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SUMMARY 

This operational audit for the period July 1, 2004, 
through June 30, 2005, and selected transactions 
through March 31, 2006, disclosed the following: 

Finding No. 1: The District should enhance 
procedures to ensure that school advisory 
councils’ memberships are representative of the 
ethnic and racial communities served by the 
schools. 

Finding No. 2: Educational Enhancement 
Trust Fund (lottery) moneys allocated to several 
individual school advisory councils should be 
expended in a more timely manner. 

Finding No. 3: The District’s employee health 
self-insurance fund has net assets of 
approximately $9,330,000 at June, 30, 2005, which, 
because the District no longer self-insures its 
employees’ health, should be returned to, or 
otherwise used by, the funds (including Federal 
programs) that contributed to this fund. 

Finding No. 4: Improvements were needed in 
the internal controls over cash collections and fee 
allocations at the Trade Extension School. 

Finding No. 5: Our tests indicated that 
authorization of record for overtime worked by 
several District employees was granted up to 
several weeks after the work was actually 
performed, contrary to the instructions on the 
District forms used for such authorizations.  Also, 
substantial amounts of overtime were paid to 
individual employees and overtime expenditures 
for the District increased significantly during the 
2004-05 fiscal year indicating that District 

procedures regarding overtime should be 
reviewed. 

Finding No. 6: Improvements were needed in 
procedures for timely obtaining fingerprints and 
background checks for staff that have direct 
contact with students. 

Finding No. 7: Improvements were needed in 
the District’s timely resolution of various payroll 
deduction and withholding account transactions. 

Finding No. 8: Improvements were needed in 
the timeliness of corrective actions for serious 
safety deficiencies noted in the District’s annual 
facilities inspection reports. 

Finding No. 9: Change orders issued on the 
District’s construction contracts were not 
submitted to the Board and entered into the 
official minutes although required by Section 
1013.48, Florida Statutes, and Board policy. 

Finding No. 10: The District’s Strategic Plan, 
generally, did not contain cost estimates for its 
goals and action steps to be completed in future 
years to serve as a guide in developing budgets 
and in making spending decisions. 

Finding No. 11: Procedural enhancements 
should be made in the District’s monitoring of its 
charter schools to ensure that the schools provide 
the insurance coverages required by the contracts. 

BACKGROUND 

The District is part of the State system of public 
education under the general direction of the Florida 
Department of Education.  Geographic boundaries of 
the District correspond with those of Lee County.  
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The governing body of the District is the Lee County 
District School Board which is composed of five 
members.   The appointed Superintendent of Schools 
is the executive officer of the School Board.  The 
Board members and Superintendent who served 
during the audit period are listed in Appendix A. 

During the audit period, the District operated 39 
elementary schools, 15 middle schools, 10 high 
schools, and 6 specialized schools and reported 
approximately 70,850 unweighted full-time equivalent 
students. In addition, the District sponsored 7 charter 
schools. 

The results of our audit of the District’s financial 
statements and Federal awards are presented in our 
report No. 2006-100. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding No. 1: Composition of School 

Advisory Councils 

Section 1001.452(1)(a), Florida Statutes, requires that 
each school advisory council (SAC) shall be composed 
of the principal and an appropriately balanced number 
of teachers, education support employees, students, 
parents, and other business and community citizens 
who are representative of the ethnic, racial, and 
economic community served by the school.  Further, 
the district school board shall review the membership 
composition of each advisory council.  If the district 
school board determines that the membership is not 
representative of the ethnic, racial, and economic 
community served by the school, it shall appoint 
additional members to achieve proper representation.   

Our review of the SAC rosters approved by the Board 
for six schools indicated that at each of three schools 
one ethnic or racial population was underrepresented 
on the SAC by two members.  This disparity may have 
resulted from the District’s policy which established a 
15 percent tolerance for differences between school 
minority populations and SAC minority membership.   

