
 
 

 

 

 

 
Galena Park Independent School District 

Annual Financial Management Report 
Fiscal Year 2014-2015 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Distributed at Public Hearing 
December 12, 2016 



2 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
Transmittal Letter 3 
 

Official Notification of the 2016 Final School FIRST Rating 4 
 
2015-2016 District Status and How Ratings Are Assessed 6 

 
2014-2015 District Status and How Ratings Are Assessed 13 

 
Disclosures  

 
Superintendent’s Contract 17 
 

Superintendent and Board of Trustees Disclosure Requirements 32 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 

3 

Galena Park Independent School District 

14705 Woodforest Blvd.    Houston, TX  77015    (832) 386-1205 

  

Sonya George, CPA  

Deputy Superintendent for Operational Support 

Chief Financial Officer  

 sgeorge@galenaparkisd.com 
 

Fax (832) 386-1430  

 

 
  

 
 

 
 
 

 
December 12, 2016 

 
 
 

Dr. Angi Williams, Superintendent  
Board of Trustees 

Citizens of Galena Park Independent School District 
 
In accordance with Texas Administrative Code Chapter 19, Subchapter AA 109.001, 

the 2014-2015 Annual Financial Management Report is being presented.  Galena 
Park Independent School District received a rating of “Superior” under the new 

Texas Schools FIRST financial accountability rating system.  The Superior rating is 
the state’s highest, demonstrating the quality of Galena Park ISD’s financial 

management and reporting system.  This rating shows that Galena Park ISD is 
accountable not only for student learning, but also for achieving these results cost-
effectively and efficiently. 

 
This is the 14th year of Schools FIRST (Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas), 

a financial accountability system for Texas school districts developed by the Texas 
Education Agency in response to Senate Bill 875 of the 76th Texas Legislature in 
1999.  The primary goal of Schools FIRST is to achieve quality performance in the 

management of school districts’ financial resources, a goal made more significant 
due to the complexity of accounting associated with Texas’ school finance system. 

 
Included in this report are the additional disclosure requirements, which include a 
copy of the Superintendent’s contract, details of reimbursements received by the 

Superintendent and members of the Board of Trustees, additional statements 
relating to any outside compensation of the Superintendent, gifts to District officials 

or Board members and business transactions between the District and members of 
the Board of Trustees.   
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Sonya George, CPA 

 

mailto:sgeorge@galenaparkisd.com
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October 24, 2016  

 

To the Administrator Addressed:  

 

Subject: 2015–2016 Final FIRST Ratings  

 

Final 2015–2016 Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas (FIRST) ratings based on fiscal 

year 2015 are now publicly available. You can find ratings for both school districts and open-

enrollment charter schools on the Texas Education Agency (TEA) website:  

 school district ratings 

 charter school ratings 

 

A previous “To the Administrator Addressed” letter dated August 8, 2016, instructed your school 

district or charter school (local education agency [LEA]) to view its preliminary FIRST rating. 

The letter also provided information about the data the TEA analyzes to produce the rating and 

described the appeals process available to your LEA. This appeals process is now complete, and 

all FIRST ratings are final.  

 

Required Reporting  
Within two months of the release of its final FIRST rating, your LEA must announce and hold a 

public meeting to distribute a financial management report that explains the LEA’s rating and its 

performance under each indicator for the current and previous year’s ratings. The report also 

must provide the financial information described in 19 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) 

§109.1001(o)(3). We encourage your LEA to include in the report additional information that 

will be beneficial to stakeholders, especially information explaining any special circumstances 

that may have affected the LEA’s performance under one or more of the indicators.  

 

The first of two required newspaper notices to inform stakeholders of the meeting must be 

published no more than 30 days and no fewer than 14 days before the public meeting. Your LEA 

may combine the meeting with a scheduled regular meeting of its governing board.  

For full requirements related to the report and meeting, see 19 TAC §109.1001(o). For a template 

that your LEA can use in developing its financial management report, see the TEA FIRST web 

page or FIRST Rating for Charter Schools web page. 

 

Accreditation Status  
Please note that the TEA considers an LEA’s FIRST rating when assigning an accreditation 

status, as required by the accreditation status rules in 19 TAC §97.1055.  

