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Dear Oceanside Collegiate Academy Family: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with information related to an article that was 
published in the Post & Courier on Friday August 13, 2021, regarding OCA, and a subsequent follow up 
story on Monday, August 16.  The OCA Board was alarmed by the misinformation conveyed to the Post 
& Courier and the threats made related to OCA’s charter, and we understand that many of you were 
alarmed as well.  OCA is in great shape academically and fiscally, and the OCA Board is prepared to 
respond to any questions we might receive.  The OCA Board of Directors wants our OCA family to 
know the following:  

(1) All of us at OCA, with the assistance of OCA’s management organization, Pinnacle 
Charter School Management Group, have established one of the most successful public charter schools 
in the State of South Carolina.    

(2) Our school has produced outstanding academic results since its inception, received 
positive ratings on State Report Cards, helped our students obtain millions of dollars collectively in 
college scholarships, received clean audits by a very reputable CPA audit firm for several consecutive 
years, maintained a healthy fund balance, and is fully enrolled with a significant waitlist of students who 
want to attend OCA.    

(3) OCA began receiving questions from its charter school sponsor, the Charter Institute 
at Erskine (the “Institute”), concerning Pinnacle in May 2020.  Over the last 15 months, the OCA Board 
has answered all questions it has received from the Institute.   

(4) Last year, the Institute informed the OCA Board that it was investigating Pinnacle 
because “The Institute received an anonymous report of suspected corrupt or fraudulent conduct by 
Pinnacle.”  The OCA Board made several written requests to the Institute for a copy of the anonymous 
report.  If there was suspected corrupt or fraudulent activity, the OCA Board wanted to know about it.  
The Institute did not respond at any point in time to any of our Board’s written requests for a copy of the 
anonymous report.  On July 8, 2021, OCA’s Board Chair sent a South Carolina Freedom of Information 
Act request to the Institute for a copy of the anonymous report.  On July 22, 2021, the last day the 
Institute was permitted to respond to our request under the FOIA, the Institute’s CEO responded stating 
that the Institute had no responsive documents (i.e. no anonymous report).   A copy of our Board’s FOIA 
request and the Institute’s response are attached.   

(5) OCA has not utilized EB-5 financing or any foreign financing for its school facility.  
In fact, OCA’s relationship with Pinnacle has saved OCA and South Carolina taxpayers hundreds of 
thousands or millions of dollars in school facility costs.    

As background, South Carolina does not provide its charter schools with any significant 
source of funding for school facilities.  As a result, South Carolina charter schools are forced to navigate 
capital markets for themselves to attempt to obtain school facility financing.  New charter schools with 



 
 

little or no operating history, credit, cash, or assets are typically not eligible to borrow from or through 
“traditional” charter school facility lending sources (e.g. the United States Department of Agriculture 
Community Facility Programs, the South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority, commercial 
bank loans, etc.).  Accordingly, new charter schools must typically suffer the limitations and risks 
associated with leasing facility space (to the extent suitable facility space that meets the Office of School 
Facilities’ stringent requirements is available for rent in the school’s market at an affordable price) and/or 
turn to high-cost, out-of-state or out-of-country developers and financers to develop a school facility.  
Such development transactions often involve high interest rates, high fees, and significant expenses, 
which ultimately cost South Carolina taxpayers millions of dollars.  Although such school facility 
development transactions are typically undesirable to charter schools, South Carolina has not given its 
charter schools better options to develop school facilities.  

Fortunately for OCA and South Carolina taxpayers, Pinnacle’s proven successful model 
helped OCA, as a new charter school at the time, secure bond financing for a school facility through the 
South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority, which saved OCA and South Carolina 
taxpayers hundreds of thousands or millions of dollars in school facility costs.  This opportunity was 
available to OCA because of its relationship with Pinnacle.  Specifically, OCA’s bondholders were 
familiar with Pinnacle’s proven successful model and therefore agreed to work with OCA as a new 
school.  Thankfully, because of OCA’s relationship with Pinnacle, OCA did not have to utilize EB-5 
financing or suffer an unreasonably high-cost development for its school facility, which saved OCA and 
South Carolina taxpayers money.     

OCA retained Parker Poe to represent OCA as bond counsel in the South Carolina Jobs-
Economic Development Authority bond transaction and OCA received an opinion on the legality of the 
transaction from Parker Poe.  Additionally, OCA received the Governor’s Certificate of Final Approval 
for its S.C. JEDA bond issuance.   

(6) The Institute has misrepresented information regarding OCA and the Institute’s 
investigation to the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Legislators, State Superintendent of Education, and 
Inspector General.   

(7) The Institute also made allegations about OCA’s submission of its annual audit and 
OCA’s compliance with racial composition standards that are unjust.  The OCA Board has responded to 
the Institute’s allegations.  Please find attached a copy of our response.      

(8) The OCA Board has been diligently working to answer questions and correct 
misinformation being spread by well-paid state employees who appear to seek harm to OCA and are 
now making threats to revoke OCA’s charter without justification. 

(9) OCA is one of the most successful charter schools in the State of South Carolina, and 
the fully dedicated OCA Board is ready to respond and defend our school and our OCA family from 
dangerous, unjustified accusations being made against us.  

(10) Please find attached a copy of the OCA Board’s letter dated August 16, 2021, that 
was sent in response to the Institute’s questions.   A copy of this letter has been provided to the Post & 
Courier in response to a Freedom of Information Act request our Board received from the Post & Courier.   



 
 

(11) If you desire to help OCA and voice your support for our school, please contact Ms. 
Kira Perdue at kiraperdue@gmail.com, and we will be glad to discuss with you how you can personally 
help promote OCA and protect our school from those seeking to harm it.  

Should any of you have immediate questions, please contact Ms. Kira Perdue at 
kiraperdue@gmail.com.   We are happy to answer and provide any information that is legally appropriate 
to disclose (please note that some information maintained by the school, such as student and personnel 
information, must remain confidential).  Our Board loves OCA, our students, our families, and our staff, 
and we are prepared to do whatever it takes to ensure that OCA continues to achieve great results for our 
community.   Remember, many of us have children that attend or have attended OCA too.  This matters.    

Thank you all for your love, spirit, and support.   