Under the District’s policy, all ethnic and racial 
minorities were grouped together when evaluating 

compliance with the requirement for representative 
membership on the SAC.  The District’s policy used 
an example of the minority population of a school 
being 30 percent and its SAC members from all 
minorities making up 15 percent of the SAC.  This was 
considered an allowable tolerance.  However, in the 
District’s policy example, if the SAC had 16 members, 
the 15 percent tolerance would allow under 
representation of minorities by 2 members and could 
be higher for a specific minority population. 

Recommendation: The District should amend 
its policy to more accurately reflect the intent of 
Section 1001.452, Florida Statutes.  Consideration 
should be given to limiting percentage tolerances 
to individual ethnic or racial populations. 

Finding No. 2: Educational Enhancement 

Trust Fund Appropriation 

Section 24.121(5)(c), Florida Statutes, requires school 
districts to allocate a portion of their annual 
Educational Enhancement Trust Fund appropriation 
(lottery funds), as determined by the General 
Appropriations Act, to each school in an equal 
amount for each student enrolled.  These moneys are 
to be spent only on programs or projects selected by 
the school’s advisory council (SAC), provided that 
these moneys may not be used for capital 
improvements or for programs or projects that have 
durations of more than one year.  

The District allocated $1,192,689.41 in lottery 
revenues to schools and special centers during the 
2004-05 fiscal year.  Including lottery funds carried 
over from previous years, District schools spent a total 
of $618,681.56 during the 2004-05 fiscal year.  The 
unencumbered balance carried forward into the 
2005-06 school year was $533,053.15 for all schools. 
Of the 12 individual schools that we reviewed, we 
noted that 4 of the schools collectively carried 
forward, into the 2005-06 fiscal year, over $54,000, 
representing amounts ranging from approximately 115 
to 139 percent of the lottery revenues made available 
to their SACs during the 2004-05 fiscal year.  Although 
the SACs are given broad discretion on how they use 
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the lottery revenues allocated to their schools, carrying 
forward significant amounts is not consistent with the 
legislative intent that these revenues be spent in the 
fiscal year appropriated.  

Recommendation: The District should 
encourage all the school advisory councils to 
expend the lottery proceeds for school 
improvement in a more timely manner. 

Finding No. 3: Health Self-Insurance  – 

Internal Service Fund 

Internal service funds are used to account for activities 
that serve various other funds, programs, and 
activities.  The District’s internal service funds include 
the Health Self-Insurance Fund which was established 
several years ago to separately account for the 
District’s self-insurance program for employees, 
retirees, and their dependents.  In April 2003, the 
District terminated its self-insurance program and 
purchased a group health insurance policy for its 
employees, retirees, and their dependents.  
Substantially all of the outstanding claims remaining 
from the District’s self-insurance program have been 
paid from the resources of the fund.  The remaining 
unrestricted net assets of this fund at June 30, 2005, 
totaled $9,332,200.  Expenditures from the fund for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 2005, totaled 
approximately $166,000 and related primarily to 
payments for an employee wellness program.  

The unrestricted net assets remaining in the Health 
Self-Insurance Fund were derived from premium 
contributions to this fund over several years from the 
General Fund, Special Revenue Funds including 
Federal grants, and District employees and retirees.  
District staff indicated that the fund is being 
maintained in the event that the District returns to a 
self-insured health program for its employees, retirees, 
and their dependents.   However, it was not apparent 
that such a decision by the Board was being 
considered in the near future.  We did note that the 
union contracts between the District and its various 
employee groups stated that self-insurance fund 

reserves were not to be transferred out without the 
recommendation of the Insurance Task Force. 

Recommendation: Considering that the 
health self-insurance plan has been terminated, 
the Board, in consultation with the Insurance 
Task Force, should consider liquidating the 
Health Self-Insurance Fund and utilizing these 
excess moneys to equitably offset health 
insurance costs of the Federal and non-Federal 
programs.  An internal service fund should not be 
used to hold or accumulate fund reserves for 
activities or programs not accounted for in the 
internal service funds. 