 

 

 

 

http://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/First/forms/main.aspx
http://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/First/forms/main.aspx
https://pryor.tea.state.tx.us/Tea.CSSF.Web/Forms/District.aspx
https://pryor.tea.state.tx.us/Tea.CSSF.Web/Forms/District.aspx
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Contact for Further Information  
If you have questions about your LEA’s FIRST rating, please contact Yolanda Walker by 

telephone at (512) 463-0947 or by email at Yolanda.Walker@tea.texas.gov.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

David Marx  

Director  

Division of Financial Compliance 
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Major changes in the Commissioner’s Rule in August 2015 were authorized 

by HB 5, Section 49, 83rd Texas Legislature, Regular Session, 2013. House 
Bill 5 amended Section 39.082 Texas Education Code to require the 

commissioner of education to include processes in the financial 
accountability rating system for anticipating the future financial solvency of 

each school district and open enrollment charter school.  
 

The changes to the Schools FIRST system implemented by the Texas 
Education Agency in August 2015 are being phased-in over three years. 

During the phase-in period, the new Schools FIRST system has separate 
worksheets for rating years 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017 and 

subsequent years.  The worksheet for rating year 2014-2015 contained only 
7 indicators and the worksheets for rating years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 

contain 15 indicators. 
 

 

 
Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas  

2015-2016 RATINGS BASED ON SCHOOL 
YEAR 2014-2015 DATA – DISTRICT STATUS 

DETAIL 
 

Name: GALENA PARK ISD(101910) Publication Level 1: 8/8/2016 6:20:16 PM 

Status: Passed Publication Level 2: 8/8/2016 6:20:16 PM 

Rating: A = Superior Last Updated: 8/8/2016 6:20:16 PM 

District Score: 98 Passing Score: 31 

# Indicator Description 
FY 2014-2015 

Score 

1 

Was the complete annual financial report (AFR) and data submitted to 
the TEA within 30 days of the November 27 or January 28 deadline 
depending on the school district’s fiscal year end date of June 30 or 
August 31, respectively? 

Yes 

2 

Review the AFR for an unmodified opinion and material weaknesses. The 
school district must pass 2.A to pass this indicator. The school district fails 
indicator number 2 if it responds "No" to indicator 2.A. or to both indicators 
2.A and 2.B. 

  

https://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/main.aspx
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2.A 

Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the financial statements as a 
whole? (The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) 
defines unmodified opinion. The external independent auditor determines if 
there was an unmodified opinion.) 

Yes 

2.B 

Did the external independent auditor report that the AFR was free of 
any instance(s) of material weaknesses in internal controls over 
financial reporting and compliance for local, state, or federal funds? 
(The AICPA defines material weakness.) 

Yes 

3 

Was the school district in compliance with the payment terms of all 
debt agreements at fiscal year end? (If the school district was in 
default in a prior fiscal year, an exemption applies in following years if 
the school district is current on its forbearance or payment plan with 
the lender and the payments are made on schedule for the fiscal year 
being rated. Also exempted are technical defaults that are not related 
to monetary defaults. A technical default is a failure to uphold the 
terms of a debt covenant, contract, or master promissory note even 
though payments to the lender, trust, or sinking fund are current. A 
debt agreement is a legal agreement between a debtor (= person, 
company, etc. that owes money) and their creditors, which includes a 
plan for paying back the debt.) 

Yes 

4 

Did the school district make timely payments to the Teachers 
Retirement System (TRS), Texas Workforce Commission (TWC), 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS), and other government agencies? 

Yes 

5 

Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (Net of the accretion of 
interest for capital appreciation bonds) in the governmental activities 
column in the Statement of Net Assets greater than zero? (If the 
school district’s change of students in membership over 5 years was 
10 percent or more, then the school district passes this indicator.) 

Yes 

    1 Multiplier Sum 

6 

Was the number of days of cash on hand and current investments in 
the general fund for the school district sufficient to cover operating 
expenditures (excluding facilities acquisition and construction)? (See 
ranges below.) 

10 

7 
Was the measure of current assets to current liabilities ratio for the 
school district sufficient to cover short-term debt? (See ranges below.) 

10 
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8 

Was the ratio of long-term liabilities to total assets for the school 
district sufficient to support long-term solvency? (If the school district’s 
change of students in membership over 5 years was 10 percent or 
more, then the school district passes this indicator.) (See ranges 
below.) 

10 

9 

Did the school district’s general fund revenues equal or exceed 
expenditures (excluding facilities acquisition and construction)? If not, 
was the school district’s number of days of cash on hand greater than 
or equal to 60 days? 

