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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 
APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE 

Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 

We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of Garden Grove’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's 
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure 
records.  

The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 

The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 

1. Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire
how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger.

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, organization key,
and account code. The City records its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (111) and is identified
by a 7-digit organization number, and 5-digit account number. No exceptions were found as a result of
this procedure.

2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether
the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences.
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Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $18,362,299 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $4,497,736. Actual MOE 
expenditures per the general ledger expenditure detail totaled $18,338,943, a variance of $23,356. The 
variance was due to an error from including two object codes twice. No other exceptions were found 
as a result of this procedure. 

3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail.
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform
the following:

a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and

b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure
and is allowable per the Ordinance.

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $9,944,830, which represented 
approximately 63% of direct MOE expenditures of $15,810,822 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. 
We agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the 
City. Expenditures were properly classified as local street and road expenditures and were allowable 
per the Ordinance, except for fleet maintenance charges, totaling $11,233, which were found to be 
indirect cost allocations that should have been reported as indirect costs. See Procedure #4 for indirect 
cost testing. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1).
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate
methodology.

Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3,
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, indirect costs were identified as MOE
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed $2,551,477 of indirect costs per the
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1) to the general ledger detail. We selected 25 charges for
inspection with a total amount of $582,329 representing 23% of the total MOE indirect costs. We
recomputed the selected indirect costs using the City’s allocation methodology and identified no
exceptions. The indirect costs included Benefits Overhead, Insurance Charges, IT Charges, and
Administrative Charges for the Public Works department. Upon inspecting the supporting
documentation for the samples selected, we determined that the indirect MOE costs were properly
classified as indirect expenditures and based upon a reasonable and appropriate methodology. No
exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.

5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction
and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20)
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an
extension was granted. Explain any differences.

Findings: The City received $10,274,936 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023,
and 2024. We agreed the fund balance of $4,688,816 from the general ledger detail to the City’s
Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended
within three years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.
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6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local
Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30,
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4).
Explain any differences.

Findings: The LFS expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund number and
organization key code. The City recorded its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Fair Share Fund
(246) followed by 7-digit organization key code. Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures per
the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $2,290,266, which agreed to the
City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were
found as a result of this procedure.

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP,
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following:

a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share
projects.

Findings: We compared the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-
Year CIP, without any exception. We selected four direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures 
for inspection totaling $2,055,627 representing approximately 90% of total direct Measure M2 Local 
Fair Share expenditures of $2,290,266 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar 
amount to supporting documentation and determined that the expenditures selected were related to 
projects included in the City’s Seven-Year CIP and were properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share projects. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.

Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3,
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as Local
Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result
of this procedure.

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences.

Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $75,256 listed on the City’s Expenditure
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this
procedure.
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10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year
(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items.

Findings: No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.

We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 

We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  

At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1. The responses 
are included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described 
above. Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance 
or opinion on them.  

This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 

Crowe LLP

Costa Mesa, California 
March 28, 2025 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 2,551,477$       

Construction & Right-of-Way
Street Reconstruction 11,572,961$     

Total Construction 11,572,961$     

Maintenance
Street Lights & Traffic Signals 404,406$          
Other Street Purpose Maintenance 3,833,455         

Total Maintenance 4,237,861$       

Total MOE Expenditures 18,362,299$     

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
CIP-22-STREET REHAB 950$
CIP-ACACIA STREET IMPROVEMENT 1,276,731         
CIP-CHAP REHAB SPRINDAL WESTRN 514,900            
CIP-HAZARD REHABILITATION 199,820            
CIP-SLURRY SEAL PROJECTS 287,865            
CIP-CHAPMAN REHAB LANDSCP MAINT 10,000

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 2,290,266$       

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 20,652,565$     

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of Garden Grove and 
were not audited.
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GARDEN GROVE CITY OF GARDEN GROVE
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Orange County Local Transportation Authority yes<fr^ !Miuifieton,. \ \ •
and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the ^^^ A^^<.^»..;
Orange County Local Transportation Authority ; ",;^'H [" TiT'T'" 'i ii n i i,

Orange, California

The following response is being submitted to address results from the agreed upon procedures
performed for the Measure M2 Local Fair Share program for the City of Garden Grove as of and
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024.

Procedure #2

Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine
whether the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure
M2 Eligibility Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount
reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction's Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any
differences.

a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and

b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road
expenditure and is allowable per the Ordinance.

Findings: The City's MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30,2024, were $1 8,362,299
(see Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $4,497,736. Actual MOE
expenditures per the general ledger expenditure detail totaled $18,338,943, a variance of
$23,356. The variance was due to an error from including two object codes twice. No other
exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.

CJty's ResnQnse:

The City acknowledges the $23,356 variance in MOE expenditures, which resulted from an Excel
formula error. This clerical error did not impact compliance with the MOE benchmark. To prevent
similar issues, the City will enhance its review procedures.

11222 Acacia Parkway • P.O.Box 3070 • Garden Grove, CA 92842

ggcity.org



Procedure #3

Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction's general ledger expenditure
detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item
selected, perform the following:

a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and

b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road
expenditure and is allowable per the Ordinance.

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $9,944,830, which represented
approximately 63% of direct MOE expenditures of $15,810,822 for fiscal year ended June 30,
2024. We agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation
provided by the City. Expenditures were properly classified as local street and road expenditures
and were allowable per the Ordinance, except for fleet maintenance charges, totaling $11,233,
which were found to be indirect cost allocations that should have been reported as indirect costs.
See Procedure #4 for indirect cost testing. No other exceptions were found as a result of this
procedure.

City's Response:

The City acknowledges that the fleet maintenance charges totaling $11,233 were classified as
direct MOE expenditures instead of indirect costs. Going forward, the City will ensure that such
charges are properly reported as indirect costs to align with the Ordinance.

