to the Board of Trustees,
maintaining supporting documentation, preparing and distributing
checks and posting to the accounting records,

e Petty cash — custodian of the petty cash fund,

e Payroll - calculating payroll amounts, preparing and distributing checks
and posting to the accounting records,

e Utility billings — meter reading, preparing and mailing billings, receipting
and depositing collections, posting collections to customer accounts and
accounting records and preparing and making deposits,

e Bank accounts - reconciling monthly bank statements to accounting
records and

e Reporting — preparing Board of Trustee minutes and financial reports.

In addition, there was no evidence an independent person reviewed the bank
statements and bank reconciliations and invoices and supporting documentation
were not reviewed by an independent individual or the check signer prior to signing
the check.

Recommendation — We realize segregation of duties is difficult with a limited number
of staff. However, the Board of Trustees should review its control procedures to
obtain the maximum internal control possible under the circumstances utilizing
currently available personnel and Trustees. The duties within each function listed
above should be segregated between the Light Plant’s Superintendent, Secretary and
members of the Board of Trustees.

In addition, monthly bank statements and credit card statements should be sent
directly to a Board member who reviews them for any unusual activity. The Board of
Trustees should also review financial records and supporting documentation on a
periodic basis. Evidence of review should be indicated by the signature or initials of
the independent reviewer and the date of the review.
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Reconciliation of Billings, Collections and Delinquent Accounts — Billings, collections
and delinquent accounts are not reconciled on a periodic basis.

Recommendation — Procedures should be established to ensure billings are reconciled
to subsequent collections and delinquent accounts for each billing period. The
Trustees, or other independent person designated by the Board, should review the
reconciliations and monitor delinquent accounts. Delinquent accounts should not be
written off without Board approval.

Credit Cards — Although 2 credit cards were issued in the Light Plant’s name, the
Board has not established a written credit card usage policy. Appropriate supporting
documentation was not available for a number of purchases made with the Light
Plant’s credit cards. In addition, the Light Plant’s credit cards were used for personal
purchases.

In the Light Plant’s audit reports for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2006 through
June 30, 2010, a “Due from Employees” account was reported. The account included
a number of personal purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards. In
addition, a number of monthly statements for the credit card account included
notations of personal purchases.

Also, a number of fees were incurred on the Light Plant’s credit card account,
including interest, late fees and overlimit fees.

Section 721.2 of the Code of Iowa is titled “Nonfelonious misconduct in office” and
states, in part, “Any public employee who uses the property owned by any subdivision
of the state for private purpose to the detriment of the subdivision commits a serious
misdemeanor.” The Light Plant’s financial condition was adversely affected by the
personal use of the Light Plant’s credit cards for personal purposes. Not all personal
purchases were reimbursed to the Light Plant and a number of fees were incurred as
a result of the personal purchases.

Recommendation — The Board should establish a written policy regarding the use of
Light Plant credit cards. The policy should specifically prohibit the use of the credit
cards for personal purchases and require repayment for any purchases which cannot
be properly supported or are not appropriate for Light Plant operations.

The Board should also implement procedures to ensure all purchases made with the
Light Plant’s credit cards are properly supported with invoices, receipts or other
appropriate documentation and are properly approved. The Board should also
consider implementing a policy which requires employees who do not submit
appropriate documentation for the purchases made with the Light Plant’s credit cards
be held personally liable for the related costs.

Employee Medical Costs — The Light Plant provides health, dental and vision
insurance for employees. In addition, the Light Plant also pays up to $3,000.00 per
calendar year for out-of-pocket medical costs, such as co-pays and prescription
costs. The Light Plant has not established any policies or procedures for payment of
these costs and a complete listing of all payments made was not maintained. We
identified 3 instances in which the Light Plant paid more than the $3,000.00
maximum per year. Some of the medical costs were paid from petty cash.

Recommendation — The Board should develop written procedures regarding the specific
types of out-of-pocket costs which are eligible for payment or reimbursement. If the
Board determines the out-of-pocket costs will continue to be paid by the Light Plant,
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procedures should be established ensure the Light Plant does not exceed the $3,000.00
per year maximum out-of-pocket medical costs. In addition, payments for the out-of-
pocket medical costs should be made in a consistent manner, such as reimbursement
to employees after receiving, reviewing and approving the related supporting
documentation.