10 

10 
Was the debt service coverage ratio sufficient to meet the required 
debt service? (See ranges below.) 

10 

11 
Was the school district’s administrative cost ratio equal to or less than 
the threshold ratio? (See ranges below.) 

8 

12 

Did the school district not have a 15 percent decline in the students to 
staff ratio over 3 years (total enrollment to total staff)? (If the student 
enrollment did not decrease, the school district will automatically pass 
this indicator.) 

10 

13 

Did the comparison of Public Education Information Management 
System (PEIMS) data to like information in the school district’s AFR 
result in a total variance of less than 3 percent of all expenditures by 
function? 

10 

14 

Did the external independent auditor indicate the AFR was free of any 
instance(s) of material noncompliance for grants, contracts, and laws 
related to local, state, or federal funds? (The AICPA defines material 
noncompliance.) 

10 

15 

Did the school district not receive an adjusted repayment schedule for 
more than one fiscal year for an over allocation of Foundation School 
Program (FSP) funds as a result of a financial hardship? 

10 

    
98 Weighted Sum 

    1 Multiplier Sum 

    98 Score 
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DETERMINATION OF RATING 2015-2016 

 

A. 
Did the district answer 'No' to Indicators 1, 3, 4, 5, or 2.A? If so, the school district's rating is F for 
Substandard Achievement regardless of points earned. 

B. 

Determine the rating by the applicable number of points. (Indicators 6-15) 

A = Superior 70-100 

B = Above Standard 50-69 

C = Meets Standard 31-49 

F = Substandard Achievement <31 

 

 

HOW 2015-2016 RATINGS ARE ASSESSED 
 

1. Was the complete annual financial report (AFR) and data 
submitted to the TEA within 30 days of the November 27 or January 

28 deadline depending on the school district’s fiscal year end date of 
June 30 or August 31, respectively?  

 
A simple indicator. Was your Annual Financial Report filed by the deadline?  

 
2. Review the AFR for an unmodified opinion and material 

weaknesses. The school district must pass 2.A to pass this indicator. 
The school district fails indicator number 2 if it responds "No" to 

indicator 2.A. or to both indicators 2.A and 2.B.  

 
2.A. Was there an unmodified opinion in the AFR on the financial 

statements as a whole? (The American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) defines unmodified opinion. The external 

independent auditor determines if there was an unmodified 
opinion.)?  

 
A “modified” version of the auditor’s opinion in your annual audit report 

means that you need to correct some of your reporting or financial controls. 
A district’s goal, therefore, is to receive an “unmodified opinion” on its 

Annual Financial Report. 2.A. is a simple “Yes” or “No” indicator (see 
instructions under “2.” for evaluating performance under “2.A” and “2.B.” to 

arrive at the score for “2.”). 
 

2.B. Did the external independent auditor report that the AFR was 

free of any instance(s) of material weaknesses in internal controls 
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over financial reporting and compliance for local, state, or federal 

funds? (The AICPA defines material weakness.)  
 

A clean audit of your Annual Financial Report would state that your district 
has no material weaknesses in internal controls. Any internal weaknesses 

create a risk of your District not being able to properly account for its use of 
public funds, and should be immediately addressed. 2.B. is a simple “Yes” or 

“No” indicator (see instructions under “2.” for evaluating performance under 
“2.A” and “2.B” to arrive at the score for “2.”).  

 
3. Was the school district in compliance with the payment terms of 

all debt agreements at fiscal year end? (If the school district was in 
default in a prior fiscal year, an exemption applies in following years 

if the school district is current on its forbearance or payment plan 
with the lender and the payments are made on schedule for the 

fiscal year being rated. Also exempted are technical defaults that are 

not related to monetary defaults. A technical default is a failure to 
uphold the terms of a debt covenant, contract, or master promissory 

note even though payments to the lender, trust, or sinking fund are 
current. A debt agreement is a legal agreement between a debtor (= 

person, company, etc. that owes money) and their creditors, which 
includes a plan for paying back the debt.)  

 
This indicator seeks to make certain that your district has timely paid all 

bills/obligations, including financing arrangements to pay for school 
construction, school buses, photocopiers, etc.  

 
4. Did the school district make timely payments to the Teachers 

Retirement System (TRS), Texas Workforce Commission (TWC), 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS), and other government agencies?  

 

This indicator seeks to make sure the district fulfilled its obligation to the 
TRS, TWC and IRS to transfer payroll withholdings and to fulfill any 

additional payroll-related obligations required to be paid by the district.  
 