City Manager

-••) __. .„ . .^ • ~
7-r;~Y-•.--• " _.

(Finance Director

, x. <y<k-- .-^v '^EM
Public WoYks Director

11222 Acacia Parkway • P.O.Box 3070 • Garden Grove, CA 92842

ggcity.org
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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 
APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 

CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH 

Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 

We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of Huntington Beach’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's 
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure 
records.  

The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 

The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 

1. Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire
how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger.

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, object, and business
unit number. The City recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (100) and Capital Projects
Fund (314). Expenditures are identified by a 5-digit object number and a 5-digit business unit number.
No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.

2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether
the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences.
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Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures per the general ledger for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, 
were $22,360,255 (see Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $6,494,379. 
We agreed the total expenditures of $22,360,255 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 3, line 18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following:  

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $5,188,886, which represented 
approximately 31% of direct MOE expenditures of $16,508,272 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. 
We agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the 
City. We determined that the expenditures were properly classified as local street and road 
expenditures and are allowable per the Ordinance, except for $4,456,129 reported as direct charges 
that should have been reported as indirect costs. See Procedure #4 for indirect cost testing. No other 
exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

 
Findings: We agreed total indirect expenditures of $5,851,983 per the general ledger to the amount 
reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1) with no differences. We selected 35 
charges for inspection with a total amount of $1,629,278 representing 28% of the total MOE indirect 
costs of $5,851,983.  During testing of direct costs at Procedure #3, we identified an additional 
$4,456,129 in indirect costs that were reported as direct costs. These expenditures included allocations 
of payroll and benefits, insurance costs, contracted services, information technology software, monthly 
print shop/mail/phone, equipment rentals, and various other charges. For indirect costs, the 
methodology used to allocate costs should be documented and represent a fair and reasonable 
allocation of costs. The City was unable to provide a documented methodology representing a fair and 
reasonable allocation of costs. As such, these expenditures were deemed unallowable and removed 
from the MOE benchmark calculation. Also, we identified six charges totaling $78,490 that should have 
been identified as direct costs as they were charged 100% to MOE projects. After removing 
unsupported indirect cost allocations, totaling $10,229,622, the City still met the MOE benchmark. No 
other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 

and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $13,436,734 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, 
and 2024. We agreed the fund balance of $5,115,802 from the general ledger detail to the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended 
within three years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local
Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30,
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4).
Explain any differences.

Findings: The City tracks its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Fair Share Fund (213). Total Measure
M2 Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024,
were $3,506,656 (see Schedule A), which agreed to the amount reported in the City’s Expenditure
Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of
this procedure.

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP,
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following:

a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share
projects.

Findings:  Eligible Jurisdictions should identify specific projects by their actual titles as well as a brief 
description for all projects that utilized any portion of Measure M2 Local Fair Share Funding in the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 4). When comparing the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report 
(Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, we found that the City had included only generic project titles such 
as “General Street Maintenance”, “Residential Pavement”, “Pedestrian Improvement” and “Arterial 
Rehabilitation” on their Schedule 4, rather than specific projects that could be traced to their Seven-
Year CIP. We selected 25 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for inspection totaling 
$2,047,698 representing approximately 58% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures 
of $3,505,190 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar amount to supporting 
documentation and determined that expenditures were properly classified and allowable per the 
Ordinance, except for payroll charges of $29,249 for one employee. Discussion with the City indicated 
that the payroll system was erroneously set up to charge this employee’s holiday, general, and 
administrative leave time to a General Street Maintenance Project funded by Local Fair Share. The 
employee in question does not perform street maintenance work. As such, these charges are deemed 
unallowable per the Ordinance. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology.

Findings: Based upon inspection of the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1), the City reported
$1,466 in indirect costs for LFS for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We selected 10 Local Fair
Share indirect costs for inspection totaling $1,466 representing 100% of the total Local Fair Share
indirect costs. Upon inspection, we found these charges were for membership dues for public works
associations and charges for public works conferences that were charged directly to Local Fair Share
projects. As such, these costs should have been reported as direct costs. No other exceptions were
found as a result of this procedure.
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9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences.

Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $112,603 listed on the City’s Expenditure
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this
procedure.

10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year
(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items.

Findings: No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.

We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 

We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  

At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1. The responses 
are included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described 
above. Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance 
or opinion on them.  

This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 

Crowe LLP

Costa Mesa, California 
April 9, 2025 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 5,851,983$       

Construction & Right-of-Way
Street Reconstruction 1,465,541$       

Total Construction 1,465,541$       

Maintenance
Patching 443,143$          
Overlay & Sealing 6,687,899         
Street Lights & Traffic Signals 1,368,750         
Other Street Purpose Maintenance 6,542,940         

Total Maintenance 15,042,732$     

Total MOE Expenditures 22,360,255$     

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
General Street Maintenance 1,747,757$       
Residential Pavement 259,695            
Pedestrian Improvement 191,593            
Arterial Rehabilitation 1,307,611         

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 3,506,656$       

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 25,866,912$     

CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of Huntington Beach 
and were not audited.
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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
CITY OF LA HABRA 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of La Habra’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's management is 
responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, organization, and 
account number. The City recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (113) and identified MOE 
expenditures by a 6-digit organization and 4-digit account number. No exceptions were found as a 
result of this procedure. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $1,993,026 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $1,983,997. We agreed the total 
expenditures of $1,993,026 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $592,069, which represented approximately 
30% of direct MOE expenditures of $1,993,026 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the 
dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the City. We 
determined that the expenditures were properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and 
are allowable per the Ordinance. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 

and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $3,512,283 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. We agreed the fund balance of $3,599,717 from the general ledger detail to the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended 
within three years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City tracks its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Fair Share Fund (138). Total Measure 
M2 Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, 
were $70,371 (see Schedule A), which agreed to the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, 
and detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 
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a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: We compared the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-
Year CIP, without any exception. We selected four direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures 
for inspection totaling $59,848 representing approximately 85% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share expenditures of $70,371 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar amount 
to supporting documentation and determined that the expenditures selected were related to projects 
included in the City’s Seven-Year CIP and were properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as Local 
Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result 
of this procedure. 
 