Sincerely,       
 
 
 
The Oceanside Collegiate Academy 
Board of Directors 

 
Attachment 
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July 8, 2021 
 
VIA E-MAIL 
Mr. Cameron Runyan, CEO 
Charter Institute at Erskine  
1201 Main Street, Suite 300 
Columbia, SC 29201 

Dear Mr. Runyan:   

Pursuant to the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act, S.C. Code § 30-4-10, et seq., I 
request that you provide me with any and all anonymous report(s) of suspected corrupt or fraudulent conduct by 
Oceanside Collegiate Academy’s educational management organization, Pinnacle Charter School Academies 
(“Pinnacle”), that the Charter Institute at Erskine (the “Institute”) has received.   

While I regret the necessity of compelling the production of this anonymous report via the South 
Carolina Freedom of Information Act, this is the fifth time the OCA Board of Directors has requested in writing 
from the Institute a copy of the anonymous report the Institute allegedly received.  The Institute has repeatedly 
ignored and failed to respond to our requests for a copy of the anonymous report, despite conducting an ongoing 
14-month investigation into the anonymous allegations at OCA.    

Consistent with the Freedom of Information Act, the Institute may establish and collect 
reasonable fees not to exceed the actual cost of the search, retrieval, and redaction of records. However, the 
Freedom of Information Act requires that a public body develop a fee schedule to be posted online.  It appears 
that the Institute has not posted such a fee schedule on its website.  Accordingly, the OCA Board expects there 
will not be any fee associated with producing the requested record(s). 

I look forward to your response, which is required within ten days (excepting Saturdays, 
Sundays, and legal public holidays) from receipt of this request.   Further, I appreciate any effort you can make 
to expedite this request. 

Thank you in advance for your time and attention to this matter.  

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dr. Marvin Arnsdorff 
Board Chair 
 

c:  Oceanside Collegiate Academy Board of Directors 
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Dear Mr. Arnsdorff:
 
The Institute is in receipt of your FOIA request dated 08 July 2021 in which you request that the
Institute “provide me with any and all anonymous report(s) of suspected corrupt or fraudulent
conduct by Oceanside Collegiate Academy’s educational management organization, Pinnacle Charter
School Academies (“Pinnacle”), that the Charter Institute at Erskine (the “Institute”) has received.” 
The Institute has no documents that are responsive to your request. 
 
Thank you
 
 

Cameron runyan

Superintendent and CEO
The Charter Institute at Erskine
Direct: 803.849.2402
1201 Main St., Ste. 300
Columbia, SC 29201
Follow us!

    
 
 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  The materials contained in this electronic transmission are private and confidential
and are the property of the sender.  The information contained in the material is privileged and is intended only for
the use of the individual(s) or entity(ies) named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that any
unauthorized disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
electronically transmitted information is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this electronic transmission in
error, please immediately notify the sender and destroy all copies of the original message.
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July 8, 2021 
 
VIA E-MAIL 
Sarah Timmons, Esq. 
Timmons Law Firm 
25 Delano Drive, Suite E 
Greenville, SC 29601 
 


Re: Oceanside Collegiate Academy  
 
Dear Ms. Timmons: 


The Oceanside Collegiate Academy (“OCA”) Board of Directors is in receipt of 
the Charter Institute at Erskine’s (the “Institute” or “CIE”) letter dated June 25, 2021.  In a separate 
letter from our firm dated July 8, 2021, the OCA Board of Directors responded to the Institute’s 
allegations that OCA did not submit its FY20 annual audit in a timely manner and is not in 
compliance with racial composition requirements set forth in the South Carolina Charter Schools 
Act, S.C. Code Ann. §§ 59-40-10 et. seq. (the “Act”).   


The Institute’s June 25, 2021 letter also raises questions related to the Institute’s 
ongoing 14-month investigation of an alleged anonymous report of “suspected corrupt or 
fraudulent conduct” by Pinnacle Charter School Management Group (“Pinnacle”), OCA’s 
management organization.  OCA’s Board of Directors will be glad to respond to the information 
presented in the Institute’s June 25, 2021 letter, although due to the volume of information 
presented, the volume of information to be provided in response, and pre-existing schedule 
conflicts during the month of July, the OCA Board of Directors will need until at least August 16, 
2021 to respond.  The OCA Board of Directors plans to meet in early August, and in response to 
the Institute’s request to meet with the OCA Board of Directors, the OCA Board of Directors is 
willing to hear from the Institute during its meeting.  If the Institute would like to be on the OCA 
Board’s meeting agenda in early August, please let me know. 


I. Concerns with the Institute’s Investigation    


After reviewing the Institute’s June 25, 2021 letter and the materials attached 
thereto, the OCA Board of Directors has significant concerns that the Institute reached unfounded 
conclusions regarding the fiscal performance of OCA without having all of the relevant 
information or giving OCA a reasonable opportunity to respond to the Institute’s letter, thereby 
violating OCA’s due process and contractual rights, as well as statutory requirements for charter 
school authorizers.  For example, OCA’s concerns include the following:   
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(1) The Institute’s letter dated June 25, 2021 misrepresents Prestige School 
Solutions’ (“Prestige”) Report as an “Audit Report” and a “Forensic Audit,” neither of which is 
accurate.  Prestige’s Report states “[w]e are not a registered certified public accounting firm or 
auditor,” “[w]e have not been engaged to conduct an audit of OCA,” and “this engagement [is] not 
… an attest engagement.”     


(2) According to the Report from Prestige, the Institute engaged Prestige 
specifically “to assist CIE solely in quantifying a dollar amount of Questioned Costs associated 
with OCA’s management by [Pinnacle].”  Accordingly, it appears the Institute’s mission for 
Prestige was not objective, but pre-determined.     


(3) Prestige’s Report states that “[s]imply identifying a transaction as a Questioned 
Cost neither confirms nor rules out whether the Questioned Cost represents a transaction that was 
appropriate and valid,” (emphasis in original) thereby indicating that Prestige did not reach any 
conclusions on the “Questioned Costs” that the CIE engaged Prestige to identify. 


(4) Prestige’s Report states that “a Questioned Cost in no way speaks to the intent 
of the individual or organization responsible for initiating, authorizing or recording the 
transaction.”  


(5) Prestige’s Report states that the “uncertainties surrounding an identified 
Questioned Cost may subsequently be mitigated or reasonable assurance of its appropriateness 
gained by virtue of OCA and/or [Pinnacle] providing additional explanation, context, 
documentation or other clarifying information regarding the identified transaction subsequent to 
the issuance of this report,” meaning that additional information may show that the “Questioned 
Costs” were appropriate.   


