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LEE COUNTY DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD 

SUMMARY 

This operational audit of the Lee County School District (District) focused on selected District processes 

and administrative activities and included a follow-up on findings noted in our report No. 2015-069.  Our 

operational audit disclosed the following:  

Finding 1: District records did not always evidence that impact fee proceeds were used only for 

authorized purposes, resulting in questioned costs of $13.6 million. 

Finding 2: Contrary to State law, the District expended ad valorem tax levy proceeds for cleaning and 

groundskeeping services that did not appear to be allowable uses for the proceeds, resulting in 

questioned costs totaling $3.9 million. 

Finding 3: District controls over indoor air quality (IAQ) services and related payments did not ensure 

that District records documented: 

 Evaluations of the need for the various IAQ services before the District contacted service 
providers and contracted for the services with related payments totaling $5.9 million. 

 Cost-benefit considerations to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of contracting with an IAQ 
provider for both emergency services and services that did not require immediate attention. 

 Verifications that the personnel who performed the services possessed the contract-required 
license and certificate qualifications or that the services were performed by the most qualified 
service provider.   

 The reasonableness and propriety of negotiated contract rates. 

 Prior to payment for the contracted services, the satisfactory receipt of the services performed 
consistent with the Board-approved contracts. 

Additionally, District IAQ contracts did not contain maximum contract amounts to help the District monitor 

and limit the services provided and related costs.  Also, the District made payments for cleaning services 

that appeared to be charged at rates for mold remediation rather than room cleaning services, resulting 

in questioned costs of $291,126.     

Finding 4: District procedures did not provide, before payments for construction management entity 

(CME) services, for comparisons of CME pay requests to the subcontractor bids and contracts for the 

Dunbar High School Remodel (DHSR) and the Bonita Springs High School (BSHS) Projects totaling 

$64.4 million. 

Finding 5: District construction administration procedures for the DHSR and BSHS Projects did not 

include comparisons of subcontractor bid awards to the CME subcontractor contracts to verify that the 

CME used a competitive selection process to select subcontractors and that the bid award and contract 

amounts agreed. 

Finding 6: The District did not verify subcontractor licenses before the subcontractors commenced 

work on the DHSR and BSHS Projects.   
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Finding 7: The District needs to enhance controls over negotiating, monitoring, and documenting the 

reasonableness of CME general conditions costs. 

Finding 8: District records did not always demonstrate that the District performed searches of 

prospective school volunteer names and information against the applicable registration information 

regarding sexual predators and sexual offenders. 

Finding 9: The District needs to establish a mechanism for noninstructional employees to report time 

worked and procedures requiring supervisors to document the review and approval of such time.  

Finding 10: The District did not always base the eligibility of teachers for Florida Best and Brightest 

Teacher Scholarship awards on reliable and authentic records. 

Finding 11: The District controls for monitoring school resource officer service contracts and related 

payments could be enhanced. 

Finding 12: District controls over the purchasing card program continue to need improvement. 

Finding 13: The District had not developed a comprehensive, written information technology (IT) risk 

assessment. 

Finding 14: The existence of some unnecessary IT user access privileges and the lack of documented 

periodic reviews of access privileges increased the risk that unauthorized disclosure of student social 

security numbers may occur. 

Finding 15: Certain District IT security controls related to user authentication, data loss prevention, and 

logging and monitoring of system activity need improvement. 

BACKGROUND 

The Lee County School District (District) is part of the State system of public education under the general 

direction of the Florida Department of Education, and is governed by State law and State Board of 

Education rules.  Geographic boundaries of the District correspond with those of Lee County.  The 

governing body of the District is the Lee County District School Board (Board), which is composed of 

seven elected members.  The appointed Superintendent of Schools is the Executive Officer of the Board.  

During the 2016-17 fiscal year, the District operated 95 elementary, middle, high, and specialized 

schools; sponsored 21 charter schools; and reported 91,152 unweighted full-time equivalent students.   

This operational audit of the District focused on selected processes and administrative activities and 

included a follow-up on findings noted in our report No. 2015-069.  The results of our audit of the District’s 

financial statements and Federal awards for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2017, were presented in a 

separate report.  
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding 1: Impact Fees 

Pursuant to a Lee County (County) ordinance,1 in November 2001 the District and the County entered 

into an interlocal agreement to establish certain procedures for the transfer and expenditure of impact 

fee proceeds.  The County ordinance and the interlocal agreement provide that proceeds from the impact 

fees are for the purpose of capital improvements for new or expanded educational facilities and for debt 

service for bonds or similar debt instruments issued for capital uses authorized by the agreement.  The 

funds cannot be used for operations and maintenance and must be spent in a manner that benefits the 

feepayer.   

In addition, the County ordinance requires that each fiscal year the School Board present to the County 

for approval a capital improvements program for educational facilities, which assigns and restricts the 

expenditure of impact fee funds collected to specific educational facility projects.  Further, the County 

ordinance requires the School Board to submit a report to the County at least every 3 years summarizing 

all expenditures of funds and demonstrating that all expenditures comply with requirements of the rational 

nexus test as defined in Florida case law.  Specifically, the Florida Supreme Court opined that the “local 

government must demonstrate a reasonable connection, or rational nexus, between the expenditures of 

the funds collected and the benefits accruing to the subdivision.  In order to satisfy this requirement, the 

ordinance must specifically earmark the funds collected for use in acquiring capital facilities to benefit the 

new residents.”2 

The District accounts for impact fee activities in the Capital Projects – Impact Fees Fund.  For the 

2016-17 fiscal year, District impact fee proceeds totaled $6.7 million and impact fee transfers to other 

funds and expenditures totaled $13.6 million and $41,784, respectively.  To determine the propriety of 

the impact fee uses, we examined District records supporting the impact fee transfers of $13.6 million to 

other funds.  Our examination disclosed that the transfers did not appear to be for authorized purposes 

as the $13.6 million was used to service debt that predated approval of the 2016-17 fiscal year impact 

fees.  Specifically, the impact fee transfers were to District debt service funds for payment of debt service 

requirements of the Certificate of Participation Series (COPS) 2010A, 2012B, and 2012C, the proceeds 

of which were used to refund COPS 2002A and 2004A.  

In response to our inquiries, District personnel indicated that they believed the impact fee use was 

allowable under the interlocal agreement using a calculation based on the zone where the impact fee 

was collected.  However, District records did not evidence that use of impact fee proceeds to service debt 

incurred in previous fiscal years met the rational nexus test by addressing the capital educational needs 

of future residents of the new residential developments for whom the impact fee proceeds were collected.  

Consequently, the impact fee transfers totaling $13.6 million represent questioned costs. 

Recommendation: The District should ensure that impact fee proceeds are expended only for 
authorized purposes.  Additionally, the District should either document to the Florida Department 

                                                 
1 Lee County Ordinance No. 01-21. 
2 St. Johns County v. Northeast Florida Builders Association, Inc., 583 So. 2d 635 (Fla. 1991). 
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of Education the allowability of the impact fee transfers totaling $13.6 million to the debt service 
funds or restore those funds to the 2016-17 fiscal year Capital Projects - Impact Fees Fund. 

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management indicated in the written response that COPS “may have a term as long as 30 years, so 

theoretically the School Board could finance the construction of an impact fee eligible growth school over 

30 years.”  Notwithstanding this response, the point of our finding is that the transfers from the 

2016-17 fiscal year impact fees do not directly relate to the educational infrastructure needs of the 

residents of the new residential developments that paid the impact fees and, therefore, the fees collected 

were not used to acquire capital facilities to benefit those residents.  Accordingly, we continue to question 

the allowability of the transfers. 

Finding 2: Ad Valorem Taxation 

State law3 allows the District to levy ad valorem taxes for capital outlay purposes with specified millage 

rates subject to certain precedent conditions.  In addition, State law4 requires the District to advertise, in 

advance of adoption of a budget authorizing the expenditure of such tax levy proceeds, the purposes for 

which the Board intends to spend the proceeds of each such tax levy and to specify in the required notice 

of tax levy the projects to be funded by the assessment of such taxes.  Pursuant to State law,5 allowable 

uses of ad valorem tax levy proceeds include, among other things, funding new construction and 

remodeling projects and maintenance, renovation, and repair of existing schools to correct deficiencies.  

The definition of maintenance and repair in State law6 specifically excludes custodial (e.g., cleaning 

services) and groundskeeping functions. 

The District accounts for ad valorem tax levy proceeds in the Capital Projects – Local Capital 

Improvement Fund (LCI Fund).  For the 2016-17 fiscal year, District LCI Fund expenditures totaled 

$56.5 million and transfers to other funds totaled $36.5 million.  According to District personnel, the 

Budget Department prepares budgets and monitors budget amendments for each LCI Fund.  To help 

ensure compliance with the restrictions imposed by State law, Operations and Information Systems 

Department accountants review purchase orders, invoices, and other documented support before 

LCI Fund disbursements are made.   

As part of our audit, we examined District records supporting selected LCI Fund expenditures totaling 

$4.8 million and the transfers totaling $36.5 million to determine their propriety.  We found expenditures 

totaling $2.7 million to two companies for various cleaning and groundskeeping services that did not 

appear consistent with allowable uses of ad valorem tax levy proceeds.  For example, the cleaning and 

groundskeeping services performed by the companies included: 

 Deep cleaning gymnasiums.  

 Room cleaning.  

                                                 
3 Section 1011.71, Florida Statutes. 
4 Section 200.065(10)(a), Florida Statutes. 
5 Section 1011.71(2), Florida Statutes. 
6 Section 1013.01(12), Florida Statutes. 
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 Wiping down surfaces.  

 Maintaining football and physical education fields.  

 Laying sod and other grounds improvements.   