5. Was the total unrestricted net asset balance (Net of the accretion 
of interest for capital appreciation bonds) in the governmental 

activities column in the Statement of Net Assets greater than zero? 
(If the school district's change of students in membership over 5 

years was 10 percent or more, then the school district passes this 
indicator.)  

 
This indicator simply asks, “Did the district’s total assets exceed the total 

amount of liabilities (according to the very first financial statement in the 
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annual audit report)?” Fortunately this indicator recognizes that high-growth 

districts incur large amounts of debt to fund construction, and that total debt 
may exceed the total amount of assets under certain scenarios.  

 
6. Was the number of days of cash on hand and current investments 

in the general fund for the school district sufficient to cover 
operating expenditures (excluding facilities acquisition and 

construction)?  
 

This indicator measures how long in days after the end of the fiscal the 
school district could have disbursed funds for its operating expenditures 

without receiving any new revenues. Did you meet or exceed the target 
amount in School FIRST?  

 
7. Was the measure of current assets to current liabilities ratio for 

the school district sufficient to cover short-term debt?  

 
This indicator measures whether the school district had sufficient short-term 

assets at the end of the fiscal year to pay off its short-term liabilities. Did 
you meet or exceed the target amount in School FIRST?  

 
8. Was the ratio of long-term liabilities to total assets for the school 

district sufficient to support long-term solvency? (If the school 
district's change of students in membership over 5 years was 10 

percent or more, then the school district passes this indicator.)  
 

This question is like asking someone if their mortgage exceeds the market 
value of their home. Were you below the cap for this ratio in School FIRST? 

Fortunately this indicator recognizes that high-growth districts incur 
additional operating costs to open new instructional campuses.  

 

9. Did the school district’s general fund revenues equal or exceed 
expenditures (excluding facilities acquisition and construction)? If 

not, was the school district’s number of days of cash on hand greater 
than or equal to 60 days?  

 
This indicator simply asks, “Did you spend more than you earned?” (the 

school district will automatically pass this indicator, if the school district had 
at least 60 days cash on hand.)  

 
10. Was the debt service coverage ratio sufficient to meet the 

required debt service?  
 



 

12 
 

This indicator asks about the school district’s ability to make debt principal 

and interest payments that will become due during the year. Did you meet 
or exceed the target amount in School FIRST?  

 
11. Was the school district’s administrative cost ratio equal to or less 

than the threshold ratio?  
 

This indicator measures the percentage of their budget that Texas school 
districts spent on administration. Did you exceed the cap in School FIRST for 

districts of your size?  
 

12. Did the school district not have a 15 percent decline in the 
students to staff ratio over 3 years (total enrollment to total staff)? 

(If the student enrollment did not decrease, the school district will 
automatically pass this indicator.)   

 

If the school district had a decline in students over 3 school years, this 
indicator asks if the school district decreased the number of the staff on the 

payroll in proportion to the decline in students. (The school district 
automatically passes this indicator if there was no decline in students.)  

 
13. Did the comparison of Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS) data to like information in the school district’s AFR 
result in a total variance of less than 3 percent of all expenditures by 

function?  
 

This indicator measures the quality of data reported to PEIMS and in your 
Annual Financial Report to make certain that the data reported in each case 

“matches up.” If the difference in numbers reported in any fund type is 3 
percent or more, your district “fails” this measure.  

 

14. Did the external independent auditor indicate the AFR was free 
of any instance(s) of material noncompliance for grants, contracts, 

and laws related to local, state, or federal funds? (The AICPA defines 
material noncompliance.)  

 
A clean audit of your Annual Financial Report would state that your district 

has no material weaknesses in internal controls. Any internal weaknesses 
create a risk of your District not being able to properly account for its use of 

public funds, and should be immediately addressed.  
 

15. Did the school district not receive an adjusted repayment 
schedule for more than one fiscal year for an over allocation of 
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Foundation School Program (FSP) funds as a result of a financial 

hardship?  
 

This indicator asks if the district had to ask for an easy payment plan to 
return monies to TEA after spending the overpayment from the Foundation 

School Program state aid. 
 