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 
 
Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and 
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $111,764 listed on the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the 
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 

(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 
 

Findings: No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 
We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 



 
 

 
14. 

We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
March 24, 2025 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 -$  

Construction & Right-of-Way
Signals, Safety Devices, & Street Lights 130,781$          

Total Construction 130,781$          

Maintenance
Street Lights & Traffic Signals 1,138,065$       
Storm Damage 79,913
Other Street Purpose Maintenance 644,267            

Total Maintenance 1,862,245$       

Total MOE Expenditures 1,993,026$       

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
Residential Rehabilitation Slurry Seal 62,871$            
Alley Area 6 Improvement Project 7,500 

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 70,371$            

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 2,063,397$       

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of La Habra and were 
not audited.

CITY OF LA HABRA, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)



 
(Continued) 

 
16. 

 

 
Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
CITY OF LAGUNA HILLS 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of Laguna Hills’ (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's management is 
responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, department, and 
account code. The City recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (100) and identified MOE 
expenditures by a 3-digit department and a 6-digit expenditure number. No exceptions were found as 
a result of this procedure. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $1,112,912 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $355,486. We agreed the total 
expenditures of $1,112,912 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance.  
 

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $521,317, which represented approximately 
47% of direct MOE expenditures of $1,112,912 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the 
dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the City. We 
determined that the expenditures were properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and 
are allowable per the Ordinance. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 

and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $2,296,143 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. We agreed the fund balance of $238,667 from the general ledger detail to the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended within three 
years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City tracks its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Fund (212). Total Measure M2 Local 
Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were 
$708,079 (see Schedule A), which agreed to the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and 
detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 

projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 
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a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: We compared the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-
Year CIP, without any exception. We selected 16 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for 
inspection totaling $532,195 representing approximately 75% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share expenditures of $708,079 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar amount 
to supporting documentation and determined that the expenditures selected were related to projects 
included in the City’s Seven-Year CIP and were properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as Local 
Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result 
of this procedure. 
 

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 
 
Findings: Based on the Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4), the City reported $0 in interest for the 
Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund. Per discussion with the City’s accounting personnel and through 
inspection of the general ledger, no interest was identified for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The 
City’s interest allocation methodology is to calculate the average monthly cash balance to determine if 
interest should be allocated to the fund. The City had a monthly negative cash balance for the entire 
fiscal year, thus no interest was allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund. No exceptions 
were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 
(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 

 
Findings: No exceptions were noted as a result of this procedure. 

 
We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 



 
 
 

19. 

We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
March 24, 2025 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 -$                 

Maintenance
Street Lights & Traffic Signals 859,219$          
Other Street Purpose Maintenance 253,693            

Total Maintenance 1,112,912$       

Total MOE Expenditures 1,112,912$       

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
General Street Maintenance FY 23-24 (CP-11714) 708,079$          

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 708,079$          

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 1,820,991$       

CITY OF LAGUNA HILLS, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of Laguna Hills and 
were not audited.
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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
CITY OF MISSION VIEJO 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of Mission Viejo’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's management is 
responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, department, 
account, and project code. The City recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (101) followed 
by a 3-digit department code, 4-digit account code and 5-digit project code. No exceptions were found 
as a result of this procedure. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
 Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $5,218,027 (see 

Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $3,150,525. We agreed the total 
expenditures of $5,218,027 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: We selected 26 direct MOE expenditures totaling $1,318,117, which represented 
approximately 31% of direct MOE expenditures of $4,230,992 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We 
agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the City. 
We determined that the expenditures were properly classified as local street and road expenditures 
and are allowable per the Ordinance. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, indirect costs were identified as MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City reported $987,035 in MOE indirect 
expenditures. Through inspection of the City’s general ledger detail, we identified $368,250 of indirect 
costs that should have been reported as direct costs. These charges included payroll and contracted 
professional services that were being charged 100% to MOE and were deemed allowable costs. We 
selected 25 charges for inspection with a total amount of $161,583 representing 26% of the total MOE 
indirect costs. We recomputed the selected indirect costs using the City’s allocation methodology and 
identified no exceptions. Upon inspecting the supporting documentation for the samples selected, we 
determined that the indirect MOE costs were properly classified as indirect expenditures and based 
upon a reasonable and appropriate methodology. No other exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 
 

5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 
and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $6,169,211 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. We agreed the fund balance of $2,003,203 from the general ledger detail to the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended 
within three years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 

  



 
(Continued) 

 
23. 

Findings: The City tracks its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Sales Tax Apportion Fund (267). Total 
Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024, were $3,633,194, which agreed to the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail 
listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: We compared the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-
Year CIP, without any exception. The City reported LFS expenditures for a Bus Operations Project in 
the amount of $32,503 to fund operations of a local shuttle service. The local shuttle service is also 
funded under the Measure M Project V grant program and the City uses LFS to provide the local match. 
Ordinance language states that LFS funding may be used for “…other transportation purposes” and 
the Transportation Investment Plan, incorporated into the Ordinance, includes examples of “…other 
transportation needs such as residential street projects, traffic and pedestrian safety near schools, 
signal priority for emergency vehicles, etc.” The City provided Measure M Comprehensive 
Transportation Funding Program Guidelines, issued in 2016 (at the time of their Project V award) that 
require cities to provide funding matches using “non-OCTA resources” and define LFS revenues as 
“non-OCTA resources”. We selected 10 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for 
inspection totaling $2,682,292 representing approximately 75% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share expenditures of $3,591,328 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar 
amount to supporting documentation and determined that the expenditures selected were related to 
projects included in the City’s Seven-Year CIP and were properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share projects. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1), the City reported 
$41,866 in indirect costs for LFS for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We selected 25 Local Fair 
Share indirect costs for inspection totaling $31,591, representing 75% of the total Local Fair Share 
indirect costs. Upon inspection, we determined these charges were labor costs directly identifiable as 
street and road project inspection costs. As such, these costs should have been reported as direct 
costs. After further inspection, we determined that these LFS direct costs were allowable per the 
Ordinance. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences.   