We extended our procedures to examine available support for the remaining LCI Fund expenditures 

totaling $1.6 million to the two companies during the period July 2017 through April 2018 and identified 

an additional $1.5 million for similar cleaning and groundskeeping services that did not appear to be 

authorized by State law.  As a result, the District incurred total ad valorem tax levy questioned costs of 

$4.2 million.   

In response to our inquiry, District personnel indicated that the District notice of tax levy advertisement 

specifically identified indoor air quality (IAQ) corrections and believed that the use of ad valorem tax levy 

proceeds for these services were allowable because they were safety to life system corrective measures.  

Notwithstanding, although we requested, District records, such as air quality test results before and after 

remediation efforts were performed, were not provided to identify the specific safety risks requiring 

correction or to demonstrate that the measures taken minimized those risks.  The District procurement 

and payment processes related to the two companies (Company 1 and Company 2) are further discussed 

in Finding 3.   

Absent District records identifying safety risks and the related deficiencies at existing schools requiring 

correction and evidencing that use of ad valorem tax proceeds minimized such risks and corrected such 

deficiencies, the District cannot demonstrate that the proceeds were expended only for uses allowed by 

State law. 

Recommendation: The District should enhance procedures to ensure and demonstrate that ad 
valorem tax levy proceeds are used only for authorized purposes.  Such enhancements should 
include the maintenance of District records to identify applicable safety risks and demonstrate 
that use of the proceeds minimized such risks.  In addition, the District should either document 
to the Florida Department of Education the allowability of the LCI Fund expenditures totaling 
$4.2 million or restore that amount to the LCI Fund.   

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management indicated in the written response that “work was performed to ensure the safety of students 

and to prevent injuries” and that the District provided evidence that the funds expended for items 

considered as “cleaning and maintaining grounds met the Safety to Life criteria and are therefore 

allowable expenses.”  Notwithstanding this response, the District records provided did not always tangibly 

and conclusively demonstrate the existence of State or Federal environmental violations or other safety 

to life infractions requiring remediation or that any such infractions were successfully remedied by the 

services.  Subsequent to the issuance of our preliminary and tentative findings, the District provided 

documentation to substantiate the use of ad valorem tax levy proceeds totaling approximately $300,000.  

Consequently, expenditures totaling $3.9 million continue to represent questioned costs of ad valorem 

tax levy proceeds. 
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Finding 3: Indoor Air Quality Services   

The Legislature has recognized in State law7 that fair and open competition is a basic tenet of public 

procurement and that such competition reduces the appearance and opportunity for favoritism and 

inspires public confidence that contracts are awarded equitably and economically.  In addition, State 

Board of Education (SBE) rules8 require the District to request bids or proposals through the competitive 

solicitations process from three or more sources for any authorized purchase or contract for services 

exceeding $50,000.  Effective accountability of the procurement process for contractual services also 

requires documented:  

 Evaluations by qualified personnel to assess why the services are necessary and to demonstrate 
the public purpose that will be accomplished by such services. 

 Consideration of the qualifications of the service providers that respond to the requests. 

 Consideration of the anticipated benefits and related costs of the services. 

 Selection of the most qualified service provider.  

 Assessments to demonstrate the reasonableness and propriety of the negotiated contract rates.  

Only after the details of the anticipated benefits and related costs are considered and documented should 

the District decide which service provider to choose for the services.  Such documented considerations 

help demonstrate the reasonableness of the costs associated with the procured services and promote 

government transparency.  In addition, effective procurement procedures ensure an established 

maximum contract cost and satisfactory receipt of contracted services prior to payment for the services.  

On June 18, 2013, the Board contracted with two companies for certain IAQ services based on per-unit 

and per-hour measurements9 and related rates for the period July 20, 2013, through July 19, 2016, and 

the contract provided renewal options for two additional 1-year periods.  On June 14, 2016, the Board 

renewed these contracts for the period July 20, 2016, through July 19, 2017, and on June 6, 2017, the 

contracts were renewed for the period July 20, 2017, through July 19, 2018.  Table 1 summarizes the 

District payments to these two companies for the period July 2016 through April 2018 totaling $5.9 million.  

                                                 
7 Section 287.001, Florida Statutes. 
8 SBE Rule 6A-1.012(7), Florida Administrative Code.  
9 A per-unit measurement related to a consultation, sample, analysis, or air handler system and a per-hour measurement related 
to services such as cleaning and mold remediation. 
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Table 1 
Payments to IAQ Service Providers 

July 2016 Through April 2018 

  Payments 

Service Category   Company 1  Company 2  Total  

A – Consulting/Lab Fees for Samples a  $                 ‐  $    126,236  $    126,236 

B – Corrective/Cleaning Actions b  4,427,306  1,338,946  5,766,252 

Total  $4,427,306  $1,465,182  $5,892,488 

a Contract services included IAQ-related investigations and corrective action recommendations to 
resolve IAQ problems; testifying at legal proceedings; and environmental test samples by a licensed 
general contractor and other individuals licensed and certified in asbestos, lead, and mold 
assessment and remediation. 

b Contract services included asbestos and lead abatement; heating, ventilating, and air conditioning 
services; water damage repair; mold remediation; drywall, floor, and ceiling repairs; painting, and 
cleaning by a licensed general contractor and other individuals licensed and certified in asbestos, 
lead, and mold assessment and remediation.  

Source:  District Records. 

Our discussions with District personnel disclosed the following sequence of events associated with the 

District IAQ service procurement and payment processes: 

 For several years prior to 2010, the Board contracted with both Company 1 and Company 2 for 
microbial remediation, asbestos abatement, and lead abatement services and, in 2010, the 
District solicited a request for qualifications (RFQ) for these services.  Company 1 and Company 
2 and 8 other companies responded to the RFQ and the District RFQ Evaluation Committee 
selected and the Board approved contracts with the 3 highest-ranked companies, including 
Company 1 and Company 2 and another company for a 3-year period that ended July 19, 2013.   

 Given the impending culmination of the services and related contracts on July 19, 2013, District 
personnel documented e-mail and telephone call attempts to 24 companies in December 2012 to 
evaluate the availability of service providers to continue these services.  

 On May 9, 2013, the District posted a public notice on its Procurement Services Web site for an 
Invitation to Negotiate (ITN) for IAQ services related to environmental consulting, asbestos/lead 
abatement, microbial remediation, and remodeling and painting at 96 schools and various 
administrative sites.  The ITN requested proposals be submitted by May 24, 2013, for 
consulting/lab fees for samples (Category A) and for corrective/cleaning actions (Category B). 

 To further solicit feedback for the IAQ services, on May 10, 2013, the District e-mailed the ITN 
Notice to Bidders to 23 of the 24 companies previously contacted in December 2012.   

 For emergency service requests, the ITN required the IAQ provider to respond, mobilize 
personnel and equipment, and be on-site for any location in Lee County within 1 hour from the 
time of the initial request from the Maintenance’s Department designee.  On May 21, 2013, the 
Board added an addendum to the ITN to specify that “due to the 1-hour response time for 
emergencies, the service location must be in Lee County.”   

 According to the ITN, responders could provide proposals for either Category A or 
Category B services or both Category A and Category B services.  The ITN also authorized the 
District to use any combination of the selected service providers and assign all projects in the best 
interest of the District in relation to cost and schedule.   

 According to an ITN addendum, District Maintenance Department personnel would manage 
selection and use of the service providers on a per-task basis and formulate a work plan that 
considered service provider expertise and resource availability for each task.  Also, District 
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personnel indicated that, to avoid a conflict of interest, one service provider would typically 
prepare the work plan and another service provider would do the work.   

 The ITN for Category A services required proposals to document that responder personnel 
possessed a general contractor license; asbestos consultant and contractor licenses; a mold 
assessor license; a professional engineer certificate; and various certifications related to lead 
abatement, classification and labeling of chemicals, and remediation, remodeling, painting (RRP). 

 The ITN for Category B services required proposals to document that responder personnel 
possessed a general contractor license; asbestos and lead abatement supervisor certifications; 
a mold assessor license; a mold remediator license; an RRP certification; and a globally 
harmonized system of classification and labeling of chemicals certification.   

 By the May 24, 2013, proposal deadline, only 2 (Company 1 and Company 2) of the 24 companies 
had submitted proposals and District personnel indicated another company had submitted a 
nonresponse.  Company 1 submitted a proposal for Category B services only; whereas, Company 
2 submitted a proposal for both Category A and B services.  The District IAQ ITN Evaluation 
Committee members ranked the Company 1 proposal an average score of 74.4; whereas, the 
Committee ranked the Company 2 proposal an average score of 99.4.  In addition, the 
District-negotiated Category B service rates were the same for both companies. 

As part of our audit, we requested for examination District records supporting the IAQ service provider 

selection process and related payments totaling $5.9 million for the period July 2016 through April 2018 to 

these two companies.  Our procedures disclosed that: 

 As noted in Table 1, the Board contracted and paid $126,236 from July 2016 through April 2018 to 
Company 2 for Category A services (i.e., IAQ-related lab samples, investigations, corrective 
action recommendations, and related services).  However, according to District personnel, the 
District had not established procedures that required qualified personnel to timely evaluate and 
assess why continuance of the services was necessary and to demonstrate the public purpose 
that would be accomplished by such services.  Additionally, in response to our inquiries, District 
personnel initially indicated that the District maintained the results of the lab samples.  However, 
although we requested, District records were not provided that identified and evaluated IAQ 
deficiencies to demonstrate the basis for contacting the IAQ service providers in 
December 2012 or soliciting the ITN in May 2013 and subsequently contracting for the services 
on June 18, 2013.  Absent such records, the District did not document timely and appropriate 
assessments to demonstrate the necessity and public purpose for continuing these services. 