Finding No. 4: Student Fees – Trade 

Extension School 

The District provides workforce-related training at its 
Trade Extension School, including public service 
related courses such as firefighting, criminal justice 
and police academy, and numerous business trades 
such as nail technician, welding, and plumbing.  
Student fees are assessed on a per contact hour basis 
in accordance with legislative intent and Florida 
Department of Education guidelines, and approved by 
the School Board.  Fees include an amount per contact 
hour for tuition, a separate amount for capital 
improvement, and a separate amount for financial aid.  
During the 2004-05 fiscal year, the Trade Extension 
School collected approximately $597,000 in fees.  Our 
review of operating procedures at this school disclosed 
the following deficiencies.   

The District’s Internal Funds Procedures Manual 
requires cash receipts to be substantiated by a Report 
of Moneys Collected form and submitted to the 
school’s bookkeeper on the same day, but not later 
than the next business day.  The bookkeeper is then 
required to verify the amount collected, assign a cash 
receipt number, and prepare a deposit slip.  The 
manual requires moneys to be deposited within five 
business days after receipt.  We noted that student fees 
collected for the various business trade courses were 
held in a safe for up to one month prior to being 
deposited and included checks, money orders, and 
cash.  A single report of moneys collected was 
prepared by program personnel for all of the fees 
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collected (over a period of several weeks) for a course 
and then given to the school’s bookkeeper who would 
assign a single cash receipt number.  The form used 
for these courses did not indicate the actual receipt 
date of moneys collected from each student.  This 
appears to be contrary to District policy which 
requires that a separate report of moneys collected be 
prepared for each day’s receipts which would then be 
given to the school’s bookkeeper.   

EXTRA & EXTRA &
OVERTIME OVERTIME REGULAR TOTAL

POSITION HOURS WAGES WAGES WAGES

Custodian 476.5 7,330$         21,338$       28,668$       

Garage Supervisor 933.0 33,306$       53,648$       86,954$       

Jr. Accountant 776.5 22,762$       42,514$       65,276$       

Air Quality Supervisor 1,025.5 38,360$       50,516$       88,976$       

IT Project Manager 829.8 29,357$       49,167$       78,524$       

Also, our review disclosed that fees for some public 
service courses were allocated and coded to the tuition 
and capital improvement revenue accounts, but not to 
the financial aid account.  For other courses, the 
allocation of fees was made to these three accounts, 
but not in the correct per contact hour amounts for 
each fee type.  These errors resulted in an approximate 
$6,100 excessive allocation to the capital improvement 
account, an approximate $4,200 deficient allocation to 
the tuition account, and an approximate $1,900 
deficient allocation to the financial aid account.  The 
District’s Internal Audit Department does not audit 
the allocation of fee revenues in its annual audit of the 
Trade Extension School.  

We also noted that the proposed fee schedule sent to 
the Board for approval did not show a breakdown of 
student fees among the three fee components and, in 
some cases, showed a potential range of total per 
contact hour fees that could be charged rather than 
the specific amount proposed per contact hour.       

Recommendation: Procedures over cash 
collections and deposits at the Trade Extension 
School should be reviewed and revised as needed 
to ensure that moneys are promptly deposited and 
coded to the correct revenue accounts.  Also, the 
District should consider including a review of the 
allocation of fee revenue in the annual audit of the 
Trade Extension School and other vocational 
schools performed by the District’s Internal Audit 
Department. Further, the annual student fees 
proposed for Board approval should denote the 
specific amounts per contact hour to be charged 
for tuition, capital improvements, and financial 
aid. 

Finding No. 5: Overtime Controls 

The District complies with the Federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act and compensates eligible employees 
who work in excess of 40 hours per week at the rate of 
one and one-half times their regular rate of pay.  If an 
employee’s scheduled hours are less than 40 hours per 
week, the employee is compensated at the regular rate 
of pay for any additional or extra hours up through the 
40th hour worked.  The specific guidelines for 
overtime are governed by the District’s two collective 
bargaining agreements (teachers; support personnel) 
and its annual salary schedule for supervisory, 
technical, and confidential employees.  