Light Plant Vehicles - Logs were not prepared which document the use and
maintenance of Light Plant vehicles and the Board has not established a written
vehicle usage policy.

In addition, the vehicles do not have any insignias or markings on both sides.
Section 721.8 of the Code of Iowa requires all publicly owned motor vehicles to bear
at least 2 labels in a conspicuous place, 1 on each side of the vehicle. The label is to
cover not less than 1 square foot of surface.

Recommendation — The Board should establish a written vehicle usage policy which
specifically prohibits the personal use of Light Plant vehicles. In addition, logs should
be maintained which document the use and maintenance of each Light Plant vehicle.
The logs should include specific dates, what the vehicle was used for, who used the
vehicle, the number of miles driven, the amount of fuel purchased for the vehicle and
other maintenance performed, such as oil changes or tire replacement. The logs
should periodically be reviewed by the Board or an independent party appointed by
the Board to ensure the vehicles are used only for Light Plant purposes. Also, vehicle
maintenance costs paid by the Light Plant should be traced to the logs by the
independent party to ensure their propriety.

In addition, labels should be applied to all Light Plant vehicles in accordance with
section 721.8 of the Code of Iowa.

Board Oversight — The Board has a fiduciary responsibility to exercise authority over
its funds, efficiently and effectively achieve its mission, provide oversight of the Light
Plant’s operations and maintain the public trust. Oversight is typically defined as
the “watchful and responsible care” a governing body exercises in its fiduciary
capacity. In addition, the Board is responsible for taking appropriate action when
employees do not comply with Light Plant procedures or make personal purchases
with Light Plant funds.

Based on our observations and procedures performed, we determined the Board failed
to exercise proper fiduciary oversight. The lack of appropriate fiduciary oversight and
the failure to ensure implementation of adequate internal controls permitted an
employee to exercise too much power over the operation of the Light Plant. The Board
was aware personal purchases were being made with the Light Plant’s credit cards.
However, the Board did not take adequate measures to correct the situation, resulting
in the personal purchases continuing to be made. In addition, when rehired, the
Light Plant Superintendent received a salary which was 23.54% greater than the
salary he received five months earlier. The increase was granted without
documentation the Board approved the increased salary or considered sufficient
information to justify the significant salary increase.

Recommendation — Adequate fiduciary oversight is essential and should be an
ongoing effort by all members of the Board. In the future, the Board should exercise
due care and require and review pertinent information and documentation prior to
making decisions affecting the Light Plant.

Appropriate policies and procedures should be adopted, implemented and monitored
to ensure compliance with established policies and procedures.
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Petty Cash — The Light Plant’s petty cash fund was not maintained on an imprest
basis. In addition, documentation for a number of disbursements from the petty
cash fund was not available. As a result, we were unable to determine the propriety
of the disbursements. Documentation which showed the Board authorized the petty
cash fund was also not available.

Recommendation — The Board should determine if there is a need to maintain a petty
cash fund. If the Board determines a petty cash fund should be maintained, the
Board should adopt a resolution specifying the types of disbursements allowable from
the petty cash fund. Out-of-pocket medical costs and employee reimbursements
should not be paid from the petty cash fund.

The resolution should also establish the petty cash fund at a specific amount. The
petty cash fund should be maintained on an imprest basis to improve the
accountability for cash and enhance reconciliations of disbursements from the fund
and related replenishments.

All disbursements should be properly supported by appropriate documentation. After
reviewing the documentation and approving the disbursements, the Board should
approve replenishment of the petty cash fund to its established amount.

Sale of Equipment — Bids were not obtained for the sale of a Light Plant pickup and
minutes of Board meetings do not include documentation the sale was approved by
the Board.

Recommendation — The Light Plant should ensure all sales of vehicles and major
equipment are properly authorized by the Board. In order to obtain the best possible
sale price, the Light Plant should advertise for bids to sell any vehicle or major
equipment.

Meetings and Minutes — Chapter 21 of the Code of Iowa requires minutes be kept of
all meetings of governmental bodies. During our review of minutes, we determined:

e The listing of claims was not always complete.
e Minutes were not signed to authenticate the record.
e Minutes were not always published.

e Employee gross salaries were not published annually and the approval of
Mr. Edgerly’s contract was not documented in May 2012.

e The specific exemption for closed sessions was not always identified and
documented and final action was not always taken in open session.