 During the period April 2016 through May 2018, the District had one request that was classified 
as an emergency.  This request was to remediate a high school portable classroom with two 
leaking windows that had resulted in major rot in the wall paneling.  Payments to repair the 
damage totaled $25,850.  In addition, the District incurred costs totaling over $1.9 million for 
IAQ-related repairs associated with damage caused by Hurricane Irma in 
September 2017.  Although we requested, District records were not provided to demonstrate that 
a cost-benefit analysis had been prepared to consider whether it would have been more 
cost-effective to separately contract for emergency services with a company within Lee County 
and contract with a company outside Lee County for other IAQ services that did not require 
immediate attention.  Given the $5.9 million paid for IAQ services, such an analysis may have 
provided useful information to the Board in approving the procurement of IAQ services. 

 The negotiated rates contained in the Board-approved June 18, 2013, contract and subsequent 
contract renewals through July 19, 2018, were based on various per-unit and per-hour 
measurements.  While the number of measurements such as air handler systems could be 
quantified based on the systems installed in District facilities, other measurements, such as the 
number of consultations, samples, analyses, and cleaning and mold remediation hours, were not 
fixed to establish a maximum contract amount that could be charged for these services.  Without 
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such records, the ability of the District to monitor and control the IAQ services and related costs 
was limited. 

 Company 2 submitted evidence to the District that company personnel possessed all required 
licenses and certifications for Category A services and most of the licenses and certifications for 
Category B services.  However, District records did not evidence that the District had established 
procedures to verify, of record, that the IAQ company personnel possessed the required licenses 
and certifications.  In addition, although we requested, District records did not evidence that 
Company 2 personnel possessed the required mold remediator license for Category B services 
or that any Company 1 personnel possessed a general contractor license, mold assessor license, 
lead abatement supervisor certification, or RRP certification.  Without documented verifications 
of the required licenses and certifications, company personnel may not possess the necessary 
skills to perform the contracted services, including the remediation of mold-contaminated areas. 

 District personnel indicated that, for Category B services, the two companies were used on a 
per-task basis considering provider expertise and resource availability, which resulted in 
payments totaling $4.4 million to Company 1 and $1.3 million to Company 2.  However, although 
we requested, District records were not provided to demonstrate why Company 1, which the 
District IAQ ITN Evaluation Committee ranked lower than Company 2, provided more IAQ 
services and was paid significantly more than Company 2. 

In response to our inquiries, District personnel referenced the State law10 that prohibits a company 
from performing mold remediation (Category B services) to a structure on which the mold 
assessor’s company provided the mold assessment (Category A services).  To comply with that 
law, Company 2 was awarded Category B services unrelated to mold remediation and Company 1 
was awarded work based on mold remediation assessments performed by Company 2.  In 
addition, District personnel indicated that requests to provide services on projects were often 
made by the District IAQ Supervisor while visually inspecting the area of concern and the IAQ 
Supervisor telephoned the companies to discuss and plan the project scope, company resource 
availability, and company conflicts limited by State law.  Notwithstanding, although we requested, 
District records were not provided to evidence that Company 2 only performed nonmold 
remediation services or to correlate the Company 2 mold remediation assessments to the mold 
remediation services performed by Company 1.   

As such, District records did not evidence consideration and selection of the most qualified service 
provider to perform the services.  

 The Board-approved IAQ contracts and subsequent renewals effective July 20, 2013, through 
July 19, 2018, provided rates for Category A and Category B services.  As shown in Table 2, 
many of the negotiated contract service rates in effect during the 5-year period that ended  
July 19, 2018, were significantly more than the previously negotiated contract service rates in 
effect for the 3-year period that ended July 19, 2013. 

                                                 
10 Section 468.8419, Florida Statutes, prohibits a company from performing mold remediation to a structure on which the mold 
assessor’s company provided a mold assessment within the last 12 months. 
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Table 2 
Examples of Category B Contract Service Rate Increases 

 

 

Contract Service Rate  
in Effect for the       

 

Contracted Service 

3‐Year period 
ended 

July 19, 2013 

5‐Year Period 
ended 

July 19, 2018 
Rate Increase 

Amount 
Rate Increase 
Percentage 

  Mold Remediation  $40 per hour  $50 per hour  $10 per hour  25% 

  Air Handler Systems Cleaning 
Greater than 10 Tons  $300 per unit  $400 per unit  $100 per unit  33% 

  Air Handler Systems Cleaning 
Less than 10 Tons  $150 per unit  $275 per unit  $125 per unit  83% 

Source:  District Records. 

In response to our request, District personnel provided copies of letters, dated in May 2013, to 
Company 1 and Company 2 that invited the companies to meet separately with the District to 
enter into price negotiations and requested each company to bring a unit pricing list for each 
service category.  In addition, District personnel provided the negotiation worksheets used to 
negotiate Category A and Category B service rates with Company 1 and Company 2, which 
showed contract prices as the base price for negotiation.  District personnel also provided the 
negotiated contract price list for the rates charged for Category A and Category B services.  

In response to our inquiries, District personnel indicated that the District believed the 
Board-approved negotiated contract rates were fair and reasonable because the contract service 
rate negotiations and related increases covered a 5-year period that ended July 19, 2018.  
Therefore, the District accommodated the rate increases to ensure the companies would perform 
the required services.  Notwithstanding, although we requested, District personnel could not 
provide documentation to demonstrate the reasonableness and propriety of the negotiated 
contract rates.  Such documentation could include, for example:  

o Comparisons of proposed contract rates to those of similar projects, including similar projects 
at other school districts. 

o Comparisons of proposed contract rates to the service provider personnel compensation rates 
based on required personnel qualifications.    

o Details of the negotiation process with the service provider to ensure the provider limited 
service costs to the amount established in the District’s budget for these services. 

 The contract terms provided that certain Category B services would be based on an hourly rate; 
however, payments to Company 1 totaling $1,022,050 (23 percent) and payments to Company 2 
totaling $958,280 (72 percent) were supported by individual invoices that showed lump-sum 
amounts charged for services and did not list the actual number of service hours and rates for the 
respective service dates.  In response to our inquiries, District personnel indicated that the District 
had notified the companies that all future invoices must include service hours worked and a 
payment amount based on contract labor categories and hourly rates charged.  Without detailed 
invoices evidencing the number of service hours worked and related hourly rates charged, the 
District’s ability to ensure services and related costs are consistent with the Board-approved 
contract terms is limited. 
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 For Category B services, the District paid a total of $3,405,256 to Company 1 and $368,106 to 
Company 2 based on individual invoices that specified the number of service hours worked and 
related hourly rates charged and the number of air handler units cleaned.  Examples of information 
contained in Company 1 and Company 2 invoices and related District payments are summarized 
in Tables 3, 4, and 5 for gym, room, and air handler system coil cleanings, respectively. 

Table 3  
Examples of Gym Cleaning Services and Related Payments 

July 2016 Through April 2018 

    Company 1  

 

Services at: a  

Number of 
Locations 

Total 
Number of 

Hours 
Total 

Payments b 

  Specialized Schools  3  2,540  $127,000 

  Elementary School  1  450  22,500 

  Middle Schools  3  2,820  141,000 

  High Schools  8  7,366  368,300 

  Totals  15  13,176  $658,800 

a Company 2 did not provide gym cleaning services. 
b Payments based on the $50 per-hour billed rate.  

Source:  District Records. 

Table 4 
Examples of Room Cleaning Services and Related Payments 

July 2016 Through April 2018 

    Company 1    Company 2 

 

Services at: 
Number of 
Locations 

Total 
Number of 

Hours 
Total 

Payments a 

 
Number of 
Locations 

Total 
Number of 

Hours 
Total 

Payments b 

  Administrative Sites  2  47  $    2,350    ‐  ‐  ‐ 

  Specialized Schools   6  1,214  60,700    1  67  3,015 

  Elementary Schools  28  6,909  345,450    7  304  13,680 

  Middle Schools  11  1,683  84,150    1  45  2,025 

  High Schools  9  3,884  194,200    4  156  7,020 

  Totals  56  13,737  $686,850    13  572  $25,740 

a Payments to Company 1 based on the $50 per-hour billed rate. 
b Payments to Company 2 based on the $45 per-hour billed rate. 

Source:  District Records. 
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Table 5 
Examples of Air Handler System Coil Cleaning Services and Related Payments 

July 2016 Through April 2018 

    Company 1    Company 2 

 

Services at: 

  Number of Units        Number of Units   

  Number of 
Locations 

> 10 
Tons  

< 10 
Tons  

Total 
Payments a   

Number of 
Locations 

> 10 
Tons 

< 10 
Tons 

Total 
Payments a 

  Administrative Site  1  ‐  16  $        4,400    ‐  ‐  ‐  $             ‐ 

  Specialized Schools  8  187  88  99,000    5  53  25  28,075 

  Elementary Schools  43  777  1,387  692,225    11  123  302  132,250 

  Middle Schools  8  343  427  254,625    4  55  81  44,275 

  High Schools  14  880  408  464,200    1  14  ‐  5,600 

  Totals  74  2,187  2,326  $1,514,450    21  245  408  $210,200 

a Payments to both Company 1 and Company 2 based on the $400 per-unit billed rate for units greater than 10 tons 
and the $275 per-unit billed rate for units less than 10 tons. 

Source:  District Records. 

According to District personnel, District supervisors and assistant supervisors monitor company 
staff work hours and work completed.  However, although we requested, attendance sheets or 
other time records, such as sign-in and sign-out sheets, maintained or approved by District 
personnel were not provided to evidence satisfactory receipt of the services invoiced, as well as 
documented verification of the number of applicable air handler units serviced at each school and 
administrative site before payments totaling $3,773,362 were made.  Absent District-maintained 
time records to verify IAQ services rendered and documented verification of air handler units 
serviced, the District has little assurance that IAQ services were performed as required. 