 
 

 
24. 

Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and 
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $121,939 listed on the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the 
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 

(FY23) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 
 

Findings: No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 
We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 
We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  
 
At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1. The responses 
are included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described 
above. Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance 
or opinion on them.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
April 11, 2025 
 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 987,036$             

Construction & Right-of-Way
Street Reconstruction 393,925$             

Total Construction 393,925$             

Maintenance
Patching 1,707,654$          

Street Lights & Traffic Signals 1,502,679$          

Other Street Purpose Maintenance 626,733                

Total Maintenance 3,837,066$          

Total MOE Expenditures 5,218,027$          

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
La Paz Bridge Widening (01756) Street Reconstruction 1,595,371$          
Los Alisos Traffic Signal Synchronization Project (19240) Administration 246                        

North Oso Creek Bike/Ped Open Space (22333) Pedestrian Ways & Bikepaths 3,250                    

Olympiad Road Pedestrian Crossing (24259) Pedestrian Ways & Bikepaths 43,945                  

Arterial highway Resurfacing & Slurry (24837) Administration 2,036                    

Arterial highway Resurfacing & Slurry (24837) Maintenance - Overlay & Sealing 50,313                  

Residential Resurfacing (24838) Administration 39,585                  

Residential Resurfacing (24838) Maintenance - Overlay & Sealing 1,865,946            

525267-7650 Bus Operations Other Street Purposes- Other 32,503                  

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 3,633,194$          

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 8,851,221$          

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of Mission Viejo and 
were not audited.

CITY OF MISSION VIEJO, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)
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Board of Directors  

Orange County Local Transportation Authority 

  and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 

  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 

Orange, California 

  

 

The following response is being submitted to address results from the agreed upon procedures 

performed for the Measure M2 Local Fair Share program for the City of Mission Viejo as of and for 

the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. 

 

Procedure # 4 

 

Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect 

costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 

3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a 

sample of charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and 

appropriate methodology. 

 

Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 

line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, indirect costs were identified as MOE 

expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City reported $987,035 in MOE indirect 

expenditures. Through inspection of the City’s general ledger detail, we identified $368,250 of 

indirect costs that should have been reported as direct costs. These charges included payroll and 

contracted professional services that were being charged 100% to MOE and were deemed allowable 

costs. We selected 25 charges for inspection with a total amount of $161,583 representing 26% of 

the total MOE indirect costs. We recomputed the selected indirect costs using the City’s allocation 

methodology and identified no exceptions. Upon inspecting the supporting documentation for the 

samples selected, we determined that the indirect MOE costs were properly classified as indirect 

expenditures and based upon a reasonable and appropriate methodology. No other exceptions were 

found as a result of this procedure. 

 

City’s Response:  

 

Exception noted. Going forward directly identifiable payroll and contracted services expenditures 

associated with Measure M2 projects will be reported as direct costs. 

Docusign Envelope ID: 8018663E-7344-4F58-A2E9-FF8D79F30A22

http://www.cityofmissionviejo.org/
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Mayor 
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Council Member 

Procedure # 8 

 

Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 

applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 

Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 

charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 

documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 

Findings: Based upon inspection of the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1), the City reported 

$41,866 in indirect costs for LFS for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We selected 25 Local Fair 

Share indirect costs for inspection totaling $31,591, representing 75% of the total Local Fair Share 

indirect costs. Upon inspection, we determined these charges were labor costs directly identifiable as 

street and road project inspection costs. As such, these costs should have been reported as direct 

costs. After further inspection, we determined that these LFS direct costs were allowable per the 

Ordinance. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 

City’s Response:  

 

Exception noted. Going forward labor costs directly identifiable as street and road project 

inspections costs will be reported as direct costs.   

 

 

 

 

Elaine Lister, City Manager 

 

 

 

Ellis Chang, Director of Administrative Services 

 

 

 

Mark Chagnon, Director of Public Works 

 

 

Docusign Envelope ID: 8018663E-7344-4F58-A2E9-FF8D79F30A22
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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the County of Orange’s (County) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The County's 
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure 
records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the County’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The County did not have an MOE requirement for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. As a 
result, this procedure was not applicable. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The County did not have an MOE requirement for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. As a 
result, this procedure was not applicable. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: The County did not have an MOE requirement for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. As a 
result, this procedure was not applicable. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

 
Findings: The County did not have an MOE requirement for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. As a 
result, this procedure was not applicable. 

 
5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 

and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The County received $17,187,598 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, 
and 2024. We agreed the fund balance of $0 from the general ledger detail to the County’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended within three 
years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The County tracks its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Fair Share Fund (115) by using a 
4-digit object code and various job codes specific to Local Fair Share projects. Total Measure M2 Local 
Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were 
$5,665,401 (see Schedule A), which agreed to the County’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, 
and detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
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b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: We compared the projects listed on the County’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the 
Seven-Year CIP, without any exception. We selected 25 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
expenditures for inspection totaling $1,657,015 representing approximately 29% of total direct Measure 
M2 Local Fair Share expenditures of $5,665,401 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed 
the dollar amount to supporting documentation and determined that the expenditures selected were 
related to projects included in the County’s Seven-Year CIP and were properly classified as Measure 
M2 Local Fair Share projects. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the County’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as 
Local Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a 
result of this procedure. 
 

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 
 
Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and 
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $0 listed on the County’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the 
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 

(FY23) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 
 

Findings: No exceptions were noted as a result of this procedure. 
 