In addition, minutes of Board meetings held on November 19, 2009 and December 1,
2009 document they were held via telephone calls and e-mail messages. However, the
meetings did not involve a simultaneous gathering, in person or by electronic means, of
the Board members. As a result, they did not comply with the definition of a meeting
established in Chapter 21 of the Code. In addition, we were unable to determine if
notice and a tentative agenda for the meetings were properly posted prior to the
meetings.

Ms. Felder also changed Board minutes from the May and June 2012 meetings
without Board approval.

Recommendation — The Board should ensure the minutes include a list of claims
allowed and an explanation of the claims. The Board and Secretary should ensure
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the minutes include the date, time and place, the members present and the action
taken at each meeting. The minutes should also show the results of each vote taken
and information sufficient to indicate the vote of each member present and should not
be changed without Board approval which is clearly documented, including the need
for the modification.

The Board should ensure it is provided accurate bill listings and all actions taken to
approve disbursements are properly recorded in the minutes. Also, the minutes
should be signed to authenticate the record and the minutes should be maintained at
the Light Plant. The Board should ensure minutes are published within 15 days after
the meeting and employee gross salaries are published annually.

All meetings should be held in accordance with requirements established by Chapter
21 of the Code of Iowa and minutes should document the Board followed proper
proceedings for any closed sessions. All meeting minutes should be accessible to the
public and a notice and tentative agenda for all meetings should be posted prior to the
meetings.

Nepotism — Mr. Edgerly’s son worked for the Light Plant and reported to his father
during several fiscal years. Section 71.1 of the Code of Iowa states, in part, “It is
unlawful for any person appointed to any public position to appoint as a helper in
the same office a related person, unless the appointment is approved by the Board.”
We did not locate Board approval which granted an exception to this requirement.

Recommendation — The Board should implement procedures with ensure compliance
with all applicable sections of the Code of Iowa.

Vacation Payouts — We identified several checks issued to Light Plant employees for
unused vacation days. The payments were not approved by the Board and the Light
Plant does not have a written policy which allows for the payments. In addition, we
were unable to determine the amount of vacation used by the employees because
sufficient timesheets or leave records were not maintained.

Recommendation — The Board should ensure procedures are established which clearly
document the amount of vacation and other paid leave used by employees. The
records should be reviewed and approved by a Trustee in a timely manner.

If the Board deems it necessary to provide payment for unused vacation days, written
policies should be established to specify the circumstances when payment of
accumulated vacation would be appropriate and any limitations on the number of
hours a days to be paid within a given time period. Alternatively, the Board could
require the forfeiture of vacation days which are not used, which may necessitate the
need for providing alternative support during employee vacations. It is not unusual
for local governmental units to establish mutual support agreements with
surrounding entities for such circumstances.

Electric Utility Revenue Bonds - On January 14, 2002, the Light Plant issued
$825,000 of Electric Utility Revenue Bonds to install a new generator. A reserve
fund was not maintained as required by the electric utility revenue bond covenants.
In addition, payments were not made to the sinking fund, as required, and, except
for the payment made on August 1, 2004, the sinking fund did not have sufficient
funds to cover the entire payments. Instead, payments have been made out of the
Light Plant’s primary checking account.

The revenue bond covenants also require an annual audit. The Light Plant was not
audited for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2011 and 2012.
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Recommendation - The Board should implement procedures which ensure

compliance with all requirements established by the bond covenants.

Sales Tax — During our review of Light Plant disbursements, we identified a number
of instances in which sales tax was paid. As a governmental entity, the Light Plant is
not required to pay sales tax. We were unable to identify the total amount of sales
tax paid by the Light Plant for all reasonable purchases in a complete and efficient
manner.

Recommendation — The Board should implement procedures which ensure purchases
are made in an appropriate manner and sales tax is not paid.

Audit Reports - Because the Light Plant is a governmental entity, certain
requirements are applicable to the Light Plant’s audit reports. The Light Plant’s
audit reports prepared by an independent auditing firm for the fiscal years ended
June 30, 2003 through June 30, 2010 were not prepared in conformity with
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) requirements.