Overtime pay requests are supported by the 
completion and submission of an extra 
hours/overtime form.  According to the form’s 
instructions, extra and overtime hours must be 
approved in writing prior to the work being 
performed.  In the event of an emergency, telephone 
approval of the additional hours may be obtained and 
so noted on the form.  In addition, all forms are 
submitted to the Budget Department for a review and 
approval of fund availability.  

We reviewed payroll records for five employees who 
each were paid for at least four hundred extra or 
overtime hours during the 2004-05 fiscal year as 
summarized in the table beow:   

 
We noted that approval, including budgetary approval, 
was not obtained for any of the additional hours 
worked during the year by these employees prior to 
the work being done.  Approval of the forms was not 
accomplished until several days to several weeks after 
the forms were submitted by the employee.  In one 
instance, additional hours worked during August and 
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September of 2004 were not approved until February 
2005.  One of the above employees worked 72 out of 
the 104 weekend days during the year, and his 
additional hours ranged from 17.5 to 20 hours on 
most weekends that he worked.  We noted similar 
recurring extra and overtime work patterns for the 
other four employees.  Additional hours recorded in 
the 2005-06 fiscal year were at similar levels for most 
of these five employees.  

On a district-wide basis, extra and overtime hours for 
the 2004-05 fiscal year had increased over the previous 
fiscal year as shown in the following table:   

2003-04 2004-05 Percent 
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Increase

SCHOOLS:
  Hours 32,307          34,176          5.8
  Cost 440,911$      505,397$      14.6

TRANSPORTATION:
  Hours 157,426        176,872        12.4
  Cost 3,094,674$   3,605,688$   16.5

OTHER DEPARTMENTS:
  Hours 28,393          37,638          32.6
  Cost 661,157$      898,978$      36.0

DISTRICT TOTALS:
  Hours 218,126        248,686        14.0
  Cost 4,196,742$   5,010,063$   19.4

 

The above data was provided by the District Payroll 
Department and shows overtime hours and related 
costs in the fiscal year when paid. 

Although District personnel provided explanations of 
overtime usage for the five employees tested above, 
and indicated that overtime usage is periodically 
evaluated and discussed with management, it appears 
that overtime controls may not be operating 
effectively.  Since overtime is paid at a one and 
one-half time basis, its extensive and continued use 
has a negative effect on District operations in that 
overall salary and benefits costs increase significantly 
without a corresponding increase in the number of 
hours actually spent on operations.  Excessive 
overtime usage may indicate that staffing levels in 
certain departments are not adequate and that 
recruitment efforts to fill vacant positions may need to 
be strengthened.  In addition, in view of the absence 

of timely approval of extra and overtime hours, and 
the recurring patterns of overtime noted above, there 
is an increased risk that overtime hours reported may 
not reflect actual hours worked.  

Recommendation: The District should review 
its policies and procedures relative to overtime 
usage, staffing levels, and recruitment and amend 
as necessary to improve the District’s utilization 
of human resources at the lowest possible cost.   
This should include adherence to the District’s 
established policies and procedures that require 
pre-approval of extra and overtime hours. 

Finding No. 6: Fingerprinting and Background 

Checks 

Sections 1012.56(9) and 1012.465, Florida Statutes 
(2004), required instructional personnel renewing their 
teaching certificates and noninstructional personnel 
every five years following employment, respectively, to 
undergo a background screening, including a 
requirement that such staff file a complete set of 
fingerprints.  In a memorandum dated June 25, 2004, 
the Florida Department of Education (FDOE) 
recommended that, due to the large number of 
affected employees, districts should conduct the 
background screenings for certified instructional 
employees every five years at the time of renewal of 
their teaching certificates and that background 
screenings be obtained for approximately 20 percent 
of the noninstructional employees each year over a 
five-year period in order to have all background 
screenings for such staff completed by July 1, 2009.   

