
Sherrill F. Norman, CPA 
Auditor General 

Report No. 2020-008 
July 2019 

JUSTICE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMISSION,  
STATEWIDE GUARDIAN AD LITEM OFFICE, 

AND SELECTED OFFICES OF 
STATE ATTORNEYS,  
PUBLIC DEFENDERS, 

CRIMINAL CONFLICT AND CIVIL REGIONAL 
COUNSELS, AND 

CAPITAL COLLATERAL REGIONAL COUNSELS 

 

O
pe

ra
tio

na
l A

ud
it 



 

 

 

 

Officials and Executive Director 

The Justice Administrative Commission Executive Director and officials of the other judicial agencies 
included in this audit who served during the period July 2015 through December 2016 are listed below: 

Justice Administrative Commission 
Alton L. “Rip” Colvin Jr., Executive Director 

 

State Attorney, Fifth Judicial Circuit Honorable Brad King, Chair 
Public Defender, Nineteenth Judicial Circuit Honorable Diamond R. Litty, Secretary 
Public Defender, Twentieth Judicial Circuit Honorable Kathleen A. Smith 
State Attorney, Tenth Judicial Circuit Honorable Jerry Hill 

 

Statewide Guardian ad Litem Office 
Alan Abramowitz, Executive Director 

 

Office of the State Attorney 
  Second Judicial Circuit Honorable Willie Meggs  

 

Offices of the Public Defender 
 Third Judicial Circuit Honorable Blair Payne  
 Fourth Judicial Circuit Honorable Matt Shirk  

 

Offices of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel 
 Second Region Ita Neymotin  
 Third Region Eugene Zenobi  
 Fourth Region Antony Ryan  
 Fifth Region Jeffrey Deen  

 

Office of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel 
   Northern Region Robert Friedman  

 

 

The team leader was Michael E. Nichols, and the audit was supervised by Ted J. Sauerbeck, CPA. 

Please address inquiries regarding this report to Michael J. Gomez, CPA, Audit Manager, by e-mail at 
mikegomez@aud.state.fl.us or by telephone at (850) 412-2881. 

This report and other reports prepared by the Auditor General are available at: 

FLAuditor.gov 

Printed copies of our reports may be requested by contacting us at: 

State of Florida Auditor General 
Claude Pepper Building, Suite G74 ∙ 111 West Madison Street ∙ Tallahassee, FL 32399-1450 ∙ (850) 412-2722 

mailto:mikegomez@aud.state.fl.us
mailto:mikegomez@aud.state.fl.us
https://flauditor.gov/
https://flauditor.gov/


Report No. 2020-008 
July 2019 Page 1 

JUSTICE ADMINISTRATIVE COMMISION, STATEWIDE GUARDIAN AD LITEM OFFICE, 
AND SELECTED OFFICES OF STATE ATTORNEYS, PUBLIC DEFENDERS, 

CRIMINAL CONFLICT AND CIVIL REGIONAL COUNSELS, 
AND CAPITAL COLLATERAL REGIONAL COUNSELS 

SUMMARY 

This operational audit of the Justice Administrative Commission (JAC); Statewide Guardian ad Litem 
Office (GAL); Office of the State Attorney (SA), Second (2) Circuit; Offices of the Public Defender (PD), 
Third (3) and Fourth (4) Circuits; Offices of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel (RC), 
Second (2), Third (3), Fourth (4), and Fifth (5) Regions; and Office of the Capital Collateral Regional 
Counsel Northern Region (CCRC-N) (herein collectively referred to as selected judicial agencies) focused 
on selected judicial agency activities and internal controls and included a follow-up on findings included 
in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176.  Our audit disclosed the following: 

General Management Controls 
Finding 1: The JAC and some other judicial agencies used the Business Office Management System 
(BOMS) for their accounting records, which unnecessarily duplicated the State accounting entries in the 
Florida Accounting Information Resource Subsystem.  In addition, the JAC and other judicial agencies 
used the BOMS without a business continuity plan to mitigate the risk of system disruption or a formal 
disaster recovery plan to protect the agencies from data loss.  Similar findings were noted in our report 
Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176. 

Finding 2: Although the Government Finance Officers Association recommends that governments 
consider establishing an internal audit function, as similarly noted in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 
2012-176, the JAC and the other judicial agencies had not provided for an internal audit function. 

Finding 3: The GAL, SA2, PD3, PD4, RC2, RC3, RC4, RC5, and CCRC-N had not established 
comprehensive policies and procedures for the entities’ operations. 