(6) Despite the language above from Prestige’s Report, which indicates that 
Prestige did not reach any conclusions and that additional information is needed, the Institute’s 
letter dated June 25, 2021 reaches several preemptive conclusions.   


(7) Despite purporting to give OCA a reasonable opportunity to respond to the 
information presented, the Institute’s letter dated June 25, 2021 states there “appears to be a 
systematic improper delegation of the Board’s authority to the EMO and lack of oversight on 
procurement of contracts and expenditures involving taxpayer dollars,” and that “it is evident that 
the School Board has improperly delegated its responsibilities to the EMO that must be preserved 
and retained by the School Board.”   


(8) The Institute’s letter then purports to issue sanctions short of revocation against 
OCA, including placing the school on “Emergency Fiscal Watch” and requiring a “Corrective 
Action Plan,” before giving OCA an opportunity to respond to the information presented.      


Under the Act and the Charter Contract between the Institute and OCA, the Institute 
is required to conduct or require oversight activities that enable the Sponsor to fulfill its 
responsibilities outlined in the law, including conducting appropriate inquiries and investigations, 
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only if those activities are consistent with the law.  Due process requires the Institute to provide 
OCA with fair notice and an opportunity to be heard in a meaningful way.   See McIntyre v. Sec. 
Comm'r of S.C., 425 S.C. 439, 449, 823 S.E.2d 193, 198 (Ct. App. 2018).  By (i) misrepresenting 
the title and nature of Prestige’s work and Report, (ii) engaging Prestige to quantify “Questioned 
Costs,” and (iii) drawing conclusions about OCA’s financial performance that Prestige did not 
draw before giving OCA a reasonable opportunity to respond to the information presented, the 
Institute violated statutory, contractual, and other legal duties it has as an authorizer and a 
governmental entity.  


 II. Conclusion and Freedom of Information Act Request    


Nonetheless, the OCA Board of Directors is in the process of compiling documents 
to respond to the Institute’s June 25, 2021 letter.  The OCA Board currently anticipates that it will 
be able to provide a response by August 16, 2021.    


In the meantime, please see the attached correspondence from Dr. Arnsdorff, 
OCA’s Board Chair, to the Institute requesting pursuant to the South Carolina Freedom of 
Information Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 30-4-10 et seq., a copy of the anonymous report of “suspected 
corrupt or fraudulent conduct” by Pinnacle, which the Institute allegedly received in the Spring of 
2020 and has not previously provided to OCA.   


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.   


With kind regards, I am 


Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
Tyler R. Turner 
tturner@turnercaudell.com 


/sws 
Attachment 
c: Oceanside Collegiate Academy Board of Directors (w/attachment) 
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July 8, 2021 
 
VIA E-MAIL 
Mr. Cameron Runyan, CEO 
Charter Institute at Erskine  
1201 Main Street, Suite 300 
Columbia, SC 29201 


Dear Mr. Runyan:   


Pursuant to the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act, S.C. Code § 30-4-10, et seq., I 
request that you provide me with any and all anonymous report(s) of suspected corrupt or fraudulent conduct by 
Oceanside Collegiate Academy’s educational management organization, Pinnacle Charter School Academies 
(“Pinnacle”), that the Charter Institute at Erskine (the “Institute”) has received.   


While I regret the necessity of compelling the production of this anonymous report via the South 
Carolina Freedom of Information Act, this is the fifth time the OCA Board of Directors has requested in writing 
from the Institute a copy of the anonymous report the Institute allegedly received.  The Institute has repeatedly 
ignored and failed to respond to our requests for a copy of the anonymous report, despite conducting an ongoing 
14-month investigation into the anonymous allegations at OCA.    


Consistent with the Freedom of Information Act, the Institute may establish and collect 
reasonable fees not to exceed the actual cost of the search, retrieval, and redaction of records. However, the 
Freedom of Information Act requires that a public body develop a fee schedule to be posted online.  It appears 
that the Institute has not posted such a fee schedule on its website.  Accordingly, the OCA Board expects there 
will not be any fee associated with producing the requested record(s). 


I look forward to your response, which is required within ten days (excepting Saturdays, 
Sundays, and legal public holidays) from receipt of this request.   Further, I appreciate any effort you can make 
to expedite this request. 


Thank you in advance for your time and attention to this matter.  


Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dr. Marvin Arnsdorff 
Board Chair 
 


c:  Oceanside Collegiate Academy Board of Directors 
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August 16, 2021 
 
 

VIA E-MAIL 
Sarah Timmons, Esq. 
Timmons Law Firm 
25 Delano Drive, Suite E 
Greenville, SC 29601 
 

Re: Oceanside Collegiate Academy 
 
Dear Ms. Timmons: 

  The Oceanside Collegiate Academy (“OCA”) Board of Directors (“Board”) is in 
receipt of the Charter Institute at Erskine’s (the “Institute”) letter from your office dated June 25, 
2021.  (Copy of letter from the Institute dated June 25, 2021, attached as Exhibit A.)  This 
correspondence addresses the sections of the Institute’s June 25, 2021, letter with headings labeled 
“Audit Report Findings & Notice of Concerns”1 and “Additional Areas of Concerns.”    

Executive Summary of Recent Correspondence 

  The OCA Board initially responded to the Institute’s June 25, 2021 letter with two 
separate letters dated July 8, 2021.  (Copies of letters dated July 8, 2021, attached as Exhibit B.)   
One of the letters from the OCA Board dated July 8, 2021, addresses the submission of OCA’s 
annual audit and OCA’s compliance with racial demographic standards, and the other letter from 
the OCA Board dated July 8, 2021, addresses concerns with the Institute mischaracterizing the 
nature and scope of Prestige School Solution’s (“Prestige”) work and report and the Institute 
reaching unfounded conclusions, including stating that OCA was being placed on “Emergency 
Fiscal Watch,” before providing the OCA Board with notice of the questions presented or an 
opportunity to respond.  Under State law, the Institute is not authorized to declare emergency 
“Fiscal Watch.”  Only the State Superintendent of Education has authority to declare “Fiscal 
Watch,” which the statute defines as “the lowest level of concern.”  The OCA Board has not been 
contacted by Superintendent Spearman, and the OCA Board is unaware of Superintendent 
Spearman delegating her statutory authority to the Institute.   