 

 
Financial Integrity Rating System of Texas  

2014-2015 RATINGS BASED ON SCHOOL 
YEAR 2013-2014 DATA – DISTRICT STATUS 
DETAIL 
Name: GALENA PARK ISD(101910)  Publication Level 1: 08/20/2015 11:24:40 AM 

 

Status: Passed Publication Level 2: 08/20/2015 11:24:40 AM 

Rating: Pass Last Updated: 08/20/2015 11:24:40 AM 

District Score: 28 Passing Score: 16 

# Indicator Description 
FY 2013-2014 

Score 

1 Was the Complete Annual Financial Report (AFR) and Data 
Submitted to the TEA within 30 Days of the November 27 or 
January 28 Deadline Depending on the School District’s Fiscal Year 
End Date of June 30 or August 31, Respectively? 

Yes 

2 Was there an Unmodified Opinion in the AFR on the Financial 
Statements as a Whole? (The American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) Defines Unmodified Opinion. The External 
Independent Auditor Determines if there was an Unmodified 
Opinion. 

Yes 

3 Was the School District in Compliance with the Payment Terms of 
all Debt Agreements at Fiscal year End? (If the School District was 
in Default in a Prior Fiscal Year, an Exemption Applies in following 
Years if the School District is Current on its Forbearance or 
Payment Plan with the Lender and the Payments are made on 
Schedule for the Fiscal year being Rated. Also Exempted are 
Technical Defaults that are not Related to Monetary Defaults. A 
Technical Default is a Failure to Uphold the Terms of a Debt 
Covenant, Contract, or Master Promissory Note even Though 
Payments to the Lender, Trust, or Sinking Fund are Current. A Debt 
Agreement is a Legal Agreement between a Debtor (Person, 
Company, etc. that Owes Money and their Creditors, Which 
includes a Plan for Paying Back the Debt.) 

Yes 

4 Was the Total Unrestricted Net Asset Balance (Net of the Accretion 
of Interest for Capital Appreciation Bonds) in the Governmental 
Activities Column in the Statement of Net Assets Greater than 
Zero? 

Yes 

  1 Multiplier Sum 

https://tuna.tea.state.tx.us/first/forms/main.aspx
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5 Was the School District’s Administrative Cost Ratio Equal to or Less 
Than the Threshold Ratio?  

8 

6 Did the Comparison of Public Education Information Management 
System (PEIMS) Data to like Information in the School District’s 
AFR Result in a Total Variance of less than 3 Percent of all 
Expenditures by Function (Data Quality Measure)? 

10 

7 Did the External Independent Auditor Report that the AFR was Free 
of any Instance9s0 of Material Weaknesses in Internal Controls 
over Financial Reporting and Compliance for Local, State, or 
Federal Funds? (The AICPA Defines Material Weakness.)? 

10 

   28 Weighted Sum 

   1 Multiplier Sum 

   28 Score 

 
 

DETERMINATION OF RATING 2014-2015 

 
A. Did The District Answer 'No' To Indicators 1, 2, 3, Or 4? If So, The District's Rating Is  

Substandard Achievement 

B. 
Determine Rating By Applicable Range For summation of the indicator scores (Indicators 5-7) 

Pass 16-30 

Substandard Achievement <16 

 

 
HOW 2014-2015 RATINGS WERE ASSESSED 

 
1. Was the Complete Annual Financial Report (AFR) and Data 

Submitted to the TEA within 30 Days of the November 27 or 

January 28 Deadline Depending on the School District’s Fiscal 
Year End Date of June 30 or August 31, Respectively?  

 
A simple indicator. Was your Annual Financial Report filed by the 

deadline?  
 

2. Was there an Unmodified Opinion in the AFR on the Financial 
Statements as a Whole? (The American Institute of Certified 

Public Accountants (AICPA) Defines Unmodified Opinion. The 
External Independent Auditor Determines if there was an 

Unmodified Opinion. 
  

A “modified” version of the auditor’s opinion in your annual audit report 

means that you need to correct some of your reporting or financial 
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controls. A district’s goal, therefore, is to receive an “unmodified opinion” 

on its Annual Financial Report. This is a simple “Yes” or “No” indicator.   
 

3. Was the School District in Compliance with the Payment Terms of 
all Debt Agreements at Fiscal year End? (If the School District was 

in Default in a Prior Fiscal Year, an Exemption Applies in following 
Years if the School District is Current on its Forbearance or 

Payment Plan with the Lender and the Payments are made on 
Schedule for the Fiscal year being Rated. Also Exempted are 

Technical Defaults that are not Related to Monetary Defaults. A 
Technical Default is a Failure to Uphold the Terms of a Debt 

Covenant, Contract, or Master Promissory Note even Though 
Payments to the Lender, Trust, or Sinking Fund are Current. A 

Debt Agreement is a Legal Agreement between a Debtor (Person, 
Company, etc. that Owes Money and their Creditors, Which 

includes a Plan for Paying Back the Debt.) 