While our review disclosed that the District acquired 
fingerprints and performed background checks on 
instructional and noninstructional personnel hired 
during the 2004-05 fiscal year, District staff indicated 
that they have not yet implemented the 
recommendations of FDOE regarding background 
screenings for instructional staff renewing their 
certifications and 20 percent of the noninstructional 
workforce.  The District staff also indicated that 
efforts were being made to update District policies and 
procedures to address FDOE recommendations.  
Under these circumstances, there is an increased risk 
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that instructional and noninstructional staff may have 
backgrounds that are not suitable for direct contact 
with students or for having access to or control over 
District funds.  Also, the requirements of the Jessica 
Lunsford Act which became effective September 1, 
2005, with regard to persons under contract with the 
District, will further impact the need to enhance 
procedures for timely obtaining fingerprints and 
background checks.  

Recommendation: The District should 
implement, as soon as possible, the 
recommendation of FDOE regarding 
fingerprinting and background screenings for 
instructional and noninstructional staff to provide 
timely protection for students and staff. 

Finding No. 7: Payroll Deductions and 

Withholding 

In our report No. 2004-002, we noted that the District 
uses several liability accounts to record payroll 
deductions and payroll-related activities.  At June 30, 
2005, these accounts had an aggregate net balance of 
$146,014.79.  Included in this net balance were several 
old balances which indicated that funds were owed to 
the District and several old balances which indicated 
that funds were owed by the District.  Approximately 
$18,300 related to funds that may be owed to the 
District dating back as far as the year 2000.   Other 
transactions over two years old reflected amounts that 
may be owed by the District totaling approximately 
$7,000.    Not promptly resolving such transactions by 
either collecting or paying the appropriate amounts 
results in funds due the District not being received 
timely and obligations of the District not being settled 
promptly.  Also, such items may relate to amounts 
which are unclaimed by the rightful owner and are 
subject to be sent to the State’s Unclaimed Property 
Trust Fund pursuant to Chapter 717, Florida Statutes.   

Upon making audit inquiries regarding the unresolved 
items, District staff investigated the older items and 
took action to resolve the majority of the items.  

 

Recommendation: The District should 
analyze and settle, in a more timely manner, the 
transactions included in the payroll-related 
liability accounts. 

Finding No. 8: Capital Outlay - Safety and 

Sanitation Inspections 

Section 1013.12, Florida Statutes, requires that each 
district school board provide for periodic inspection 
of each educational and ancillary plant at least once 
during each fiscal year to determine compliance with 
standards of sanitation and casualty safety prescribed 
in the rules of the Commissioner of Education.  
Furthermore, firesafety inspections are required to be 
made annually by persons certified by the Division of 
State Fire Marshal to conduct firesafety inspections in 
public educational and ancillary plants.  Section 4.4 of 
the Florida Department of Education’s publication 
State Requirements for Educational Facilities - 1999 (SREF) 
requires that the Board conduct at least one firesafety, 
casualty safety, and sanitation inspection annually for 
each educational and ancillary plant and adopt a plan 
of action and schedule for the correction of each 
deficiency.  Section 4.4, SREF, states that serious life 
safety hazards require prompt corrective action by the 
Board or withdrawal of the educational or ancillary 
facility from use until corrected. 

The District conducted the required annual 
inspections of each of its facilities.  The inspection 
reports identified the deficiencies as Category A – Fire 
Safety or Category B – Casualty Safety and Sanitation, 
and also rated the deficiencies within five priorities: 
Priority 1 – Serious, 2 - High, 3 – Moderate, 4 – Low, 
or 5 – Minimal.   