 
1The Institute’s June 25, 2021, letter, mischaracterizes Prestige’s work as a “forensic audit” and Prestige’s report as 
an “audit report.”   Prestige’s report states that Prestige is “not a registered certified public accounting firm or auditor,” 
(p. 3) that Prestige has “not been engaged to conduct an audit of OCA,” (p. 3) and that Prestige’s engagement by the 
Institute is “not … an attest engagement.” (p. 6)   As stated in Prestige’s report, the Institute tasked Prestige with 
quantifying “Questioned Costs” identified by the Institute, meaning that Prestige’s assignment was not objective, but 
was pre-determined by the Institute.  Prestige’s report also explains that Prestige did not reach any conclusions about 
whether the “Questioned Costs” were appropriate.  No one from Prestige has ever contacted the OCA Board.   
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  On July 13, 2021, the Institute’s Superintendent and Chief Executive Officer, 
Cameron Runyan, misrepresented to many state officials and legislators that Prestige performed a 
forensic audit of OCA’s finances in an email exchange with the Chair of OCA’s Board, Dr. Marvin 
Arnsdorff.  (Email exchange between Dr. Arnsdorff and Mr. Runyan attached as Exhibit C.) (See 
also footnote 1.)  Thereafter, on July 22, 2021, Mr. Runyan sent an email to the OCA Board with 
a threat to revoke OCA’s charter and included a copy of the Institute’s Revocation Policy.  (Email 
dated July 22, 2021 attached as Exhibit D.)  Mr. Runyan’s threat is absurd and dangerous for our 
State considering OCA is one of the best charter schools in the State, has produced outstanding 
academic results for several consecutive years, has helped its students obtain millions of dollars 
collectively in college scholarships, has received clean audits from a very reputable CPA audit 
firm for several consecutive years, is in excellent financial condition, and is fully enrolled with a 
waitlist of over 400 students.  Mr. Runyan removed several people from his threatening email to 
the OCA Board, including the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, twenty-six State Legislators, and 
State Superintendent of Education, likely to hide his threatening and coercive conduct.   

Dr. Arnsdorff also sent the Institute a South Carolina Freedom of Information Act 
(“FOIA”) request dated July 8, 2021, for any and all anonymous report(s) of suspected or 
fraudulent conduct by Pinnacle Charter School Academies (“Pinnacle”), OCA’s educational 
management organization, which the Institute previously stated in writing it had received, but 
which the Institute failed to provide to the OCA Board for over a year despite the OCA Board 
making several written requests to the Institute for a copy of it.  (Copy of Dr. Arnsdorff’s FOIA 
request to the Institute is attached as Exhibit E.) Mr. Runyan responded to Dr. Arnsdorff’s FOIA 
request by stating that the Institute has no responsive documents.  (Institute’s response to FOIA 
request attached as Exhibit F.)  Mr. Runyan’s response directly contradicts the Institute’s letter 
from your office dated October 6, 2020, which states that “[t]he Institute received an anonymous 
report of suspected corrupt or fraudulent conduct by Pinnacle Charter Schools Management Group, 
LLC, the vendor/EMO of the School.”  The Institute’s and Mr. Runyan’s pattern of deceitful 
conduct is very concerning to the OCA Board. 

  The OCA Board has several significant concerns regarding the legality of the 
Institute’s actions and statements and is assessing whether to pursue legal causes of action against 
the Institute and its administration.  The OCA Board simply does not understand why the Institute 
is continuously and unjustifiably threatening one of the most academically and fiscally successful 
charter schools in South Carolina.   

I. “Audit Report Findings & Notice of Concerns” 

  In its June 25, 2021, correspondence, the Institute states that it retained Prestige to 
conduct a “forensic audit” of the documents produced by OCA and that Prestige conducted an 
“independent forensic audit” and issued an “Audit Report” on June 23, 2021.2  It is unclear to the 
OCA Board whether the Institute failed to read Prestige’s report in full or whether the Institute is 
intentionally misrepresenting its engagement with Prestige.  Nonetheless, it is important for the 

 
2See footnote 1 regarding the Institute’s mischaracterization of Prestige’s work as a “forensic audit” and the Institute’s 
mischaracterization of Prestige’s report as an “audit report,” both of which are inaccurate.      
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Institute to understand that Prestige has not performed an audit or a forensic audit of OCA.   The 
Chief Executive Officer of Prestige states in his report that Prestige is not a certified public 
accounting firm or auditor, that Prestige has not been engaged to conduct an audit of OCA, and 
that Prestige’s engagement is not an attest engagement.   

  Further, it appears that the Institute gave Prestige a pre-determined mission to 
quantify “Questioned Costs” identified by the Institute before Prestige was engaged.  Despite the 
lack of objectivity in the mission given to Prestige by the Institute, which Prestige candidly 
discloses in its report, Prestige did not reach any conclusions about whether the “Questioned 
Costs” were appropriate.  Specifically, Prestige states that “[s]imply identifying a transaction as a 
Questioned Cost neither confirms nor rules out whether the Questioned Cost represents a 
transaction that was appropriate and valid,” (emphasis in original).  Further, Prestige’s report states 
that the “uncertainties surrounding an identified Questioned Cost may subsequently be mitigated 
or reasonable assurance of its appropriateness gained by virtue of OCA and/or [Pinnacle] providing 
additional explanation, context, documentation or other clarifying information regarding the 
identified transaction subsequent to the issuance of this report.”  

  Nevertheless, it appears that Prestige’s report, which quantified $1,825,555.15 in 
“Questioned Costs” is what the Institute relied upon to declare OCA in “Emergency Fiscal Watch” 
before giving the OCA Board notice of the questions presented in Prestige’s report or an 
opportunity to respond to those questions.   Of course, the Institute is not authorized by state law 
to declare “Fiscal Watch,” which the law defines as the “lowest level of concern.”  State law is 
clear that only the State Superintendent of Education has such authority.  Superintendent Spearman 
has not contacted the OCA Board or informed the OCA Board that she has delegated her statutory 
authority to the Institute.   

The OCA Board has enclosed documentation with this correspondence, as set forth 
in more detail below, to substantiate $1,794,486.35 of the identified $1,825,555.15 in Questioned 
Costs and has been reimbursed $31,068.80 by Pinnacle to resolve the remaining Questioned Costs.  
Given that the Questioned Costs have now been answered and resolved, the OCA Board requests 
that the Institute’s administration immediately withdraw any and all negative findings made by the 
Institute’s administration before giving OCA an opportunity to respond to the Questioned Costs.  
Alternatively, if the Institute’s administration is unwilling to withdraw any and all negative 
findings, the OCA Board requests an immediate appeal hearing before the Institute’s Board of 
Directors, in which case the Institute’s Board or its legal counsel is welcome to send notice of the 
time, date, location, and procedures for the appeal hearing to my attention.  