We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 
We are required to be independent of the County’s management and to meet our other ethical 
responsibilities, in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures 
engagement.  
 



 
 
 

29. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
March 28, 2025 
 
 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 -$                           

Construction & Right-of-Way
-$                           

Total Construction -$                           

Maintenance
-$                           

Total Maintenance -$                           

Total MOE Expenditures -$                           

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
Mitigation - Long Term Maintenance Of Road Project Mitigation 569,542$             

Midway City-Map Page 828 114,061                

St.Sweeping Dist. 1-Unincorp. 7,421                    

Rossmoor-Map Page 796 308,758                

Stanton-Map Page 797 24,885                  

St. Sweeping Dist. 2-Unincorp. 110,533                

General Maintenance Dist 3 1,161,794            

Brea-Map Pages 709, 739 1,459                    

Yorba Linda-Map Pages 739, 740 30,891                  

Orange Pk Acres-Map Pg 770,800 64,944                  

Cowan Hts/Lemon Hts-Map Pg 800 351,221                

Lemon Hts/Red Hill-Map Pg 830 197,982                

North Tustin-Map Page 800 942,209                

St.Sweeping Dist. 3-Unincorp 347,977                

El Modena Tbmp 800 17,370                  

Orange-Olive Tbmp 769 10,998                  

Anaheim-Map Pages 768,769,798 79,641                  

Placentia-Map Page 739 1,047                    

St.Sweeping Dist. 4-Unincorp. 66,259                  

La Habra Tbmp 708, 738 1,441                    

General Maintenance District 5 757,144                

Costa Mesa-Ma Pages 859, 889 3,740                    

Rancho Mission Viejo - County Area 125,435                

Avenida La Pata Water Quality Basin 2 16,645                  

Avenida La Pata Water Quality Basin 3 16,645                  

Avenida La Pata Water Quality Basin 4 16,645                  

Avenida La Pata Water Quality Basin 5 16,645                  

Avenida La Pata Water Quality Basin 6 16,645                  

St. Sweeping Dist. 5-Unincorp. 236,521                

Alton Parkway Wildlife Corridor Maint./Transfer 48,903                  

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 5,665,401$          

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 5,665,401$          

COUNTY OF ORANGE, CALIFORNIA

SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024

(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the County of Orange and were not 
audited.



 
(Continued) 

 
31. 

 

 
Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
CITY OF SAN CLEMENTE 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of San Clemente’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's 
management is responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure 
records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, project, and account 
number. The City recorded its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (001) and is identified by a 3-digit 
program and a 5-digit expenditure number. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $4,927,490 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $1,471,176. We agreed the total 
expenditures of $4,927,490 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 
18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $1,135,038 which represented 
approximately 30% of direct MOE expenditures of $3,786,293 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We 
agreed the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the City. 
We determined that the expenditures were properly classified as  local street and road expenditures 
and are allowable per the Ordinance. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

      
Findings:  Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 
1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, indirect costs were identified as MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed $1,141,197 of indirect costs per the 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1) to the general ledger detail. We selected 25 charges for 
inspection with a total amount of $312,148 representing 27% of the total MOE indirect costs. Through 
our testing, we identified 16 payroll related charges totaling $204,810 that should have been identified 
as direct costs as they were charged 100% to MOE projects and allowable per the Ordinance. After 
further inspection, the total payroll charges included as indirect costs that should have been reported 
as direct was $1,313,908. The remaining indirect expenditures included Public Works Admin of 
$206,924 and offsetting Chargeback recovery costs totaling ($372,134). These expenditures utilized 
various percentage-based allocations that were backed by appropriate documentation. No other 
exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 

and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $3,987,063 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. We agreed the fund balance of $643,953 from the general ledger detail to the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended within three 
years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 
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Findings: The LFS expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, project, and 
expenditure account number. The City recorded its LFS expenditures in its Street Improvement Fund 
(042) which is identified by a 3-digit project and a 5-digit account number. Total Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were 
$1,569,823, which agreed to the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at 
Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure 

 
7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 

projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: Eligible Jurisdictions should identify specific projects by their actual titles as well as a brief 
description for all projects that utilized any portion of Measure M2 Local Fair Share Funding in the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 4). When comparing the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report 
(Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, we found that the City had reported generic projects such as 
“Street Improvement Projects” and “As Needed Repairs” which included various other projects. As such 
we were unable to trace the exact projects back to the City’s Seven-Year CIP. We selected 25 direct 
Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for inspection totaling $1,280,703 representing 
approximately 82% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures of $1,549,105 for the 
Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar amount to supporting documentation and 
determined that the expenditures selected were properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.  

 
8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 

applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, Line 
1), the City reported $20,718 in indirect costs for LFS for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We 
selected 25 Local Fair Share indirect costs for inspection totaling $20,592 representing 99% of the total 
Local Fair Share indirect costs. Upon inspection, we determined these charges were labor costs directly 
identifiable as street and road project inspection costs. As such, these costs should have been reported 
as direct costs. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure.  

 
9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 

allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 
 
Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and 
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $10,738 listed on the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the 
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 



 
 

 
34. 

10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 
(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 

 
Findings: No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 
We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  
 
At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1. The responses 
are included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described 
above. Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance 
or opinion on them.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
April 9, 2025 
 
 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 1,141,197$       

Construction & Right-of-Way
Street Reconstruction 500,000$          

Total Construction 500,000$          

Maintenance
Patching 317,669$          
Overlay & Sealing 628,444            
Street Lights & Traffic Signals 2,340,180         

Total Maintenance 3,286,293$       

Total MOE Expenditures 4,927,490$       

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
Del Mar Street Rehabilitation 103,159$          
FY 2022 Street Improvement Projects - Various Streets 222,039            
FY 2023 Street Improvement Projects - Various Streets 137                  
As Needed Repairs FY 2023 438,546            
As Needed Repairs FY 2024 210,545            
FY 2024 Street Improvement Projects - Various Streets 595,397            

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 1,569,823$       

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 6,497,313$       

CITY OF SAN CLEMENTE, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of San Clemente and 
were not audited.