 For Category B general cleaning services (e.g., wiping down surfaces, applying mold and mildew 
remover and odor neutralizer, and janitorial services), the District was billed by and paid a total of 
$2,911,256 to Company 1 based on a negotiated rate of $50 per hour for mold remediation, 
instead of the negotiated rate of $45 per hour for room cleaning all surfaces.  In response to our 
inquiries, District personnel indicated that they matched the services listed on each invoice to the 
appropriate negotiated contract rates for Company 1.  However, although we requested, District 
records were not provided to evidence the matching process performed by District personnel or 
the existence of mold and the subsequent mold remediation results to justify paying the 
$50 per-hour rate for mold remediation rather than the $45 per-hour rate for room cleaning 
services.  As such, District records did not evidence the basis for questioned costs totaling 
$291,126 that were paid to Company 1.   

 For Category A professional consulting fees and various lab samples and analyses, the District 
paid a total of $126,236 to Company 2 based on invoiced per-unit amounts.  In response to our 
inquiry, the District IAQ Supervisor indicated that he reviewed the lab sample test results and 
analyses provided by Company 2, maintained copies of the lab results on his work computer, and 
that Company 2 also maintained copies of the lab results.  District management also indicated 
that District supervisors and assistant supervisors check projects daily to monitor company staff 
work hours and related work completed at the project sites.  However, although we requested, 
documentation, such as lab test results to support the per-unit rates invoiced and records 
identifying the specific project staff who provided the services and their professional qualifications, 
was not provided to support the Category A amounts invoiced by Company 2.   

Absent documentation to evidence effective IAQ service contracting and payment monitoring procedures, 

there is an increased risk that the services may not serve a public purpose, the services may not be 
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received consistent with the Board’s expectations, the occurrence of any fraud or errors may not be timely 

detected and resolved, and any related overpayments may not be timely recovered. 

Recommendation: The District should document the public purpose served for the IAQ services 
and related payments.  Such documentation should include evaluations of the necessity for the 
services by qualified personnel unaffiliated with the IAQ service provider procurement and 
payment processes.  The District should also enhance service contracting and payment 
monitoring procedures to require and ensure that District records be maintained to demonstrate 
that:  

 The District evaluates why services are necessary before contacting service providers 
and contracting for the services.  

 The District considered, through preparation of a cost-benefit analysis, whether it would 
be more cost-effective to separately contract for emergency services instead of 
contracting with one service provider for both emergency services and services that do 
not require immediate attention. 

 Personnel who perform the services possess the contract-required license and certificate 
qualifications.   

 The services are performed by the most qualified service provider.  

 Negotiated contract rates were reasonable and appropriate for the services and that, prior 
to payment for the services, District personnel verified that the services were satisfactorily 
received and performed consistent with the Board-approved contracts. 

In addition, the District should require and ensure future contracts contain maximum contract 
amounts for services.  Furthermore, the District should either document to the Florida Department 
of Education the allowability of the questioned costs totaling $291,126 for general cleaning 
services or seek reimbursement from Company 1 for these costs.  

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management indicated in the written response that the demand for IAQ services has existed continuously 

for years and that the District created documentation that evidenced the need for the services.  

Management also indicated that the contractors who performed the services possessed the certifications 

to perform the services and that it was unnecessary for contractors to submit time sheets to justify the 

work performed.  Management further stated that it would have been an ineffective use of taxpayer dollars 

to publish, negotiate, award and administer separate contracts for emergency and non-emergency 

services, due to response time requirements that varied minimally.   

Notwithstanding this response, although we requested, District records were not provided to demonstrate 

the continuous need for IAQ services, that the services were always performed by personnel who 

possessed the required qualifications, or the satisfactory receipt of the services invoiced.  Our finding 

does not suggest that contractors submit time sheets to justify the work performed, rather, the finding 

indicates that District-maintained time records could provide a means to verify the veracity of the IAQ 

service hours billed.  District records also did not demonstrate that it would be more cost-effective to 

separately contract with a company within Lee County for emergency IAQ services and contract with a 

company outside Lee County for other IAQ services.  Given the $5.9 million paid by the District for IAQ 

services, we continue to believe that a cost-benefit analysis would have provided useful information to 

the Board in approving the procurement of IAQ services.  Consequently, our recommendation stands as 

presented.  
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Finding 4: Monitoring of Construction Management Entity Pay Requests 

Under the construction management entity (CME) process, contractor profit and overhead are 

contractually agreed upon, and the CME is responsible for all scheduling and coordination in both the 

design and construction phases and is generally responsible for the successful, timely, and economical 

completion of the construction project.  The CME may be required to offer a guaranteed maximum price 

(GMP), which allows for the difference between the actual cost of the project and the GMP amount, or 

the net cost savings, to be returned to the District.  To ensure potential savings in material and labor 

costs and prevent cost overruns or other impediments to successful completion of GMP contracts, it is 

important that District personnel verify and ensure that CME pay requests agree with supporting 

documentation such as subcontractor bids, contracts, and invoices.   

During the period July 2014 through June 2017, the District had two major construction projects, the 

Dunbar High School Remodel (DHSR) and the Bonita Springs High School (BSHS) Projects.  The DHSR 

Project had a total GMP contract price of $23.7 million and the CME completed the project during that 

period and the BSHS Project had a total GMP contract price of $40.7 million and was in progress at 

June 30, 2017.  To evaluate District monitoring controls over CME pay requests, we inquired of District 

personnel and requested for examination District records supporting selected expenditures totaling 

$2.7 million for the DHSR Project, including $1.4 million paid to the CME for subcontractor services, and 

selected expenditures totaling $9.2 million for the BSHS Project, including $8.2 million paid to the CME 

for subcontractor services.   

In response to our inquiries, District personnel indicated that, upon receipt of a CME pay request, District 

personnel compared cost lines on the CME pay request schedule of values to subcontractor invoices, 

verified the mathematical accuracy of the request, and also verified that prior payments were properly 

accumulated.  In addition, the Board contracted with a certified public accounting (CPA) firm to audit the 

propriety of payments to the CMEs by comparing the CME pay requests to subcontractor contracts after 

the projects are completed.  However, neither District personnel nor the CPA firm compared, before the 

projects were completed, applicable amounts billed in the CME pay requests to the subcontractor bids 

and contracts.  Also, since the CPA firm services were to be provided after the projects were completed 

and payments made to the CMEs, the District’s ability to recover any overpayment amounts may be 

limited.  Additionally, as further discussed in Finding 7, District records did not evidence comparisons of 

general conditions costs billed in the CME pay requests to appropriate supporting documentation.   

As part of our procedures, we compared the CME services portion of the CME pay requests totaling 

$1.3 million for the DHSR Project and $1 million for the BSHS Project to the respective GMP contract 

amount.  In addition, as noted in Finding 5, the District requested and obtained from the CME certain 

subcontractor bids and contracts supporting subcontractor services.  Our review disclosed that the 

selected CME pay requests were consistent with available subcontractor bids and contracts; however, 

our procedures cannot substitute for the District’s responsibility to properly monitor CME pay requests.   

Absent a documented comparison of each line in the schedule of values for each CME pay request to 

supporting documentation, there is an increased risk that the District may overpay for services and may 

not realize maximum cost savings under GMP contracts.  
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Recommendation: The District should enhance procedures for monitoring CME pay requests to 
include a documented comparison of the cost items in the CME pay requests to supporting 
documentation, including, as applicable, subcontractor bids and contracts, before payment is 
made to the CME.   

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management indicated in the written response that “pursuant to Section 255.078, Florida Statutes, the 

District retains a minimum of 5% of the construction contract amount until after the project is completed 

and audited by an external CPA firm and Board approval for the final retainage to be paid to the 

construction manager.”  Notwithstanding the assurances provided by the CPA firm audit and retainage 

withheld, the point of our finding is that, prior to payment, CME pay requests were not compared to the 

subcontractor bids and contracts, increasing the risk for overpayments and that maximum cost savings 

may not be realized. 

Finding 5: Subcontractor Selection 

The GMP construction contract for the DHSR and BSHS Projects required the CME to solicit bids and 

award subcontracts, as necessary.  In addition, good business practices dictate that District personnel 

monitor the subcontractor selection process to ensure services are obtained at the lowest cost consistent 

with acceptable quality and to realize maximum cost savings under the GMP contract. 

According to District personnel, District procedures included attendance at the subcontractor bid 

openings for these two projects; however, although we requested, District records, such as copies of the 

bid tabulation sheets or other records, were not provided to demonstrate District personnel attendance 

at the bid openings.  In addition, the District did not maintain copies of the subcontractor bids to verify 

that the bid award and contract amounts agreed. 

From the population of 51 subcontractors who provided services totaling $7.9 million for the DHSR Project 

and 5 subcontractors who provided services totaling $8.2 million for the BSHS Project, we requested for 

examination subcontractor contracts for 19 selected DHSR Project subcontractors totaling $1.4 million 

and the 5 BSHS Project subcontractors.  District personnel obtained the contracts for 9 subcontractors 

from the CME and we compared the bid awards listed on the bid tabulation sheets to those contracts and 

confirmed that the subcontractors were competitively selected and that the bid award and contract 

amounts agreed.  However, the District did not obtain the other 15 subcontractor contracts totaling 

$1.2 million and no other records were provided to evidence that the contracts agreed with the bid awards 

listed on the bid tabulation sheets.   

District personnel’s documented attendance at subcontractor bid openings demonstrates District efforts 

to ensure bids are properly solicited and awarded and that the subcontractors selected by the CME are 

the best choice and value for the District project.  Without documented comparisons of bid awards to 

subcontractor contracts, the risk increases that subcontractor services may not be obtained at the lowest 

cost consistent with acceptable quality and the District may not realize maximum cost savings under a 

GMP contract.   