A. Governing Board Duty of Oversight   

  The OCA Board can easily demonstrate that it exercises appropriate financial 
oversight of OCA’s operations.  For example: 

(1) The OCA Board has regular monthly board meetings and calls special and emergency 
board meetings, as needed, in compliance with FOIA, S.C. Code Ann. § 30-4-10 et. 
seq.  By comparison, the OCA Board meets as or more frequently than the Charter 
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Institute at Erskine’s Board of Directors.    

(2) The OCA Board publishes meeting agendas in compliance with FOIA.  The OCA 
Board has always welcomed the public and the Institute to attend OCA Board 
meetings.3  The OCA Board also publishes meeting minutes following its Board 
meetings.  (Existing OCA Board Meeting agendas and minutes are attached as Exhibit 
G). 

(3) Prior to regularly scheduled OCA Board meetings, a Board packet is uploaded for the 
OCA Board’s review that includes a Revenue and Expenses Budget to Actual Report 
that is updated as of the end of the prior month.  Additionally, Mr. Mike Miller, a 
Certified Public Accountant, drafts and publishes a Monthly Financial Summary, 
which is also provided to Board members prior to each regularly scheduled Board 
meeting.  (Existing Board packets attached as Exhibit H). 

(4) During regularly scheduled Board meetings, the OCA Board receives a live financial 
report from Mr. Miller.   The Board regularly asks Mr. Miller questions about OCA’s 
finances during this portion of the meeting and the OCA Board deliberates, discusses, 
and acts on financial matters.  (Please refer to Exhibit G for OCA Board meeting 
minutes). 

(5) Each year, the OCA Board reviews and approves an annual budget.  In accordance with 
the Management Agreement between the OCA Board and Pinnacle, as approved by the 
Institute with OCA’s charter, Mr. Miller, with input from the school’s administration 
and the OCA Board, prepares a proposed annual budget for the OCA Board to review, 
consider, amend as necessary, and ultimately approve.4 (Annual budgets for each fiscal 
year attached as Exhibit I). 

(6) The OCA Board has engaged Elliott Davis, a reputable and qualified Certified Public 
Accountant audit firm, to perform an annual audit of OCA’s finances every year since 
OCA was established.5  The OCA Board fully cooperates with Elliott Davis to provide 
their auditors with access to information and documents.  Elliott Davis has attended an 
OCA Board meeting after annual audits are performed to present an audit report.  OCA 
has received several consecutive years of clean audits.  (Minutes reflecting audit report 
presentation and audit reports attached as Exhibit J). By comparison, the Institute’s 

 
3 During the Institute’s ongoing 15-month investigation of OCA, the Institute has attended two OCA Board meetings.   
 
4 The OCA Board approved an annual budget for the following fiscal year on June 21, 2016, June 27, 2017, June 26, 
2018, June 25, 2019, June 23, 2020, and June 22, 2021, during regularly scheduled OCA Board meetings.   
 
5 Elliott Davis is a Certified Public Accounting audit firm that regularly performs audits on South Carolina public 
entities, has performed audits of OCA, and has issued clean audit reports on OCA for several consecutive years.  The 
audits performed by Elliott Davis are objective and significantly more thorough in nature and scope than the pre-
determined task of quantifying “Questioned Costs” that the Institute engaged Prestige to perform.   As previously 
noted, Prestige has candidly reported in writing that it is not a certified public accounting firm or auditor and that it 
has not performed an audit of OCA’s finances. 
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finances have been audited twice.  The first audit (year ending June 30, 2019) of the 
Institute’s finances showed two significant deficiencies, one material weakness, and 
two compliance concerns.  Further, it appears that the liabilities of the Institute 
exceeded its assets as of June 30, 2019.  The second audit of the Institute’s finances 
(ending June 30, 2020) resulted in a compliance concern.  OCA has substantially 
outperformed the Institute on its annual audits.     

(7) The OCA Board considered, approved, and updated financial policies in March 19, 
2019 and March 23, 2021. (OCA Financial Policies and minutes reflecting approval of 
financial policies attached as Exhibit K).   

(8) OCA Board members participated in thorough board orientation training from a third 
party as required by S.C. Code Ann. § 59-40-155, which included training on school 
finances.     

  As a result of the OCA Board’s oversight and Pinnacle’s diligence in supporting 
OCA, OCA has received several consecutive years of clean audits, has seven figures in cash 
reserves, and was able to undergo a successful bond issuance in its second year of operation, which 
resulted in a beautiful new school facility for its students in Mount Pleasant, South Carolina and 
saved OCA and South Carolina taxpayers hundreds of thousands or millions of dollars in school 
facility costs.   

   In Prestige’s report, Prestige suggests that the OCA Board might have 
“insufficiently recorded in [its] minutes details of its deliberations and decision-making during 
governing board meetings to the extent that we would otherwise be confident that the OCA 
governing board was exercising its oversight duties with due care required by law.”  Neither 
Prestige nor the Institute attempts to make any reference to the legal standard for Board meeting 
minutes.   South Carolina Code Ann. § 30-4-90(a), meeting minutes shall include but need not be 
limited to: 

(1) the date, time, and place of the meeting; (2) the members of the public 
body recorded as either present or absent; (3) the substance of all matters 
proposed, discussed or decided and, at the request of any member, a record, 
by an individual member, of any votes taken; and (4) any other information 
that any member of the public body requests be included or reflected in the 
minutes.   

The OCA Board believes it has consistently met its statutory obligations to record and retain 
written minutes of its meetings that include the information required by law.  It is important to 
note that pending contractual matters, student matters, personnel matters, and legal matters are 
typically discussed in Executive Session as permitted by the FOIA, S.C. Code Ann. § 30-4-70, and 
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the Board’s discussions in Executive Session are not recorded in the minutes.6  

B. Procurement of Financial Services and Human Resources 

  Prestige’s report identified $447,291.17 in Questioned Costs related to procurement 
of financial services and human resource services “[a]s a result of i) the uncertainty of application 
of proper procurement, ii) the potential conflict of interest of related parties to the transactions 
during procurement, and iii) the potential that services for which OCA reimbursed PCSMG may 
have been covered by part of the percentage of revenues fee in the Management Agreement.”  