04/09/2025

Dave Rebensdorf (Apr 9, 2025 12:09 PDT)

Dave Rebensdorf 04/09/2025

Andy Hall (Apr 9, 2025 13:16 PDT)
Andy Hall 04/09/2025
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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
CITY OF SEAL BEACH 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of Seal Beach’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's management is 
responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, department, object, 
and account number. The City records its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (101) and is identified 
by a 3-digit department number followed by various 4-digit object number and 5-digit account number. 
No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $1,709,456 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $733,847. We agreed the total 
expenditures of $1,709,456 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $444,598, which represented approximately 
48% of direct MOE expenditures of $919,999 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar 
amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the City. We determined 
that the expenditures were properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and is allowable 
per the Ordinance. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

      
Findings: We agreed the total indirect expenditures of $789,457 to the amount reported on the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1) with no differences. We selected 27 indirect MOE charges for 
inspection totaling $269,322, which represented 34% of the total indirect MOE costs of $789,457.  Out 
of our testing selections, we identified $124,658 in street sweeping and utility expenditures that should 
have been classified as direct MOE costs and were allowable per the Ordinance. We also identified 
two expenditures totaling $315 for meals provided to employees that are not allowable. Finally, we 
requested the City to provide a documented methodology used to allocate payroll and benefits charges 
of $144,664 and the City was unable to provide such documentation. As such, we lacked the 
information necessary to confirm these costs as fair and reasonable and the entirety of these allocated 
costs were removed from the MOE totaling $561,449. After removing unsupported indirect cost 
allocations and the meals, the City still met the MOE benchmark requirement. No other exceptions 
were noted as a result of this procedure. 
 

5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 
and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $1,630,791 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. We agreed the fund balance of $1,397,637 from the general ledger detail to the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended 
within three years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 
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Findings: The LFS expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund 211. Total Measure 
M2 Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, 
were $961,055 (see Schedule A), which agreed to the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, 
and detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: We compared the projects listed on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-
Year CIP, without exception. We selected 10 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for 
inspection totaling $822,565 representing approximately 86% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share expenditures of $961,055 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the dollar amount 
to supporting documentation and determined that the expenditures selected were related to projects 
included in the City’s Seven-Year CIP and were properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as Local 
Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result 
of this procedure. 
 

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 
 
Findings: We inspected the amount of interest allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund and 
agreed the amount reflected to the amount of interest totaling $33,207 listed on the City’s Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the 
amount based on the interest allocation methodology. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 

(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 
 

Findings: No exceptions were noted as a result of this procedure. 
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We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 
We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  
 
At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1. The responses 
are included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described 
above. Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance 
or opinion on them.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
April 7, 2025 
 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe
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SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 789,457$          

Construction & Right-of-Way
Signals, Safety Devices, & Street Lights 217$                
Pedestrian Ways & Bikepaths 142,624            

Total Construction 142,841$          

Maintenance
Street Lights & Traffic Signals 111,793$          
Storm Damage 17,600             
Other Street Purpose Maintenance 647,765            

Total Maintenance 777,158$          

Total MOE Expenditures 1,709,456$       

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
O-ST-6 CitywideTraffic Signal Improvement Project 200,742$          
O-ST-4 Annual ADA Improvements Project 56,748             
ST1811 Lampson Bike Trail Project 452,835            
STO1 Annual Slurry Seal Project 250,730            

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 961,055$          

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 2,670,511$       

CITY OF SEAL BEACH, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of Seal Beach and 
were not audited.
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Crowe LLP 
Independent Member Crowe Global  

 
INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT ON 

APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES 
CITY OF WESTMINSTER 

 
 
Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority and  
  the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the  
  Orange County Local Transportation Authority 
Orange, California 
 
 
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Taxpayers Oversight 
Committee of the Orange County Local Transportation Authority (OCLTA) (the specified party), related to 
the City of Westminster’s (City) compliance with certain provisions of the Measure M2 Local Transportation 
Ordinance (Ordinance) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City's management is 
responsible for compliance with the Ordinance and for its cash, revenue, and expenditure records.  
 
The Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the OCLTA has agreed to and acknowledged that the procedures 
performed are appropriate to meet the intended purpose of evaluating the City’s compliance with certain 
provisions of the Ordinance as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We make no representation 
regarding the appropriateness of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been 
requested or for any other purpose. This report may not be suitable for any other purpose. The procedures 
performed may not address all the items of interest to a user of this report and may not meet the needs of 
all users of this report and, as such, users are responsible for determining whether the procedures 
performed are appropriate for their purposes. An agreed-upon procedures engagement involves performing 
specific procedures that the engaging party has agreed to and acknowledged to be appropriate for the 
intended purpose of the engagement and reporting on findings based on the procedures performed. 
 
The procedures and associated findings were as follows: 
 
1.  Describe which funds the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track all street and road expenditures and inquire 

how the Eligible Jurisdiction identifies (Maintenance of Effort) MOE expenditures in its general ledger. 
 

Findings: The MOE expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, organization, and 
object numbers. The City records its MOE expenditures in its General Fund (100) and is identified by 
a 5-digit organization number, and a 5-digit object number. No exceptions were found as a result of this 
procedure. 

 
2. Obtain the detail of MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024 and determine whether 

the Eligible Jurisdiction met the minimum MOE requirement as outlined in the Measure M2 Eligibility 
Guidelines Fiscal Year 2023/2024. Agree the total MOE expenditures to the amount reported on the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 18). Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City’s MOE expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were $2,440,055 (see 
Schedule A), which exceeded the MOE benchmark requirement of $1,894,018. We agreed the total 
expenditures of $2,440,055 to the amount reported on the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 18). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
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3. Select a sample of MOE expenditures from the Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. 
Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for inspection. For each item selected, perform 
the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

 
b. Determine whether the expenditure was properly classified as a local street and road expenditure 

and is allowable per the Ordinance. 
 