Recommendation: The District should require that District personnel maintain documentation 
to demonstrate their attendance at all subcontractor bid openings.  Additionally, the District 
should enhance procedures to include a documented comparison of subcontractor bid awards 
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to subcontractor contracts to verify that the CMEs used a competitive selection process to select 
subcontractors and that the bid award and contract amounts agree.   

Finding 6: Subcontractor Licenses 

State law11 provides that a CME must consist of, or contract with, licensed or registered professionals for 

the specific fields or areas of construction to be performed.  State law12 also establishes certain 

certification requirements for persons engaged in construction contracting, including licensing 

requirements for specialty contractors such as electrical, air conditioning, plumbing, and roofing 

contractors.   

District personnel indicated that they did not verify that the subcontractors for the DHSR and BSHS 

Projects were licensed but, instead, relied on the respective CMEs to verify the subcontractors’ licenses.  

As part of our procedures to determine whether the subcontractors were appropriately licensed for these 

two projects, we selected 24 subcontractors required to be licensed from the 56 subcontractors engaged 

by the CMEs and verified through online licensing searches that the subcontractors were properly 

licensed.  However, our procedures do not substitute for the District’s responsibility to implement 

adequate internal controls over subcontractor services.   

Timely documented verification that subcontractors are appropriately licensed provides the District 

additional assurance that the subcontractors who will be working on District facilities meet the 

qualifications necessary to perform the work for which they are engaged.   

Recommendation: The District should maintain documentation to demonstrate the verification 
of subcontractor licenses before the subcontractors commence work on District facilities. 

Finding 7: General Conditions Costs 

GMP contracts typically include provisions for general conditions costs that are not directly associated 

with a particular activity and may include costs relating to labor supervision, temporary offices and utilities, 

travel expenses, clean-up, permits, and testing.  Established policies and procedures that provide 

appropriate guidance for effectively negotiating, monitoring, and documenting the reasonableness of 

general conditions costs are essential to ensure that potential cost savings are realized under GMP 

contracts.  For contracts that include general conditions costs, appropriate policies and procedures 

include, for example: 

 Comparing proposed general conditions costs to those of similar projects, including similar 
projects at other school districts. 

 Negotiating with the CME to determine a reasonable amount for total budgeted general conditions 
costs. 

 Verifying that the general conditions costs are supported by detailed documentation, such as CME 
payroll records and CME-paid invoices, and confirming that the costs comply with the CME GMP 
contract.   

                                                 
11 Section 1013.45(1)(c), Florida Statutes. 
12 Chapter 489, Florida Statutes. 
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While the BSHS Project contract did not contain any general conditions cost provisions, the DHSR Project 

contract amendments included provisions for general conditions costs totaling $1.4 million and CME pay 

requests referenced these costs as they were incurred.  However, the District had not established policies 

or procedures for effectively negotiating, monitoring, and documenting the reasonableness of the general 

conditions costs.  Additionally, District records did not document the methodology used and factors 

considered during the negotiation process to establish the reasonableness of the DHSR Project’s general 

conditions costs and detailed documentation, such as CME payroll records or copies of CME-paid 

invoices, was not obtained by the District to support the propriety of the general conditions costs billed 

and paid. 

As part of our audit, we requested for examination District records supporting 4 payments to the DHSR 

Project CME for the general conditions costs.  In response to our request, District personnel stated that 

the CME is paid a flat percentage, or all-inclusive fee based on the GMP, which allows the CME to 

allocate the composition of the fee as a percentage of square footage.  However, neither CME personnel 

time sheets, CME invoices, or other records were provided to support these costs and District personnel 

could not explain how the general conditions cost amounts were calculated.   

Absent appropriate policies and procedures, the District may be limited in its ability to monitor the 

reasonableness of general conditions costs and to determine the propriety of pay requests for general 

conditions costs or to realize cost savings associated with general conditions costs in GMP contracts.   

Recommendation: The District should establish policies and procedures for negotiating, 
monitoring, and documenting the reasonableness of CME general conditions costs.  Such 
policies and procedures should require documentation of the methodology used and factors 
considered in negotiating general conditions costs, and the receipt and review of sufficiently 
detailed documentation supporting the general conditions costs included in CME pay requests.  

Finding 8: School Volunteers 

State law13 requires the District, before making any decision to appoint a person to work as a volunteer 

where children regularly congregate, to conduct a search of that person’s name or other identifying 

information against the registration information regarding sexual predators and sexual offenders through 

the Dru Sjodin National Sexual Offender Public Website (NSOPW) maintained by the United States 

Department of Justice.  If that site is not available, a search of the registration information regarding 

sexual predators and sexual offenders (i.e., Florida Sexual Offenders and Predators Database) 

maintained by the Florida Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) is required. 

Board policies14 require each prospective volunteer to complete a school volunteer application form and 

the form is to be filed at the respective school.  According to District personnel, a designated employee 

at each school conducts a search of the applicant’s name against the registration information through the 

NSOPW or the FDLE Florida Sexual Offenders and Predators Database and indicates completion of the 

search on the form.  However, District procedures did not require supervisory review and approval of the 

forms or independent verification of the school volunteer approval process at the District level to ensure 

                                                 
13 Section 943.04351, Florida Statutes. 
14 Board Policy 5.04, Fingerprinting and Background Screening. 
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that the forms were properly completed, verified to the applicable registration information, and retained 

at the schools.  

To determine whether District schools documented appropriate background searches for volunteers, we 

inquired of District personnel and requested for examination District records supporting 30 selected 

volunteers from the population of 5,546 school volunteers during the 2016-17 fiscal year.  School 

volunteer application forms were provided for 21 volunteers; however, the forms, or other records to 

evidence the performance of appropriate searches of volunteer names and information, were not 

provided for 9 volunteers at the Tice Elementary School.  In response to our inquiries regarding records 

of background searches for these 9 volunteers, District personnel indicated that the school volunteer 

application forms should have been completed but that the forms could not be located. 

As part of our audit, we extended our procedures and determined that none of the 9 selected volunteers 

were listed as a sexual predator or sexual offender in the NSOPW.  However, our procedures cannot 

substitute for management’s responsibility to ensure, and document, that District schools perform the 

appropriate searches of volunteer names and information in accordance with State law.  Absent effective 

controls to evidence that searches of volunteer names and information are timely and appropriately 

performed by District school personnel, the District has limited assurance that only volunteers with 

suitable backgrounds have direct contact with students and the District cannot demonstrate compliance 

with State law.   

Recommendation: The District should ensure that searches of prospective school volunteer 
names and information are performed against the applicable registration information regarding 
sexual predators and sexual offenders and that records of such searches are retained.  Such 
efforts should include supervisory review and approval of the forms or independent verification 
of the school volunteer approval process at the District level. 

Finding 9: Payroll Processing – Time Records 

Effective internal controls require supervisory review of time worked and leave used by employees to 

ensure that compensation payments are appropriate and leave balances are accurate.  The District pays 

noninstructional employees (e.g., educational support personnel, administrative and professional 

employees)15 on a payroll-by-exception basis whereby the employees are paid on a fixed authorized 

gross amount for each payroll cycle unless the amount is altered.  A payroll-by-exception methodology 

assumes, absent any payroll action to the contrary, that an employee worked or used available 

accumulated leave for the required number of hours in the pay period. 

During the 2016-17 fiscal year, the District reported salary costs totaling $178.8 million for 

5,443 noninstructional employees.  According to District personnel, noninstructional employees are 

required to record leave used in the leave management system for supervisory approval; however, these 

employees do not report time worked and neither District electronic nor hard copy records evidenced 

supervisory review and approval of time worked by these employees.   

                                                 
15 Administrative personnel include, for example, principals, assistant principals, executive directors, and directors and 
professional employees include, for example, coordinators, managers, specialists, and supervisors. 
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In response to our inquiry, District personnel indicated that the Fair Labor Standards Act did not require 

noninstructional employees to complete a time sheet.  Notwithstanding the lack of a Federal requirement, 

without evidence of documented supervisory review and approval of noninstructional employee time 

worked, there is limited assurance that the employee services were provided consistent with Board 

expectations.  In addition, without accurate records of supervisory review, there is an increased risk that 

employees may be incorrectly compensated, employee leave balances may not be accurate, and District 

records may not be sufficiently detailed in the event of a salary or leave dispute. 

Recommendation: The District should establish a mechanism for noninstructional employees 
to report time worked and also implement procedures requiring supervisors to document the 
review and approval of such time. 

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management indicated in the written response that noninstructional personnel are required to use the 

LeeClock electronic sign in/out application.  Management also indicated that employee performance is 

measured by supervisor review of performance and employee output, on a regular basis.  

Notwithstanding this response, given the District’s responsibility to monitor noninstructional employee 

services and the significant costs totaling $178.8 million associated with these services for the 

2016-17 fiscal year, records of attendance and time worked by these employees, reviewed and approved 

by applicable supervisors, provide additional assurances that the services provided by the employees 

and compensated by the District were consistent with Board expectations. 

Finding 10: Florida Best and Brightest Teacher Scholarship Program  

The Florida Legislature established the Florida Best and Brightest Teacher Scholarship Program 

(Program)16 to reward teachers who achieved high academic standards during their own education.  

Pursuant to State law, to be eligible for a scholarship, a teacher must have scored at or above the 

80th percentile on a college entrance examination based on the national percentile ranks in effect when 

the teacher took the assessment and have been evaluated as highly effective pursuant to State law17 in 

the school year immediately preceding the year in which the scholarship will be awarded, or if the teacher 

is a first-year teacher who has not been evaluated pursuant to State law, must have scored at or above 

the 80th percentile on a college entrance examination based on the national percentile ranks in effect 

when the teacher took the assessment.   