  Please find documentation substantiating the identified $447,291.17 in Questioned 
Costs identified by Prestige attached as Exhibit L.  This exhibit includes: 

(1) SanCap engagement letters detailing Fiscal, Audit, and Tax Return Services (all 
years) 

(2) OCA Audits for FY 2017, 2018, 2019 detailing Fiscal, Audit, and Human Resources 
services7 

(3) Charter Application Appendix Q (previously approved by the Institute’s Board of 
Directors with OCA’s charter) detailing separate expenditures for Fiscal, Audit, and 
Human Resources services 

(4) Board approved budgets detailing expenditures for Fiscal and Human Resources 
services 

(5) Human resources services agreement 

  By way of background, Section 4.1 of the Management Agreement between OCA 
and Pinnacle, as approved by the OCA Board on September 21, 2015 and as approved by the 
Institute’s Board on November 3, 2017 with OCA’s charter, describes that in exchange for 
services, OCA will pay Pinnacle “15% of all gross funding, except student activity fees (e.g., 
athletics), charitable donations, and federal grants, but in no event less than $400,000 per year for 
each year of the contract.”  Section 4.2 of the Management Services Contract states the following: 

In addition to the Management Fee described in Section 4.1 above, the OCA 

 
6 See Cooper v. Bales, 268 S.C. 270, 274-75, 233 S.E.2d 306, 308 (1977), which provides Sections 30-4-30 and 3-4-
40 are to be harmoniously construed to preclude disclosure of minutes of executive sessions. “There is no requirement 
that the details of matters properly discussed in a closed meeting be revealed to the public.” Piedmont Pub. Serv. Dist. 
v. Cowart, 319 S.C. 124, 129, 459 S.E.2d 876 (Ct. App. 1995), aff’d. 324 S.C. 239, 478 S.E.2d 836 (1996).  
 
7 The Institute’s pending allegations of “suspected corrupt or fraudulent conduct” by Pinnacle and the Institute’s 
ongoing 15-month investigation into those allegations are the reason Elliott Davis has not released OCA’s FY20 audit.  
OCA engaged Elliott Davis to perform its FY20 audit, and OCA fully cooperated with Elliott Davis in connection 
with the audit work.  OCA neither made allegations of suspected corrupt or fraudulent conduct by Pinnacle nor 
withheld its FY20 audit from being released.        
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will reimburse Pinnacle for all costs incurred and paid by Pinnacle in 
providing the Educational Services and Administrative Services authorized 
in the annual budget.  Such costs include, but are not limited to, rent and/or 
lease payments (including costs pursuant to any Equipment Lease or 
Facility Lease that the parties may enter into), facility maintenance and 
utility costs, salaries of Pinnacle employees assigned to the staff of OCA, 
costs related to curriculum, instructional materials, textbooks, library books, 
computers, software, supplies, food service, transportation, special 
education, psychological services and medical services. 

(emphasis added). 

  OCA’s 10-year budget plan, which is included in OCA’s charter application as 
Appendix Q and was approved by the Institute’s Board on November 3, 2017, and each annual 
budget approved by the OCA Board, clearly shows separate line items for contracted fiscal 
management and contracted human resources and payroll.  In other words, the Institute has known 
since it approved OCA’s charter that OCA would be required to pay an amount separate from the 
Management Fee for fiscal services and human resource services.  Accordingly, each year, the 
OCA Board has considered and approved fiscal services and human resources to be included in 
the annual budget as reimbursed costs, consistent with Section 4.2 of the Management Agreement 
and OCA’s charter, as approved by the Institute.  Further, Elliott Davis, the CPA audit firm that 
has annually audited OCA’s finances, has outlined annually the Management Agreement with 
Pinnacle and the costs associated with the Management Agreement, including separate charges for 
fiscal services and human resources.  

  The Institute attempts to present a false alternative that either the costs of fiscal 
management services and human resource services are included as services that Pinnacle will 
provide as management services under Section 4.1 of the Management Services Contract whereby 
reimbursement is not appropriate or that the state procurement policy was violated.  In reality, 
fiscal services and human resource services were reimbursed costs under Section 4.2 of the 
Management Services Contract approved by both the Institute’s Board of Directors and the OCA 
Board, and subsequently these costs were authorized in each of OCA’s annual budgets.   

  The Institute has also attempted to falsely spin a voluntary renegotiation of the 
Management Services Agreement between the OCA Board and Pinnacle as an admission of 
wrongdoing.  In reality, both the OCA Board and Pinnacle have been working cooperatively 
together for 6 years to produce excellent results for South Carolina students, and the OCA Board 
and Pinnacle mutually agreed to restructure their agreement for the benefit of OCA’s students.  
OCA very much appreciates Pinnacle’s commitment to excellence by voluntarily agreeing to 
reduce OCA’s fees under the Management Agreement.  

  Questioned costs resolved: $447,291.17.   

Questioned Costs remaining: $1,378,263.98  ($1,825,555.15 - $447,291.17). 
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C. Lobbying 

  OCA has never retained Southern Strategy Group (“SSG”), Mr. Andy Patrick, or 
anyone else to perform lobbying services for OCA, and OCA is not registered with the State Ethics 
Commission as a Lobbyist Principal.  It was the OCA Board’s understanding that Pinnacle retained 
SSG for lobbying services in 2016, and the OCA Board was not aware of any payments made from 
OCA funds to SSG prior to July 1, 2018. The OCA Board has recently learned that $27,835.00 
was paid from OCA funds to SSG from 2016-2018.   When asked about this by the OCA Board, 
Pinnacle voluntarily agreed to reimburse OCA for this amount and explained that this was simply 
an administrative error made by Pinnacle.   

  Beginning in July 2018, the OCA Board understood that Mr. Patrick was 
performing accountability and compliance services for OCA.  The OCA Board believes that Mr. 
Patrick’s background and experience, including positions with the U.S. Air Force, U.S. Secret 
Service, and the South Carolina House of Representatives, have made him an invaluable asset to 
OCA.  Mr. Patrick attends almost every OCA Board meeting and diligently provides accountability 
and compliance services to OCA.   

Questioned costs resolved: $122,339.33.   

Questioned Costs remaining: $1,255,924.65 ($1,825,555.15 - $447,291.17 - 
$122,339.33). 