Findings: We selected 25 direct MOE expenditures totaling $704,575, which represented approximately 
35% of direct MOE expenditures of $2,011,108 for fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. We agreed the 
dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation provided by the City. We 
determined that the expenditures were properly classified as a local street and road expenditure and 
are allowable per the Ordinance. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

4. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, indirect costs were identified as MOE 
expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City reported $428,947 in MOE indirect 
expenditures. Through inspection of the City’s general ledger detail, we identified $63,951 of indirect 
costs that should have been reported as direct costs. We selected 12 charges for inspection with a total 
amount of $337,504, representing 92% of the total MOE indirect costs. We recomputed the selected 
indirect costs using the City’s allocation methodology and identified no exceptions. The indirect costs 
included Benefits Overhead, Insurance Charges, and Public Works Administrative Charges. Upon 
inspecting the supporting documentation for the samples selected, we determined that the indirect MOE 
costs were properly classified as indirect expenditures and based upon a reasonable and appropriate 
methodology. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
5. Obtain a listing of Measure M2 Local Fair Share payments made from OCLTA to the Eligible Jurisdiction 

and calculate the amount the Eligible Jurisdiction received for the past three fiscal years. Obtain the 
fund balance of the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund as of June 30, 2024 and 
agree to the balance as listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20) 
and determine whether funds were expended within three years of receipt or within five years, if an 
extension was granted. Explain any differences. 

 
Findings: The City received $5,736,365 for the past three fiscal years ended June 30, 2022, 2023, and 
2024. We agreed the fund balance of $3,642,550 from the general ledger detail to the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 1, line 20), with no differences. We determined funds were expended 
within three years of receipt. No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

 
6. Describe which fund the Eligible Jurisdiction used to track expenditures relating to Measure M2 Local 

Fair Share monies in its general ledger and the amount spent during the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2024. Agree the total Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger to the amounts reflected on 
the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and detail listed at Schedule 4). 
Explain any differences. 
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Findings: The LFS expenditures were tracked in the City’s general ledger by fund, organization, and 
object number. The City recorded its LFS expenditures in its Measure M2 Fair Share Fund (211) and 
Fund (405) with a 5-digit organization number following by a 5-digit object number. Total Measure M2 
Local Fair Share expenditures per the general ledger during the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024, were 
$1,271,853 (see Schedule A), which agreed to the City’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 17, and 
detail listed at Schedule 4). No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

7. Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Compare the 
projects listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, 
explaining any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures 
selected for inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 

 
a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 

include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
vouchers or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 
 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction’s Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair Share 
projects. 

 
Findings: We selected 17 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for inspection totaling 
$971,341 representing approximately 76% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures of 
$1,271,853 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. When comparing the projects listed on the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, we traced five expenditures in the amount of 
$126,791 related to the Citywide Street Sweeping project, which was not listed on the City’s Seven-
Year CIP. We confirmed that the project was shown in prior year’s Seven-Year CIPs’ but not rolled 
forward to the current year. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 

8. Identify whether indirect costs were charged as Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures. If 
applicable, compare indirect costs identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). Explain any differences. If applicable, select a sample of 
charges. Describe the dollar amount inspected. Identify the amounts charged and inspect supporting 
documentation for reasonableness and appropriate methodology. 

 
Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, 
line 1), and discussion with the City’s accounting personnel, no indirect costs were identified as Local 
Fair Share expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. No exceptions were found as a result 
of this procedure. 
 

9. Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction’s interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was 
credited. Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 
 
Findings: We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the amount based on the 
interest allocation methodology. We recomputed the total interest for the fiscal year, which amounted 
to $81,401. This amount did not agree to the amount of interest totaling $81,395 listed on the City’s 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). The difference between these two amounts, a variance of $6, 
is attributed to a correcting entry posted to the wrong account. No other exceptions were found as a 
result of this procedure. 

 
10. Determine whether the Jurisdiction was found eligible by the Board of Directors for the applicable year 

(FY24) by inspecting the OCLTA Board agenda and action items. 
 

Findings: No exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 
 



 
 
 

44. 

We were engaged by OCLTA to perform this agreed-upon procedures engagement and conducted our 
engagement in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination or review engagement, 
the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or conclusion, respectively, on the accounting 
records, any indirect cost allocation plans and compliance with the provisions of the Measure M2 Local 
Transportation Ordinance. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we 
performed additional procedures, other matters might have come to our attention that would have been 
reported to you. 
 
We are required to be independent of the City’s management and to meet our other ethical responsibilities, 
in accordance with the relevant ethical requirements related to our agreed-upon procedures engagement.  
 
At the request of OCLTA, the City’s responses to certain findings are included in Exhibit 1. The responses 
are included for the purpose of additional information and were not subjected to the procedures described 
above. Accordingly, we did not perform any procedures on the City’s responses and express no assurance 
or opinion on them.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of and is not intended to be, and should not be, 
used by anyone other than the specified party. 
 