  
This indicator seeks to make certain that your district has paid your 

bills/obligations on financing arrangements to pay for school construction, 
school buses, photocopiers, etc. 

 
4. Was the Total Unrestricted Net Asset Balance (Net of the 

Accretion of Interest for Capital Appreciation Bonds) in the 
Governmental Activities Column in the Statement of Net Assets 

Greater than Zero? 
 

This indicator simply asks, “Did the district’s total assets exceed the total 
amount of liabilities (according to the very first financial statement in the 

annual audit report)?” Fortunately this indicator recognized that high-
growth districts incure large amounts of debt to fund construction, and 

that total debt may exceed the total amount of assets under certain 

scenarios. 
 

5. Was the School District’s Administrative Cost Ratio Equal to or 
Less Than the Threshold Ratio?  

 
This indicator measures the percentage of their budget that Texas school 

districts spent on administration. Did you exceed the cap in School FIRST 
for districts of your size?  

 
6. Did the Comparison of Public Education Information Management 

System (PEIMS) Data to like Information in the School District’s 
AFR Result in a Total Variance of less than 3 Percent of all 

Expenditures by Function (Data Quality Measure)? 
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This indicator measures the quality of data reported to PIEMS and in your 
Annual Financial Report to make certain that the data reported in each 

case “matches up.” If the difference in numbers reported in any fund type 
is 3 percent or more, your district “fails” this measure.  

 
7. Did the External Independent Auditor Report that the AFR was 

Free of any Instance9s0 of Material Weaknesses in Internal 
Controls over Financial Reporting and Compliance for Local, State, 

or Federal Funds? (The AICPA Defines Material Weakness.)? 
 

A clean audit of your Annual Financial Report would state that your 
district has no material weaknesses in internal controls. Any internal 

weaknesses create a risk of your District not being able to properly 
account for its use of public funds, and should be immediately addressed.  
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Superintendent and Board of Trustees Disclosure Requirements 
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Expenditures and/or reimbursements paid directly to or on-behalf of the Superintendent and Board Members for fiscal year 2014-2015: 

 

Description of Reimbursement 
Dr. Angi 
Williams 

Joe 
Stephens 

Wanda 
Heath 

Johnson 
Jeff 

Miller 
Ramon 
Garza 

Wilfred J. 
Broussard, 

Jr. 
Minnie 
Rivera 

June 
Harris 

Dawn 
Fisher 

Meals  $        527.58   $   128.00   $   802.76   $       -     $       -     $        10.64   $     90.00  
 

 $  25.00  
Lodging         1,948.26     1,185.48     1,612.78            -              -                   -                 -    

 
          -    

Transportation / Mileage         1,670.19        423.84     1,450.57            -              -                   -          255.70  
 

   161.28  
Banquet and Charity Events             15.00        160.00          25.00       25.00     115.00           115.00          25.00  

 
     70.00  

Awards / Gifts             32.34        179.44          98.30       95.54       95.54           154.53          98.30  
 

     62.55  
Dues / Membership Fees         2,265.80          51.80               -              -              -                   -                 -    

 
          -    

Home Internet / Phones         3,361.71               -                 -              -              -                   -          313.94       40.23            -    
Registration         1,432.56               -       1,755.00            -       325.00           325.00        470.00  

 
   160.00  

Other         1,360.99               -            25.00            -              -                   -                 -                -    

           Total   $   12,614.43   $2,128.56   $5,769.41   $ 120.54   $ 535.54   $      605.17   $1,252.94   $  40.23   $ 478.83  

 
 
 

Business transactions between GPISD and Board Members for fiscal year 2014-2015: 

 
Vendor Name Board Member Affiliation Amount Paid 

Slocomb Insurance Agency Jeff Miller $ 22,631.00 
Halo Corporation June Harris 550.38 

  $ 23,181.38 

 

1. Slocomb Insurance Agency – gross premiums for the district’s boiler and machinery insurance policies, as well as surety/crime bonds 
for select district administrators. 

2. Halo Corporation – payments under an agreement where promotional items can be purchased for district activities and events. 
 
Notes: 

1. The Superintendent received no outside compensation in exchange for professional consulting or other personal services. 
2. No gifts from outside entities or competing vendors were received by the Superintendent, Board of Trustees, or members of their 

immediate families. 

 

 