D. Reimbursements to PCSMG, related companies, etc. 

  The Institute stated in its June 25 letter that it has shared concerns with Prestige 
concerning several transactions totaling $232,368.57 “for reimbursements paid to PCSMG, its 
affiliates, related individuals or PCSMG agents or employees for which no documentation or 
insufficient documentation was provided to substantiate the authenticity of the expense or verify 
the amount of the expense at the original transaction point.” Please find documentation to 
substantiate the payments identified in Prestige’s report, Schedule 3, which totaled $232,368.57 in 
Questioned Costs, attached as Exhibit M.     

  Initially, none of OCA’s service providers or vendors are related parties to the OCA 
Board.  To respond directly to the items identified in your letter, “HR phone and internet” is 
reimbursed as a cost and listed on every human resources invoice submitted to OCA.  Further, 
consistent with the language in Section 4.2 of the Management Agreement, OCA reimbursed 
Pinnacle for costs, including mileage, that Michael Bobby, a Pinnacle consultant, incurred on 
behalf of OCA.  Beginning in July 1, 2017, Michael Bobby began serving as the Operations 
Director for OCA.  Mr. Bobby’s position as Operations Director was included in the FY 2018 
budget, which was approved by the OCA Board.   

Questioned costs resolved: $232,368.57.   

Questioned Costs remaining: $1,023,556.08 ($1,825,555.15 - $447,291.17 - 
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$122,339.33 - $232,368.57). 

E. Employer of Record 

  Over half of the Questioned Costs quantified by Prestige, or $1,017,982.53 to be 
exact, are costs associated with Gray Collegiate Academy, LP, which OCA understands was a 
legal entity created to assist Gray Collegiate Academy (“GCA”), OCA’s sister school located in 
West Columbia, South Carolina, in its efforts to secure financing for a school facility.  The OCA 
Board has been informed that Pinnacle did not benefit in any way from this arrangement, and that 
it was structured in this manner solely so that GCA could obtain school facility financing.  
Additionally, this arrangement did not cost OCA any additional money, as OCA’s staff was paid 
the same amount in wages, benefits, taxes, and withholdings, except for $1,170 in wire or bank 
fees, which Pinnacle has reimbursed to OCA.  Please see the statement provided by Pinnacle 
attached as Exhibit N regarding this arrangement.  Further, as requested, please find salary 
payments at the employee level via payroll detail reports and copies of quarterly unemployment 
tax reports filed, attached as Exhibit O. 

  Additionally, the OCA Board has been informed by Pinnacle that Pinnacle 
discussed this arrangement with Elliott Davis prior to the January 2019 effective date of the 
change, and that Elliott Davis had no issues with the change so long as OCA paid the cost of the 
payroll associated with the OCA personnel that were paid out of the Gray Collegiate Academy LP.  
Accordingly, there have not been any audit concerns related to this issue.   

Please note that OCA’s relationship with Pinnacle has saved OCA and South 
Carolina taxpayers hundreds of thousands or millions of dollars in school facility costs related to 
OCA’s own school facility.    

As background, South Carolina does not provide its charter schools with any 
significant source of funding for school facilities.  As a result, South Carolina charter schools are 
forced to navigate capital markets for themselves to attempt to obtain school facility financing.  
New charter schools with little or no operating history, credit, cash, or assets are typically not 
eligible to borrow from or through “traditional” charter school facility lending sources (e.g. the 
USDA, the South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority, commercial bank loans, etc.).  
Accordingly, new charter schools must typically suffer the limitations and risks associated with 
leasing facility space (to the extent suitable space that meets the Office of School Facilities’ 
stringent requirements is available for rent in the school’s market at an affordable price) and/or 
turn to high-cost, out-of-state or out-of-country developers and financers to develop a school 
facility.  Such development transactions often involve high interest rates, high fees, and significant 
expenses, which ultimately cost South Carolina taxpayers millions of dollars.  Although such 
school facility development transactions are typically undesirable to charter schools, South 
Carolina has not given its charter schools better options to develop school facilities. 

Fortunately for OCA and South Carolina taxpayers, Pinnacle’s proven successful 
model helped OCA, as a new charter school at the time, secure bond financing for a school facility 
through the South Carolina Jobs-Economic Development Authority, which saved OCA and South 
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Carolina taxpayers hundreds of thousands or millions of dollars in school facility costs.  This 
opportunity was available to OCA because of its relationship with Pinnacle.  Specifically, OCA’s 
bondholders were familiar with Pinnacle’s proven successful model and therefore agreed to work 
with OCA as a new school.  Thankfully, because of OCA’s relationship with Pinnacle, OCA did 
not have to utilize EB-5 financing or suffer an unreasonably high-cost development for its school 
facility, which saved OCA and South Carolina taxpayers money.     

OCA retained Parker Poe to represent OCA as bond counsel in the bond transaction and received 
an opinion on the legality of the transaction from Parker Poe.  (Parker Poe Opinion letter attached 
as Exhibit P.)  OCA also received the Governor’s Certificate of Final Approval for its SC-JEDA 
bond issuance facility financing.  (Governor’s Certificate of Final Approval for OCA’s SC-JEDA 
bond issuance attached as Exhibit Q.)     

Questioned costs resolved: $1,017,982.53.   

Questioned Costs remaining: $5,573.55 ($1,825,555.15 - $447,291.17 - 
$122,339.33 - $232,368.57 - $1,017.982.53). 

F. Miscellaneous Transactions 

  The Institute identifies that the Prestige report noted a few miscellaneous 
transactions, including legal fees, a dinner, and a Championship ring, which appear to be paid by 
OCA.  Please see attached as Exhibit R documentation that substantiates the Questioned Costs 
identified by Prestige for miscellaneous transactions.   

  With regard to the legal invoice from Childs & Halligan that was questioned, the 
underlying time entries, which total 5.5 hours, were related to work performed for OCA and billed 
to the “Pinnacle” matter, which is one of several matters for which legal services were provided to 
OCA.  The Pinnacle matter was likely selected as the matter to bill to in this instance because 
Pinnacle handled the administration of school facility financing for OCA, as indicated in Section 
1.2(a)(ix) of the Management Agreement between OCA and Pinnacle.  Without waiving the 
attorney client privilege, the underlying time entries were related to telephone conferences with, 
Dr. Arnsdorff, the OCA Board Chair, Mike Larsen, and Brandon Lewisohn, OCA’s Bond Counsel 
with Parker Poe, Bondholder Representative’s counsel, and representatives of Pinnacle regarding 
an amendment to the EMO agreement requested by the bondholder and work related thereto.   All 
legal services performed by Childs & Halligan were performed for and in direct communication 
with OCA’s Board.  No legal services were provided by Childs & Halligan to Pinnacle.      