 
 
 
 
 Crowe LLP 
 
Costa Mesa, California 
March 26, 2025 
 
 

SternCL
Richards, J. - Crowe



 
 
 

45. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SCHEDULE A

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Expenditures:
Indirect and/ or Overhead - Schedule 3, line 1 428,947$          

Construction & Right-of-Way
Street Reconstruction 49,651$            
Signals, Safety Devices, & Street Lights 215,693            

Total Construction 265,345$          

Maintenance
Other Street Purpose Maintenance 1,745,764$       

Total Maintenance 1,745,764$       

Total MOE Expenditures 2,440,055$       

Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures (Schedule 4):
Citywide Storm Drain Improvements 265,416$          
Citywide Residential Overlay/Seal 35,800             
Garden Grove Boulevard Improvements - Construction 536,830            
Utilities - Electricity (traffic Signals) 123,964            
Citywide Street Sweeping 309,843            

Total Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 1,271,853$       

Total MOE and Measure M2 Local Fair Share Expenditures 3,711,909$       

CITY OF WESTMINSTER, CALIFORNIA
SCHEDULE OF MEASURE M2 LOCAL FAIR SHARE EXPENDITURES

Year ended June 30, 2024
(Unaudited)

Note: The above amounts were taken directly from the financial records of the City of Westminster and 
were not audited.



8200 WESTMINSTER BOULEVARD, WESTMINSTER, CA 92683 • (714) 898-3311 

March 26, 2025 

Board of Directors 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority 

and the Taxpayers Oversight Committee of the 
Orange County Local Transportation Authority 

Orange, California 

Exhibit 1 

The following response is being submitted to address results from the agreed upon procedures performed 
for the Measure M2 Local Fair Share program for the City of Westminster as of and for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 2024. 

Procedure #4 

Identify whether indirect costs were charged as MOE expenditures. If applicable, compare indirect costs 
identified to the amount reported on the Eligible Jurisdiction's Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1). 
Explain any differences. If applicable, obtain detail of indirect costs charged, and select a sample of 
charges for inspection. Inspect supporting documentation for reasonableness and appropriate 
methodology. 

Findings: Based upon inspection of the general ledger detail, the Expenditure Report (Schedule 3, line 1 ), 
and discussion with the City's accounting personnel, indirect costs were identified as MOE expenditures 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2024. The City reported $428,947 in MOE indirect expenditures. 
Through inspection of the City's general ledger detail, we identified $63,951 of indirect costs that should 
have been reported as direct costs. We selected 12 charges for inspection with a total amount of 
$337,504, representing 92% of the total MOE indirect costs. We recomputed the se lected indirect costs 
using the City's allocation methodology and identified no exceptions. The indirect costs included Benefits 
Overhead, Insurance Charges, and Public Works Administrative Charges. Upon inspecting the supporting 
documentation for the samples selected, we determined that the indirect MOE costs were properly 
classified as indirect expenditures and based upon a reasonable and appropriate methodology. No other 
exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

City's Response: 

We will verify expenditures are properly classified as indirect or direct on the Expenditure report in the 
current and future years. 

Chi Charlie Nguyen 
Mayol' 

Carlos Manzo 
Vice Mayor 

District 2 

Amy Phan West 
Co1111cil Member 

District I 

Mark Nguyen 
Co1111cif Member 

District 3 

NamQuan Nguyen 
Co1111cil Member 

District4 

Christine Cordon 
Ci1y Manager 



Procedure #7 

Obtain the Eligible Jurisdiction's Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (ClP). Compare the projects 
listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction's Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, explaining 
any differences. Select a sample of Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures from the Eligible 
Jurisdiction's general ledger expenditure detail. Describe the percentage of total expenditures selected for 
inspection. For each item selected perform the following: 

a. Agree the dollar amount listed on the general ledger to supporting documentation, which may 
include a check copy or wire transfer, vendor invoice, payroll registers and timecards, journal 
voucher or other appropriate supporting documentation; and 

b. Determine that the expenditures selected in (a) above were related to projects included in the 
Eligible Jurisdiction's Seven-Year CIP and are properly classified as Measure M2 Local Fair 
Share projects. 

Findings: We selected 17 direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures for inspection totaling 
$971,341 representing approximately 76% of total direct Measure M2 Local Fair Share expenditures of 
$1,271,853 for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2024. When comparing the projects listed on the City's 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 4) to the Seven-Year CIP, we traced five expenditures in the amount of 
$126,791 related to the Citywide Street Sweeping project, which was not listed on the City's Seven-Year 
CIP. We confirmed that the project was shown in prior year's Seven-Year CIPs' but not rolled forward to 
the current year. No other exceptions were found as a result of this procedure. 

City's Response: 

The City will update the Seven-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to include the Citywide Street 
Steet Sweeping project as a part of the reporting process that will be presented to the Westminster City 
Council in June 2025. 

Chi Charlie Nguyen 
Mayor 

Carlos Manzo 
Vice Mayor 

District 2 

Amy Phan West 
Co1111cil Member 

District I 

Mark Nguyen 
Council Member 

District 3 

NamQuan Nguyen 
Co1111cil Member 

Distric/ 4 

Christine Cordon 
City Manager 



Procedure #9 

Obtain and inspect the Eligible Jurisdiction's interest allocation methodology and amount of interest 
allocated to the Measure M2 Local Fair Share Fund to ensure the proper amount of interest was credited. 
Agree the amount reflected to the amount of interest listed on the Eligible Jurisdiction's Expenditure 
Report (Schedule 2, line 4). Explain any differences. 

Findings: We inspected the interest allocation methodology and recomputed the amount based on the 
interest allocation methodology. We recomputed the total interest for the fiscal year, which amounted to 
$81,401. This amount did not agree to the amount of interest totaling $81,395 listed on the City's 
Expenditure Report (Schedule 2, line 4). The difference between these two amounts, a variance of $6, is 
attributed to a correcting entry posted to the wrong account. No other exceptions were found as a result 
of this procedure. 

City's Response: 

The variance of $6 will be allocated to the Measure M2 Fair Share Fund in the current year. 

Chi Charlie Nguyen 
Mayor 

Carlos Manzo 
Vice Mayo,­

District 2 

Amy Phan West 
Council Member 

Dis trict I 

Erin Backs, Finance Director 

Jake Ngo, Director of Public Works 

Mark Nguyen 
Co1111cil Member 

District 3 

NamQuan Nguyen 
Co1111cil Member 

District 4 

Christine Cordon 
City Manager 
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