Our review of the annual inspection reports for the 
2004-05 fiscal year for five facilities disclosed that 
three had “serious” and “high” deficiencies cited for 
three or more years.  Four high priority deficiencies at 
Lehigh High School were cited in  inspection reports 
for three or more years.  These citations included 
items such as “emergency exit window blocked by 
students and desks” and “emergency window needs 
adjustment”.  Four serious deficiencies at Lee Middle 
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School were cited in inspection reports for three or 
more years.  These citations included items such as 
“refrigerator gasket is dirty with assumed biological 
contaminate on it” and “paper cutter missing finger 
guard”.  One serious deficiency at Villas Elementary 
School was cited in inspection reports for three or 
more years.  This citation was due to “exhaust fan 
non-functional”.  Failure to correct such deficiencies 
in a timely manner may increase the risk of injury or 
illness to students and staff.   A similar finding was 
noted in our report No. 2004-002.  

Recommendation: To help limit the District’s 
exposure to the various risks related to safety and 
sanitation, the District should increase its efforts 
to timely address the deficiencies identified in the 
annual firesafety, casualty safety, and sanitation 
reports.   

Finding No. 9: Construction Contract – 

Change Orders 

Pursuant to Section 1013.48, Florida Statutes, the 
Board may, at its option and by written policy duly 
adopted and entered in its official minutes, authorize 
the Superintendent or other designated individual to 
approve construction contract change orders in the 
name of the Board for preestablished amounts.  
Approvals shall be for the purpose of expediting the 
work in progress and shall be reported to the Board 
and entered in its official minutes.   

District Policy 4.42, Change Orders, states that “the 
Superintendent or designee shall have authority to 
approve change orders in the name of the School 
Board of Lee County in an amount less than $10,500 
or for an adjustment in the contract price.  Any such 
order shall be reported to the School Board of Lee 
County and entered in its official minutes.”  It is not 
apparent what the phrase “or for an adjustment in the 
contract price” means in the above policy since it is 
preceded by a specific dollar limit. 

Our review of District procedures related to change 
orders issued during the 2004-05 fiscal year disclosed 
that the staff in the Construction and Facilities 
Department approved all change orders including 

those that increased the contract price by more than 
$10,500.  Our review of Board minutes indicated that 
generally change orders approved by District staff 
were not reported to the Board and entered in its 
official minutes.   

Recommendation: The Board should ensure 
that all change orders are reported to the Board 
and entered in its official minutes as required by 
Section 1013.48, Florida Statutes.  Additionally, the 
Board should consider the reasonableness of the 
dollar limit and clarify the intent of its present 
policy for delegating approval of change orders. 

Finding No. 10: Strategic Plan 

On June 18, 2002, the Board approved the District’s 
Strategic Plan for a five-year period.  On July 12, 2005, 
the Board approved a revised Strategic Plan for the 
District for a five-year period.  The plan document 
delineates goals and action steps, department/person 
responsible, fiscal impact, timeframe, and progress 
updates.  In addition, the District has developed forms 
which provide for individual departments and schools 
to identify goals and cost estimates to achieve their 
goals.  However, few of the goals and action steps 
shown in the Strategic Plan projected to be completed 
in future years contained fiscal impacts or cost 
estimates. The assignment of cost estimates, where 
practical, to the Board’s goals and actions steps in its 
strategic plan would provide guidance in the 
development of annual budgets and assist the Board 
and administrators when making both current and 
long-term financial decisions.  A similar finding was 
noted in report No. 2004-002.  

Recommendation: The Board should 
continue its efforts to implement a strategic plan 
that includes cost estimates of its goals and action 
steps to serve as a guide in developing the budget 
and in making spending decisions. 

Finding No. 11: Monitoring of Charter Schools 

During the 2004-05 fiscal year, the District sponsored 
seven charter schools.  The District’s contracts with 
the charter schools required the charter schools to 
provide evidence of minimum amounts of per 
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occurrence and annual aggregate coverage for 
commercial liability, errors and omissions, and 
workers’ compensation/employer’s liability insurance 
as well as hazard insurance.  As discussed below, 
improvements were needed in District monitoring and 
review of contractual insurance requirements and 
provisions of the charter schools contracts. 