  The “Pinnacle Dinner” questioned by the Institute relates to a catered lunch that 
was provided when OCA hosted a joint board meeting with its sister schools, GCA and LCA, on 
the USS Yorktown in May 2019 to discuss common interests of the schools.   

  In response to the costs related to Mike D’Angelo’s championship rings, OCA’s 
Athletic Director and OCA’s Principal ordered and approved, respectively, the purchase of 
championship rings for Pinnacle’s CEO.   Pinnacle has voluntarily agreed to reimburse OCA 
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$2,063.80 for the costs related to these rings to resolve any questions. 

Questioned costs resolved: $5,573.55.   

Questioned Costs remaining: $0.00 ($1,825,555.15 - $447,291.17 - $122,339.33 - 
$232,368.57 - $1,017.982.53 - $5,573.55). 

 OCA has substantiated, answered, and resolved the “Questioned Costs” quantified 
in the Prestige report.  Therefore, OCA requests that the Institute’s administration immediately 
withdraw any and all negative findings made by the Institute’s administration before giving OCA 
an opportunity to respond to the Questioned Costs.  Alternatively, if the Institute’s administration 
is unwilling to withdraw any and all negative findings, the OCA Board of Directors requests an 
immediate appeal hearing before the Institute’s Board of Directors, in which case the Institute’s 
Board or its legal counsel is welcome to send notice of the time, date, location, and procedures for 
the appeal hearing to my attention. 

II. Additional Areas of Concerns 
 

A. Not-For-Profit Florida Entity - Oceanside Collegiate Academy, Inc. 

  The Institute states that it seeks clarification on additional concerns, including a 
not-for-profit Florida entity, questions related to ownership of the real property where the school 
is located, and an invoice for computers and services. 

  By way of explanation, a not-for-profit company, Oceanside Collegiate Academy, 
Inc. was formed as a Florida entity in November 2018 with the OCA Board’s knowledge.   OCA 
hired Erik Miller, a Florida resident, as the Operations Director in 2018.  OCA was initially advised 
by a Certified Public Accountant that Florida state unemployment benefits taxes were required to 
be paid (regardless of whether there were any claims for unemployment benefits) and that to pay 
unemployment tax in Florida, a Florida corporation needed to be established.  For this reason, 
Oceanside Collegiate Academy, Inc., a not-for-profit entity, was registered in the State of Florida 
on November 8, 2018.  Please find documents with Erik Miller’s start date coinciding with the 
registration dates of Oceanside Collegiate Academy, Inc. attached as Exhibit S.  OCA was 
subsequently advised by a Certified Public Accountant that Florida unemployment benefit taxes 
were not required to be paid in Florida, and OCA understands that no such taxes were paid.  OCA 
worked closely with and followed advice from a Certified Public Accountant on this issue to ensure 
compliance with tax obligations.  

  In response to the Institute’s questions regarding ownership of the school’s facility, 
Oceanside Collegiate Academy, a South Carolina nonprofit corporation, owns its facility, as 
reflected on the deed.8 The Winnowing Way address in Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina was OCA’s 
temporary office before the school leased facility space in McClellanville, South Carolina. OCA 

 
8 A deed valid and regular on its face is clothed with a presumption of validity.  See Cummings v. Varn, 307 S.C. 37, 
41, 413 S.E.2d 829, 832 (1992). 
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is authorized by the South Carolina Charter Schools Act and the South Carolina Nonprofit Act to 
lease property.  S.C. Code Ann. § 59-40-140(J) (“Charter schools may acquire by … lease … and 
hold in its own name buildings or other property for school purposes and interests in it which are 
necessary or convenient to fulfill its purposes.”); S.C. Code Ann. § 59-33-31 (South Carolina 
nonprofit corporations have the power “to do all things necessary or convenient to carry out its 
affairs, including without limitation, power [to] … lease …all or any part of its property.”)  The 
OCA Board was just recently made aware that the Charleston County public records website 
identified the owner of the real property as having a Florida address, which is incorrect 
information.  The OCA Board assumes that might have been miscommunicated by one of the 
entities participating in the bond issuance and real estate closing, and OCA is working to assist 
Charleston County in correcting their mistaken information.   

  With regard to Skywire’s invoice, Florida was the payment address because all 
OCA bills are paid through an accounting office in Florida.  OCA believes that the ship to address 
was a mistake.  The OCA Board of Directors understands that Pinnacle never took a shipment of 
goods that were for the school in the Florida office, and OCA received the goods in Mount 
Pleasant, South Carolina.  Please find documents related to Skywire’s services attached as Exhibit 
T. 

B. Federal Planning and Implementation Funds Paid to Pinnacle 

  The Institute asserts that “[a]fter reviewing a few months’ financial reports from 
the Planning and Implementation (“P&I”) grant, the Institute identified a large portion went to the 
EMO.”   

  As reflected in OCA Board’s minutes, Pinnacle worked with OCA’s planning 
committee for two years prior to the school’s opening and was instrumental in the opening of OCA.   
As written into the P&I grant budget, Pinnacle was paid for 50 hours at $75 hour for “consulting 
fees for training of school administrator, enrollment data and PowerSchool specialist and staff.”  
Accordingly, Pinnacle received the $3,750.00 shown in your letter from P&I funding.  If the 
Institute has any further questions or requests regarding P&I funds, please feel free to ask.   

III. Conclusion 

The OCA Board has substantiated, answered, and resolved the Questioned Costs 
that the Institute retained Prestige to quantify.   Please let me know whether the Institute’s 
administration is withdrawing any and all negative findings made by the Institute before giving 
OCA notice of the questions presented by Prestige or an opportunity to respond.   If the Institute’s 
administration is unwilling to withdraw any and all negative findings, please request that the 
Institute’s Board of Directors or its legal counsel send notice of the time, date, location, and 
procedures for the appeal hearing to my attention.  The OCA Board would like to know how the 
Institute plans to proceed by August 31, 2021.    
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  With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
Tyler R. Turner 
tturner@turnercaudell.com 

/sws 
Attachments 
c: OCA Board of Directors 
 Mary Allison Caudell, Esq.   
  