To demonstrate eligibility for a scholarship award for District school teachers, District procedures required 

teachers to submit to the District an official record of his or her college entrance examination score 

demonstrating that the teacher scored at or above the 80th percentile based on the national percentile 

ranks in effect when the teacher took the assessment.  Pursuant to State law,18 once a classroom teacher 

is deemed eligible by the District, the teacher shall remain eligible as long as he or she remains employed 

by the District as a classroom teacher at the time of the award and receives an annual performance 

evaluation rating of highly effective.  In addition, according to District personnel, charter schools were 

                                                 
16 Section 1012.731, Florida Statutes. 
17 Section 1012.34, Florida Statutes. 
18 Section 1012.731(3)(b), Florida Statutes. 
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required to submit to the District a list of teacher names who were determined to be eligible for the 

scholarship.  However, the District had not established procedures to verify that scholarships were only 

awarded to charter school classroom teachers who provided official documentation of college entrance 

examination scores at or above the 80th percentile and were evaluated as highly effective based, in part, 

on student performance.   

District personnel are responsible for determining teacher eligibility for scholarship awards and annually 

submitting the number of eligible teachers to the Florida Department of Education (FDOE).  The FDOE 

disburses scholarship funds to the District for each eligible classroom teacher to receive a scholarship 

as provided in the applicable General Appropriations Act. 

During the 2016-17 fiscal year, the District awarded Program scholarships totaling $1.1 million for 

163 recipients including 147 recipients employed by the District and 16 recipients employed by charter 

schools.  To determine whether the recipients met the eligibility requirements for the scholarships, we 

requested for examination District records supporting 30 scholarship awards (28 awards to recipients 

employed by the District and 2 awards to recipients employed by charter schools) totaling $204,507.  We 

found that: 

 3 District school scholarship recipients received awards totaling $20,451 based on a temporary 
examination report from the examination provider, an unofficial score report from the examination 
provider’s Web site, and an unofficial score obtained from a computer screen printout of test 
scores from the teacher’s college, respectively.  In response to our inquiry, District personnel 
indicated that no official examination score reports were on file for the 3 scholarship recipients 
and 1 of the recipients had also received the scholarship in the prior year.  As of January 2018, 
District personnel had only independently corroborated 1 of the 3 recipients’ examination scores 
with an official score report. 

 2 charter school scholarship recipients received awards totaling $13,634.  Since the District had 
not established procedures for verifying the eligibility of charter school scholarship recipients, we 
requested for examination, and the District obtained from the charter schools, documentation that 
confirmed the 2 charter school classroom teachers scored at or above the 80th percentile on 
college entrance examinations and were evaluated as highly effective based, in part, on student 
performance for the 2015-16 fiscal year.  However, our procedures do not substitute for the 
District’s responsibility to establish adequate monitoring controls over scholarship recipient 
eligibility. 

Absent effective procedures to limit Program scholarships to District and charter school classroom 

teachers, as defined in State law, with qualifying college entrance examination scores and highly effective 

evaluations based, in part, on student performance, there is an increased risk that scholarships will be 

awarded to ineligible recipients.  

Recommendation: The District should enhance procedures to ensure that Program 
scholarships are awarded to eligible recipients based on qualifying college entrance examination 
scores reported on reliable and authentic records and highly effective evaluations based, in part, 
on student performance.  Such procedures should include documented verifications of the 
eligibility of charter school scholarship recipients.  

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management indicated in the written response that “with respect to charter schools, the District does not 

have access to charter school employee records.”  However, as the sponsor of the District charter 
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schools, the District is responsible for monitoring the schools and is not prohibited from requesting and 

obtaining records to substantiate the eligibility of charter school scholarship recipients.  Accordingly, we 

continue to recommend that the District enhance procedures to ensure that Program scholarships are 

awarded to eligible recipients. 

Finding 11: School Resource Officer Services    

Effective contract management ensures that contract provisions establish required services and related 

service times and compensation for contractual services and that services are satisfactorily received 

before payment.  The Board routinely enters into contracts for services, and internal controls have been 

designed and implemented that generally ensure payments are consistent with contract terms and 

conditions. 

The District paid $14 million for contractual services for the period July 1, 2016, through March 22, 2017, 

and, to determine the propriety of these payments, we examined District records supporting 30 selected 

payments totaling $1.2 million related to 30 contracts.  One of the selected payments was a 

$207,454 payment to the Lee County Sheriff’s Office (LCSO) for school resource officer (SRO) services 

and we expanded our procedures to evaluate District controls for monitoring these services and the 

related payments. 

Pursuant to State law,19 the Board entered into a $2.2 million fixed-price contract with the LCSO for SRO 

services at 46 District schools for the period August 3, 2016, through August 2, 2017.  The contract 

identified the SROs’ daily work locations, the hours that the schools are in regular session, and that SRO 

workdays would correspond with teacher regular workdays.  The District paid the contract amount to the 

LCSO for the contract period based on LCSO invoices.  However, District procedures had not been 

established to require and ensure that school personnel with direct knowledge of the SRO services 

confirmed receipt of the services set forth in the contract.  In response to our inquiries, District personnel 

indicated that they relied on the LCSO to maintain time records to demonstrate the work efforts of these 

individuals.   

Absent effective procedures requiring, prior to payment, documented confirmation that SRO services 

were satisfactorily received and complied with the contract provisions, there is an increased risk that 

overpayments may occur or that the services provided may not be consistent with Board expectations. 

Recommendation: The District should establish procedures requiring, prior to payment for 
services, documented confirmation that SRO services were satisfactorily received and complied 
with the contract provisions. 

Follow-Up to Management’s Response 

Management stated in the written response that “if there is a responsibility for validating number of hours 

worked by individual Sheriff staff members, the responsibility would be incumbent on the Lee County 

Sheriff’s Office, not the District.”  However, the point of our finding is that, since the District paid for the 

SRO services, it is incumbent on District personnel to document confirmation that the services were 

                                                 
19 Section 1006.12, Florida Statutes. 
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received.  Without documented confirmation, there is an increased risk that overpayments may occur or 

that the SRO services may not be satisfactorily received. 

Finding 12: Purchasing Cards  

The District administers a purchasing card (P-card) program which gives employees the convenience of 

purchasing items without using the standard purchase order process and expedites low dollar purchases 

of goods and services.  P-card purchases are subject to Board policies and District procedures including 

the Lee County Public Schools Purchasing Card Program Policy and Procedure Guide (P-Card Manual).  

According to the P-Card Manual, the Finance Department is responsible for administration of the P-card 

program.  

The District P-Card Manual requires an employee authorization statement to be signed by the individual 

cardholder and the principal or department head, establishes requirements for handling the cards of 

individuals who separate from District employment, limits transactions without approval to $999.99, and 

prohibits split transactions to circumvent the P-card single transaction limits.  District procedures also 

require the principal or department head to assign an employee to review and approve P-card purchases.  

During the 2016-17 fiscal year, P-card expenditures totaled $2.7 million and, at June 30, 2017, 

531 P-cards were in use.  To determine the propriety of P-card expenditures, we examined District 

records supporting 30 selected P-card expenditures totaling $87,175.  We found that 4 purchases totaling 

$10,369 were split into separate transactions to apparently circumvent the single transaction limit.  

Specifically, we found that District personnel split a: 

 $6,880 transaction into a P-card expenditure of $886 and 6 P-card expenditures of $999 each for 
hotel lodging in October 2016 for several teachers to attend the 2016 Florida Association of 
Christian Colleges and Schools Conference. 

 $1,290 transaction into two P-card expenditures of $645 each in January 2017 for science fair 
lapel pin awards to participating students. 

 $1,150 transaction into P-card expenditures of $950 and $200 to pay for office supplies in 
August 2016.  

 $1,049 transaction into P-card expenditures of $999 and $50 for conference fees for a teacher to 
attend the 2017 Future of Education Technology Conference in January 2017. 

In response to our inquiries, District personnel agreed that the office supplies, conference fees, and 

awards transactions were split transactions that violated District P-card policies and should not have been 

approved.  However, District personnel disagreed that the hotel lodging was a split transaction and stated 

that the $999.99 transaction limit was primarily intended to prevent capital assets from being purchased.  

Notwithstanding this response, the P-Card Manual did not provide exemptions from the single transaction 

limits.   

P-card purchases to the same vendor within a short time period that collectively exceed the single 

transaction limit are indicative of split transactions to circumvent the intent for establishing the transaction 

limits.  Without the effective review of P-card purchases prior to approval, there is an increased risk that 

unauthorized P-card use or purchases in excess of authorized amounts will occur.  A similar finding was 

noted in our report No. 2015-069. 
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Recommendation: The District should enhance procedures for the supervisory review and 
approval of P-card purchases to ensure that P-card program policies and procedures, including 
those prohibiting split transactions, are adhered to by cardholders. 

Finding 13: Information Technology – Risk Assessment    

Management of information technology (IT) related risks is a key part of enterprise IT governance.  

Incorporating an enterprise perspective into day-to-day governance actions helps an entity understand 

its greatest security risk exposures and determine whether planned controls are appropriate and 

adequate to secure IT resources from unauthorized disclosure, modification, or destruction.  IT risk 

assessment, including the identification of risks, the evaluation of the likelihood of threats, and the severity 

of threat impact, helps support management’s decisions in establishing cost-effective measures to 

mitigate risk and, where appropriate, formally accept residual risk. 