Recommendation — The Board should implement procedures with ensure an audit is
performed in a timely manner for each fiscal year in accordance with GASB
requirements.
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Report on Special Investigation
of the
Coggon Municipal Light Plant
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Exhibit A

Report on the Special Investigation of the
Coggon Municipal Light Plant

Summary of Findings
For the period July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012

Exhibit/Table/ Amount
Description Page Number Improper Unsupported Total
Improper and Unsupported Disbursements:
Fuel purchases:
Go America - Surveillance Videos Page 9 $ 308.13 - 308.13
Credit card purchases:
Caryl Oil Company Table 3 149.97 - 149.97
Other fuel vendors Table 5 160.01 - 160.01
Estimated personal purchases Table 7 19,900.00 - 19,900.00
Employee medical costs Table 10 860.72 - 860.72
Credit card: -
Fees Table 12 3,743.85 - 3,743.85
Purchases Exhibits C and D 13,168.55 4,343.60 17,512.15
Payroll:
Vacation payouts:
William Edgerly Exhibit E 27,361.25 - 27,361.25
Deneen Mangas Exhibit F 2,955.10 - 2,955.10
Bonuses Table 17 284.98 - 284.98
Excess payments Table 18 60.00 - 60.00
Additional payments to William Edgerly Table 19 1,350.00 - 1,350.00
Cell phone charges Page 28 1,915.16 - 1,915.16
Petty cash Page 28 - 2,088.70 2,088.70
Main Street Market Pages 29 41.94 740.59 782.53
Subtotal of improper and unsupported disbursements 72,259.66 7,172.89 79,432.55
Less reimbursements by:
William Edgerly Table 9 (7,007.00) - (7,007.00)
Deneen Mangas Table 9 (452.36) - (452.36)
Bryan Edgerly Table 14 (419.50) - (419.50)
Net amount $ 64,380.80 7,172.89 71,553.69
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Exhibit B

Report on the Special Investigation of the

Coggon Municipal Light Plant

Fuel Purchases
For the period July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012

Credit Card Transaction

Description per

Holder Date Payee Location Receipt/Invoice Cost
# 07/04/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 8.26 GALLONS $ 15.02
# 07/05/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 13.97 GALLONS 24.99
# 07/08/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28.48 GALLONS 50.95
# 07/16/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.5 GALLONS 50.02
# 07/20/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.18 GALLONS 49.98
# 07/22/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 7.02 GALLONS 12.92
# 07/25/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10.88 GALLONS 20.01
# 07/26/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 34.27 GALLONS 63.02
# 07/29/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 29.36 GALLONS 53.99
# 07/30/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 19.01 GALLONS 34.97
# 08/01/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10.89 GALLONS 20.02
# 08/03/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 29.9 GALLONS 54.99
# 08/09/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.2 GALLONS 50.02
# 08/12/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 2.2 GALLONS 3.95
# 08/18/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 30.01 GALLONS 53.99
# 08/26/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 23.21 GALLONS 41.99
# 08/30/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 16.36 GALLONS 29.60
# 09/04/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 13.98 GALLONS 25.01
# 09/09/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 22.29 GALLONS 38.99
# 09/13/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 13.34 GALLONS 24.00
# 09/19/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 30.24 GALLONS 55.00
# 09/24/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 23.8 GALLONS 44.01
# 09/28/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 24.34 GALLONS 45.00
# 09/30/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 16.34 GALLONS 31.03
# 10/03/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 5.26 GALLONS 10.00
# 10/05/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.91 GALLONS 53.00
# 10/11/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.68 GALLONS 52.00
# 10/14/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 25.67 GALLONS 50.03
# 10/20/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 30.75 GALLONS 59.93
# 10/25/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 20.53 GALLONS 40.01
# 10/29/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.41 GALLONS 52.00
# 11/03/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 16.25 GALLONS 32.00
# 11/04/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.41 GALLONS 52.00
# 11/09/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 33.87 GALLONS 65.00
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Exhibit B

Report on the Special Investigation of the
Coggon Municipal Light Plant

Fuel Purchases
For the period July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012