The various contracts with the charter schools 
required minimum commercial liability and workers’ 
compensation insurance coverage of $1 million per 
occurrence and $3 million of annual aggregate claims 
and errors and omissions insurance coverage of either 
$1 million per occurrence and $5 million annual 
aggregate claims or $3 million per occurrence and $3 
million annual aggregate claims.  Additionally, the 
contracts required hazard insurance to be maintained 
for buildings and property owned by the charter 
schools.  For example, both Cape Coral Charter 
School and Gateway Charter School were required to 
maintain errors and omissions insurance of $1 million 
per occurrence and $5 million of annual aggregate 
coverage.  This coverage was not maintained by either 
school.  Insurance documentation provided by the 
charter schools indicated that only one carried all of 
the required types of coverages.  

The contracts required that the insurers provide the 
District with a minimum of sixty (60) days written 
notice prior to cancellation.  However, the insurance 
certificates provided to the District indicated that most 
of the insurers agreed to give notice no less than 30 
days prior to cancellation of policies.  

Our audit procedures are not a substitute for the 
District’s responsibility to determine the existence of 
proper insurance coverage for all of its charter 
schools.  Without adequate procedures to monitor the 
charter school’s insurance coverages, there is an 
increased risk that such coverage may not be 
sufficient, subjecting the District to potential losses.  

Recommendation: The District should 
enhance its procedures to ensure that each charter 
school of the District obtains the insurance 
coverage specified by its contract. 

PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS 

Our previous audits have addressed the administration 
of selected management controls.  As part of our 
current audit, we determined that the District had 
substantially corrected the deficiencies noted in our 
report No. 2004-002, except as noted in finding 
Nos. 7, 8, and 10 of this report. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The objectives of this operational audit were to 
determine whether District management controls 
promoted and encouraged:  (1) compliance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and provisions of 
contracts or grant agreements; (2) the economic, 
effective, and efficient operation of the District; 
(3) the reliability of records and reports; and (4) the 
safeguarding of assets.   

Specifically, our review included, but was not limited 
to, the following topics:  school advisory councils; 
educational enhancement (lottery) trust fund 
expenditures; self-insurance residual net assets; 
monitoring of charter schools; sanitation and safety 
inspections of District facilities; capital outlay 
contracting procedures; strategic plan documentation; 
school recognition program expenditures; student fee 
procedures; food service meal costs; employee 
overtime expenditures; and fingerprinting and 
background checks for the period July 1, 2004 through 
June 30, 2005, and selected transactions through 
March 31, 2006. 

This operational audit was made in accordance with 
applicable Government Auditing Standards issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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This audit was conducted by James A. Grattan, CPA, and supervised by Reginald C. McNeill, CPA.  Please address inquiries 
regarding this report to David W. Martin, CPA, Audit Manager, via e-mail at davidmartin@aud.state.fl.us or by telephone at 
(850) 487-9039. 

This report and other audit reports prepared by the Auditor General can be obtained on our Web site at 
www.state.fl.us/audgen; by telephone (850) 487-9024; or by mail at G74 Claude Pepper Building, 111 West Madison Street, 
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-1450. 

AUTHORITY MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

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. 

In accordance with the provisions of Section 
11.45(4)(d), Florida Statutes, a list of audit findings and 
recommendations was submitted to members of the 
Lee County District School Board and the 
Superintendent.  The Superintendent’s written 
response to the audit findings and recommendations is 
included in this report in Appendix B. 

 

William O. Monroe, CPA 
Auditor General 
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APPENDIX A 
LEE COUNTY DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD  

The Board members and the Superintendent of Schools who served during the audit period are listed below:  

District

No.

Robert D. Chilmonik, Vice Chair from 11-16-04 1
 Jeanne S. Dozier, Chair to 11-15-04 2
Dr. Jane S. Kuckel 3
Steven K. Tueber 4
Dr. Elinor C. Scricca, Vice Chair to 11-15-04, Chair
 from 11-16-04 5

Dr. James W. Browder, Superintendent
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APPENDIX B 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
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APPENDIX B 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE (CONTINUED) 
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