According to District personnel, although the District informally considered external and internal risks 

based on various tests and reviews conducted within selected departments and identified security 

controls such as selected configuration settings to mitigate these risks, the District had not developed a 

comprehensive, written IT risk assessment due to lack of time and resources.  A comprehensive, written 

IT risk assessment would consider, in addition to the informal risk assessments, threats and 

vulnerabilities at the Districtwide, system, and application levels and document the range of risks that the 

District systems and data may be subject to, including those posed by internal and external users.  The 

District’s Information Systems Department formed an Information Security and Assurance team under 

the direction of a new Chief Information Officer to address IT-related risks.  

The absence of a comprehensive, written IT risk assessment may lessen the District’s assurance that all 

likely threats and vulnerabilities have been identified, the most significant risks have been addressed, 

and appropriate decisions have been made regarding which risks to accept and which risks to mitigate 

through security controls.  Similar findings were noted in our report Nos. 2015-069 and 2012-063. 

Recommendation: The District should develop a comprehensive, written IT risk assessment to 
provide a documented basis for managing IT-related risks. 

Finding 14: Information Technology – User Access Privileges 

The Legislature has recognized in State law20 that social security numbers (SSNs) can be used to acquire 

sensitive personal information, the release of which could result in fraud against individuals or cause 

other financial or personal harm.  Therefore, public entities are required to provide extra care in 

maintaining such information to ensure its confidential status.  Effective controls restrict employees from 

accessing information unnecessary for their assigned job responsibilities and provide for periodic reviews 

of IT access privileges to help prevent personnel from accessing sensitive personal information 

inconsistent with their responsibilities. 

                                                 
20 Section 119.071(5)(a), Florida Statutes. 
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Pursuant to State law,21 the District identified each student using a Florida education identification number 

assigned by the FDOE.  However, student SSNs are included in the student records maintained within 

the District management information system (MIS).  Student SSNs are maintained in the District MIS to, 

for example, register newly enrolled students and transmit that information to the FDOE through a 

secure-file procedure and provide student transcripts to colleges, universities, and potential employers 

based on student-authorized requests.  Board policies22 allow designated District school personnel 

access to student records to perform administrative, supervisory, or instructional responsibilities that 

serve a legitimate educational purpose in accordance with applicable State law, State Board of Education 

rules, and Federal laws and District employees are required to certify that they will comply with these 

requirements.  However, as of October 2017, District personnel indicated that periodic reviews of IT user 

access privileges to student information had not been performed to help monitor these privileges.   

As of October 2017, the District MIS contained SSNs for 221,095 former and 54,979 current District 

students and 1,100 District employees had access to the student SSNs.  As part of our audit, we 

examined District records supporting 30 selected employees’ IT user access privileges to former and 

current student SSNs.  We found that 24 employees, including teachers, support staff, and 

administrators, did not have a demonstrated need for such access.  In addition, according to District 

personnel, the MIS did not have a mechanism to differentiate access privileges to current student 

information from access privileges to former student information and the employees who had access to 

both current and former student information did not always have a demonstrated need for such access.   

Subsequent to our inquiry, in December 2017 the District performed and documented a review of IT user 

access privileges and removed the 24 employees’ access privileges to student SSNs.  The existence of 

unnecessary access privileges and the lack of documented, periodic reviews of IT user access privileges 

increase the risk of unauthorized disclosure of student SSNs and the possibility that sensitive personal 

information may be used to commit a fraud against District students or others. 

Recommendation: The District should ensure that only those employees who have a 
demonstrated need to access student SSNs have such access.  Such efforts should include 
documented, periodic reviews of IT user access privileges to determine whether such privileges 
are necessary and ensure the timely removal of any inappropriate or unnecessary access 
privileges detected. 

Finding 15: Information Technology – Security Controls – User Authentication, Data Loss 
Prevention, and Logging and Monitoring of System Activity   

Security controls are intended to protect the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of data and 

IT resources.  Our audit disclosed that certain District security controls related to user authentication, 

data loss prevention, and logging and monitoring of system activity need improvement.  We are not 

disclosing specific details of the issues in this report to avoid the possibility of compromising District data 

and IT resources.  However, we have notified appropriate District management of the specific issues.   

                                                 
21 Section 1008.386, Florida Statutes. 
22 Board Policy 4.19, Student Records. 
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Without adequate security controls related to user authentication, data loss prevention, and logging and 

monitoring of system activity, the risk is increased that the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of 

District data and IT resources may be compromised.  Similar findings related to user authentication and 

data loss prevention were communicated to District management in connection with our report 

Nos. 2015-069 and 2012-063. 

Recommendation: The District should improve IT security controls related to user 
authentication, data loss prevention, and logging and monitoring of system activity to ensure the 
continued confidentiality, integrity, and availability of District data and IT resources. 

PRIOR AUDIT FOLLOW-UP 

Except as noted in Findings 2, 12, 13, and 15 and shown in Table 1, the District had taken corrective 

actions for findings included in our report No. 2015-069.   

Table 1 
Findings Also Noted in Previous Audit Reports 

Finding 

2013‐14 Fiscal Year 
Operational Audit Report 
No. 2015‐069, Finding 

2010‐11 Fiscal Year 
Operational Audit Report 
No. 2012‐063, Finding 

2  4  1 

12  2  Not Applicable 

13  10  12 

15  13  11 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The Auditor General conducts operational audits of governmental entities to provide the Legislature, 

Florida’s citizens, public entity management, and other stakeholders unbiased, timely, and relevant 

information for use in promoting government accountability and stewardship and improving government 

operations. 

We conducted this operational audit from February 2017 to December 2017 in accordance with generally 

accepted government auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit 

to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 

based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for 

our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

The objectives of this operational audit were to:  

 Evaluate management’s performance in establishing and maintaining internal controls, including 
controls designed to prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse, and in administering assigned 
responsibilities in accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, grant 
agreements, and other guidelines. 

 Examine internal controls designed and placed in operation to promote and encourage the 
achievement of management’s control objectives in the categories of compliance, economic and 
efficient operations, reliability of records and reports, and safeguarding of assets, and identify 
weaknesses in those controls. 
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 Determine whether management had taken corrective actions for findings included in our report 
No. 2015-069.     

 Identify statutory and fiscal changes that may be recommended to the Legislature pursuant to 
Section 11.45(7)(h), Florida Statutes.   

This audit was designed to identify, for those programs, activities, or functions included within the scope 

of the audit, weaknesses in management’s internal controls, instances of noncompliance with applicable 

laws, rules, regulations, contracts, grant agreements, and other guidelines; and instances of inefficient 

or ineffective operational policies, procedures, or practices.  The focus of this audit was to identify 

problems so that they may be corrected in such a way as to improve government accountability and 

efficiency and the stewardship of management.  Professional judgment has been used in determining 

significance and audit risk and in selecting the particular transactions, legal compliance matters, records, 

and controls considered. 

As described in more detail below, for those programs, activities, and functions included within the scope 

of our audit, our audit work included, but was not limited to, communicating to management and those 

charged with governance the scope, objectives, timing, overall methodology, and reporting of our audit; 

obtaining an understanding of the program, activity, or function; exercising professional judgment in 

considering significance and audit risk in the design and execution of the research, interviews, tests, 

analyses, and other procedures included in the audit methodology; obtaining reasonable assurance of 

the overall sufficiency and appropriateness of the evidence gathered in support of our audit findings and 

conclusions; and reporting on the results of the audit as required by governing laws and auditing 

standards. 

Our audit included transactions, as well as events and conditions, occurring during the 2016-17 fiscal 

year audit period, and selected District actions taken prior and subsequent thereto.  Unless otherwise 

indicated in this report, these records and transactions were not selected with the intent of statistically 

projecting the results, although we have presented for perspective, where practicable, information 

concerning relevant population value or size and quantifications relative to the items selected for 

examination. 

An audit by its nature does not include a review of all records and actions of management, staff, and 

vendors, and as a consequence, cannot be relied upon to identify all instances of noncompliance, fraud, 

waste, abuse, or inefficiency. 

In conducting our audit, we:   

 Evaluated District procedures for maintaining and reviewing employee access to IT resources.  
We examined selected user access privileges to the District enterprise resource planning (ERP) 
system finance and human resources (HR) applications to determine the appropriateness and 
necessity of the access based on employee job duties and user account functions and whether 
the access prevented the performance of incompatible duties.  We also examined the 
administrator account access privileges granted and procedures for oversight of administrative 
accounts for the network and applications to determine whether these accounts had been 
appropriately assigned and managed.  Specifically, we: 

o Tested the 5 roles that allowed update access privileges to selected critical ERP system 
finance application functions resulting in the review of the appropriateness of access 
privileges granted for 20 accounts. 
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o Tested the 8 roles that allowed update access privileges to selected critical ERP system 
HR application functions resulting in the review of the appropriateness of access privileges 
granted for 87 accounts. 

 Reviewed District procedures to prohibit former employee access to electronic data files.  We also 
reviewed selected user access privileges for 30 of the 768 employees who separated from District 
employment during the audit period to determine whether the access privileges had been timely 
deactivated.   

 Evaluated District security policies and procedures governing the classification, management, 
and protection of sensitive and confidential information. 

 Determined whether a comprehensive IT disaster recovery plan was in place, designed properly, 
operating effectively, and had been recently tested. 

 Examined selected operating system, database, network, and application security settings to 
determine whether authentication controls were configured and enforced in accordance with 
IT best practices. 

 Determined whether a comprehensive, written IT risk assessment had been developed to 
document the District’s risk management and assessment processes and security controls 
intended to protect the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of data and IT resources. 

 Evaluated District procedures and examined supporting documentation to determine whether 
audit logging and monitoring controls were configured in accordance with IT best practices. 

 Evaluated the adequacy of District procedures related to security incident response and reporting. 

 Examined Board, committee, and advisory board meeting minutes to determine whether Board 
approval was obtained for policies and procedures in effect during the audit period and for 
evidence of compliance with Sunshine Law requirements (i.e., proper notice of meetings, 
meetings readily accessible to the public, and properly maintained meeting minutes). 