Credit Card Transaction

Description per

Holder Date Payee Location Receipt/Invoice Cost
# 11/12/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, 1A 27.39 GALLONS 52.00
# 11/19/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, 1A 25.67 GALLONS 47.98
# 11/22/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 8.03 GALLONS 15.01
# 11/23/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 24.61 GALLONS 46.00
# 11/29/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 16.05 GALLONS 30.00
# 12/02/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10.7 GALLONS 20.00
# 12/05/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.75 GALLONS 50.00
# 12/11/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 21.99 GALLONS 40.00
# 12/13/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 12.05 GALLONS 21.92
# 12/15/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 25.28 GALLONS 45.98
# 12/22/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 24.93 GALLONS 44.85
# 12/24/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 24.96 GALLONS 44.90
# 12/29/04 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28 GALLONS 47.01
# 01/04/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28.06 GALLONS 45.99
# 01/06/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 2.05 GALLONS 3.36
# 01/06/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, 1A 20.75 GALLONS 34.01
WE 01/08/05 HWY 13 HANDIM CEDAR RAPIDS, 1A 18.512 GALLONS 32.00
# 01/12/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28.76 GALLONS 50.01
# 01/18/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 29.24 GALLONS 52.02
# 01/26/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28.9 GALLONS 51.99
# 02/01/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 29.27 GALLONS 55.00
# 02/02/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10.11 GALLONS 19.00
# 02/07/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.62 GALLONS 50.02
# 02/11/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28.12 GALLONS 51.99
# 02/16/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 13.91 GALLONS 26.00
# 02/18/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 28.14 GALLONS 52.59
# 02/21/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 8.03 GALLONS 15.01
# 02/26/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10.31 GALLONS 19.99
# 03/01/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, 1A 24.75 GALLONS 47.99
# 03/04/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, 1A 25.27 GALLONS 49.00
# 03/08/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, 1A 24.13 GALLONS 47.99
# 03/11/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10 GALLONS 19.99
# 03/13/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.52 GALLONS 55.01
# 03/16/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 19.51 GALLONS 39.00
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Report on the Special Investigation of the
Coggon Municipal Light Plant

Fuel Purchases
For the period July 1, 2004 through August 27, 2012

Credit Card Transaction

Description per

Holder Date Payee Location Receipt/Invoice Cost

# 03/21/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.33 GALLONS 56.00
# 03/24/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 15.4 GALLONS 32.18
# 03/24/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 29.2 GALLONS 61.00
# 03/30/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 22.5 GALLONS 47.00
# 04/01/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA Not available 316.95
WE 04/03/05 R & R ONE STOP CENTRAL CITY,IA  29.678 GALLONS 62.00
WE 04/14/05 LITTLE AMANA WILLIAMSBURG, IA 23.192 GALLONS 51.00
# 05/05/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 1.87 GALLONS 4.02
# 05/06/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.52 GALLONS 55.01
# 05/09/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 30.01 GALLONS 59.99
# 05/09/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 5.01 GALLONS 11.22
# 05/09/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 4.74 GALLONS 10.61
# 05/14/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 24.12 GALLONS 47.01
# 05/21/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 15.8 GALLONS 30.00
# 05/23/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 4.69 GALLONS 8.91
# 05/24/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.87 GALLONS 51.03
# 05/30/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.38 GALLONS 51.99
# 06/02/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 26.33 GALLONS 50.00
# 06/07/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 17.96 GALLONS 35.00
# 06/10/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.19 GALLONS 52.99
# 06/13/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 10.26 GALLONS 20.00
# 06/13/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 19.29 GALLONS 37.60
# 06/16/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 2.04 GALLONS 4.26
# 06/16/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 21.62 GALLONS 43.00
# 06/16/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 7.59 GALLONS 15.10
# 06/21/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 25.97 GALLONS 53.99
# 06/24/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 14.38 GALLONS 29.90
# 06/26/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 27.9 GALLONS 58.00
FY 2005 Subtotal 4,038.81
# 07/04/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 14.36 GALLONS 30.00
WE 07/07/05 PRONTO MANCHESTER, 1A Credit Card Receipt 15.95
DM 07/07/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA Not available 5.01
# 07/07/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 36.08 GALLONS 75.01
# 07/08/05 CARYL OIL COMPANY COGGON, IA 2.28 GALLONS 5.01
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Fuel Purchases
For the period July 1, 2004 through Augu