 Analyzed the District’s General Fund total unassigned and assigned fund balances at 
June 30, 2017, to determine whether the total was less than 3 percent of the fund’s projected 
revenues, as specified in Section 1011.051, Florida Statutes.  We also performed analytical 
procedures to determine the ability of the District to make future debt service payments. 

 From the population of expenditures totaling $99.2 million and transfers totaling $56 million during 
the audit period from nonvoted capital outlay tax levy proceeds, Public Education Capital Outlay 
funds, and other restricted capital project funds, examined documentation supporting selected 
expenditures totaling $14.8 million and all transfers to determine compliance with the restrictions 
imposed on the use of these resources. 

 Selected three expenditures totaling $10,500 from the population of $11 million total workforce 
education program funds expenditures for the audit period and examined supporting 
documentation to determine whether the District used the funds for authorized purposes (i.e., not 
used to support K-12 programs or District K-12 administrative costs).  

 From the population of 511 industry certifications eligible for performance funding that were 
attained by students during the 2015-16 and 2016-17 fiscal years, examined 30 selected 
certifications to determine whether the District maintained documentation for student attainment 
of the industry certifications. 

 From the population of 227,213 contact hours reported for 2,031 adult general education 
instructional students during the Fall 2016 Semester, examined District records supporting 
3,246 reported contact hours for 30 selected students to determine whether the District reported 
the instructional contact hours in accordance with Florida Department of Education (FDOE) 
requirements. 
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 Evaluated District controls based on review of selected records to determine whether the District 
provided individuals with a written statement as to the purpose for collecting their social security 
numbers (SSNs).  We also evaluated whether District controls appropriately secured and 
protected the confidentiality of the SSNs collected. 

 Examined the District Web site to determine whether the 2016-17 fiscal year proposed, tentative, 
and official budgets were prominently posted pursuant to Section 1011.035(2), Florida Statutes. 

 Examined District records to determine whether the District established an audit committee and 
followed prescribed procedures to contract for audit services pursuant to Section 218.391, Florida 
Statutes, for the 2014-15 and 2015-16 fiscal years. 

 Examined supporting documentation to determine whether required internal funds audits for the 
2016-17, 2015-16, and 2014-15 fiscal years were timely performed pursuant to SBE Rule 
6A-1.087, Florida Administrative Code, and Chapter 8 – School Internal Funds, Financial and 
Program Cost Accounting and Reporting for Florida Schools (Red Book), and whether the audit 
reports were presented to the Board. 

 Examined District records supporting the payments totaling $44,544 made during the audit period 
by the District to its direct-support organization to determine the legal authority of such 
transactions. 

 Determined whether the Board established investment policies and procedures as required by 
Section 218.415, Florida Statutes, and whether District investments during the audit period 
complied with those policies and procedures.  

 Evaluated severance pay provisions for the two employee contracts to determine whether the 
severance pay provisions complied with Section 215.425(4), Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of compensation payments totaling $469 million to 11,300 full-time 
employees during the audit period, examined District records supporting compensation payments 
totaling $48,131 to 32 selected employees to determine the accuracy of the rate of pay and 
whether supervisory personnel reviewed and approved employee reports of time worked. 

 From the population of 5,082 instructional personnel and 361 school administrators compensated 
a total of $322 million during the audit period, examined supporting documentation for 11 selected 
employees who were paid a total of $655,040 to determine whether the District had developed 
adequate performance assessment procedures for instructional personnel and school 
administrators based on student performance and other criteria in accordance with 
Section 1012.34(3), Florida Statutes, and determined whether a portion of each selected 
instructional employee’s compensation was based on performance in accordance with 
Section 1012.22(1)(c)4., Florida Statutes. 

 Examined District records related to 20 District employees and 10 contractor workers selected 
from the population of 13,736 full-time employees and 1,113 contractor workers during the audit 
period to assess whether District employees and contractor workers who had direct contact with 
students were subjected to the required fingerprinting and background screenings. 

 Examined Board policies, District procedures, and related records for the audit period for school 
volunteers to determine whether the District searched prospective volunteers’ names against the 
Dru Sjodin National Sexual Offender Public Web site maintained by the United States Department 
of Justice, as required by Section 943.04351, Florida Statutes. 

 Examined District records supporting the eligibility of: 

o 28 selected District recipients of Florida Best and Brightest Teacher Scholarship Program 
awards from the population of 147 District teachers who received scholarship awards totaling 
$1 million during the audit period.  
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o 2 selected charter school recipients of Florida Best and Brightest Teacher Scholarship 
Program awards from the population of 16 charter school teachers who received scholarship 
awards totaling $109,071 during the audit period. 

 Evaluated Board policies and District procedures to ensure health insurance was provided only 
to eligible employees, retirees, and dependents and that upon an employee’s separation from 
District employment, insurance benefits were timely canceled as appropriate based on the 
District’s policies.  We also determined whether the District had procedures for reconciling health 
insurance costs to employee, retiree, and Board-approved contributions.   

 From the population of 619 payments totaling $72,730 paid to employees for other than travel 
and payroll payments from July 1, 2016, to April 6, 2017, examined documentation for 30 selected 
payments totaling $16,728 to determine whether such payments were reasonable, adequately 
supported, for valid District purposes, and were not contrary to Section 112.313, Florida Statutes. 

 Reviewed District procedures for bidding and purchasing health insurance to determine 
compliance with Section 112.08, Florida Statutes.  We also reviewed procedures for the 
reasonableness of procedures for acquiring other types of commercial insurance to determine 
whether the basis for selecting insurance carriers was documented in District records and 
conformed to good business practices. 

 Examined documentation for the two significant construction projects contracts (guaranteed 
maximum prices totaling $64.4 million) with construction management entities (CMEs) to 
determine compliance with District policies and procedures and provisions of State laws and rules.  
Also, for these projects, we: 

o Examined District records to determine whether the CME was properly selected and the 
contracts contained the required provisions. 

o Reviewed District procedures for monitoring subcontractor selection and licensure, and 
examined records to determine whether subcontractors were properly selected and licensed. 

o Examined District records to determine whether the architects were properly selected and 
adequately insured.  

o Determined whether the District established policies and procedures addressing negotiation 
and monitoring of general conditions costs.  

o Requested for examination District records supporting two payments to CMEs totaling 
$11.9 million to determine whether District procedures for monitoring payments were 
adequate and payments were sufficiently supported. 

o Examined District records to determine whether projects progressed as planned and were 
cost effective and consistent with established benchmarks, and whether District records 
supported that the contractors performed as expected. 

 Examined District records to determine the number of issued take-home electronic devices that 
have the ability to access the Internet and reviewed District policies and procedures to limit 
students’ access to inappropriate Web sites. 

 From the population of purchasing card (P-card) transactions totaling $2.7 million during the audit 
period, examined documentation supporting 30 selected transactions totaling $87,175 to 
determine whether P-cards were administered in accordance with Board policies and District 
procedures.  We also determined whether the District timely canceled the P-cards for the 
15 cardholders who separated from District employment during the audit period. 

 Evaluated the sufficiency of District procedures to determine whether District charter schools and 
charter technical career centers were required to be subjected to an expedited review pursuant 
to Section 1002.345, Florida Statutes.   
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 Examined District records and evaluated construction planning processes for the audit period to 
determine whether processes were comprehensive, included consideration of restricted 
resources and other alternatives to ensure the most economical and effective approach, and met 
District short-term and long-term needs. 

 Determined whether expenditures were reasonable, correctly recorded, adequately documented, 
for a valid District purpose, properly authorized and approved, and in compliance with applicable 
State laws, rules, contract terms and Board policies; and applicable vendors were properly 
selected.  From the population of expenditures totaling $90.8 million from July 2016 through 
December 2016, we examined documentation relating to 30 selected payments for general 
expenditures totaling $342,391. 

 From the population of 417 consultant contracts totaling $14 million during the audit period, 
examined supporting documentation, including the contract documents, for 30 selected payments 
totaling $1.2 million related to 30 contracts to determine whether: 

o The District selected applicable consultants pursuant to competitive selection requirements. 

o The contracts clearly specified deliverables, time frames, documentation requirements, and 
compensation. 

o District records documented satisfactory receipt of deliverables before payments were made. 

o The payments complied with contract provisions.  

 Determined whether the District used supplemental academic instruction and research-based 
reading instruction allocations to provide, to the applicable schools, pursuant to 
Section 1011.62(9), Florida Statutes, an additional hour of intensive reading instruction to 
students every day, schoolwide during the audit period.  Also, we reviewed the District records to 
determine whether the District appropriately reported to the FDOE, pursuant to the 2016 General 
Appropriations Act (Chapter 2016-066, Laws of Florida), the funding sources, expenditures, and 
student outcomes for each participating school. 

 Determined whether the District had adequate Virtual Instruction Program (VIP) policies and 
procedures. 

 Examined student records and evaluated District procedures for the audit period to determine 
whether the District ensured that VIP students were provided with all necessary instructional 
materials and, for those eligible students who did not already have such resources in their home, 
computing resources necessary for program participation as required by Section 1002.45(3)(c) 
and (d), Florida Statutes. 

 Communicated on an interim basis with applicable officials to ensure the timely resolution of 
issues involving controls and noncompliance.   

 Performed various other auditing procedures, including analytical procedures, as necessary, to 
accomplish the objectives of the audit.   

 Prepared and submitted for management response the findings and recommendations that are 
included in this report and which describe the matters requiring corrective actions.  Management’s 
response is included in this report under the heading MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE.  
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AUTHORITY 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 11.45, Florida Statutes, I have directed that this report be prepared 

to present the results of our operational audit. 

 

Sherrill F. Norman, CPA 

Auditor General  
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MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 
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