Finding 4: Anti-fraud policies and procedures established by the selected judicial agencies lacked 
incident reporting procedures that allow individuals to anonymously report policy violations and known or 
suspected fraud. 

Finding 5: The GAL direct-support organization for the 2015-16 and 2016-17 fiscal years did not 
operate pursuant to a written contract with the GAL, contrary to State law. 

Finding 6: Incompatible duties were performed by SA2, PD3, RC2, and CCRC-N personnel, resulting 
in an increased risk that errors or fraud could occur without timely detection.  Similar findings were noted 
in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176.  

Finding 7: The JAC and CCRC-N did not always timely submit required performance reports to the 
Governor, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, the President of the Senate, or the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. 
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Tangible Personal Property 
Finding 8: The SA2, PD3, and RC3 did not, of record, conduct a physical inventory of tangible personal 
property for the 2015-16 fiscal year, and several judicial agencies did not maintain, for physical 
inventories conducted, all the information required by Department of Financial Services (DFS) rules.  A 
similar finding was noted in our report No. 2015-061. 

Finding 9: Tangible personal property records for several judicial agencies lacked certain information 
required by DFS rules.  A similar finding was noted in our report No. 2015-061. 

Finding 10:  The SA2, PD3, and RC5 had not established a review board to make recommendations 
regarding surplus property, contrary to State law.  Also, the JAC, PD4, and RC3 needed to enhance 
controls to ensure documented authorizations of property disposals in accordance with DFS rules and 
prescribed agency procedures. 

Finding 11:  The RC2 did not maintain adequate accountability over certain property items. 

Finding 12:  The PD3 and PD4 did not always maintain adequate motor vehicle use and fuel 
consumption records. 

Personnel and Payroll 
Finding 13:  The SA2, PD3, PD4, RC2, RC3, RC4, and RC5 had not developed position descriptions 
for all positions identified in the applicable classification and pay plans.  Also, JAC position descriptions 
did not specify education or work experience requirements. 

Finding 14:  The personnel files of certain judicial agencies lacked documentation evidencing 
verification of employee education and work experience.  A similar finding was noted in our report No. 
2015-061. 

Finding 15:  The former PD4 Public Defender approved compensatory time earned and administrative 
leave for several PD4 employees for time spent on activities related to a nonprofit organization; however, 
PD4 records did not evidence how the activities primarily served a public purpose related to the public 
defender duties prescribed by State law. 

Finding 16:  The former PD4 Public Defender awarded salary increases to several PD4 employees and 
documentation was not maintained to justify the increases. 

Finding 17:  The former PD4 Public Defender had not reimbursed the State $5,242 for Florida 
Retirement System contributions paid on his behalf, fuel costs associated with personal use of a 
State-owned vehicle, and costs associated with an accident involving a State-owned vehicle. 

Finding 18:  RC5 OPS employee time sheets were not reviewed and approved by supervisory 
personnel, resulting in incorrect salary payments. 

Procurement 
Finding 19:  The JAC did not exercise the level of oversight required by State law for due process costs 
paid using purchasing cards. 

Finding 20: GAL and PD4 records did not always demonstrate that contracts for services were awarded 
equitably and economically. 
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Travel 
Finding 21:  As similarly noted in our report No. 2015-061, RC3 travel reimbursement requests were not 
always accompanied by supporting receipts.  Also, it was not apparent of record why the former PD4 
Public Defender needed to attend out-of-State conferences. 

BACKGROUND 

Pursuant to State law,1 the Justice Administrative Commission (JAC) headquarters, is located in the State 
capital.  The JAC includes two State Attorneys appointed by the Florida Prosecuting Attorneys 
Association President and two Public Defenders appointed by the Florida Public Defender Association 
President.  Each JAC member serves a 2-year term and the JAC employs an executive director.  Duties 
of the JAC include maintenance of a central State office for administrative services and assistance, when 
possible, to and on behalf of the Offices of the State Attorney (SA); Offices of the Public Defender (PD); 
Offices of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel (RC); Offices of the Capital Collateral Regional 
Counsel (CCRC), and the Statewide Guardian ad Litem Office (GAL).   

The GAL was created, pursuant to State law,2 within the JAC.  The GAL executive director is appointed 
by the Governor for a 3-year term.  The GAL has oversight responsibilities for, and provides technical 
assistance to, all guardian ad litem and attorney ad litem programs located within the State’s judicial 
circuits.  

State law3 established a SA and PD, for each of the 20 judicial circuits.  The State Attorneys and Public 
Defenders are elected at the general election by the qualified electors of their respective judicial circuits 
and serve a 4-year term. 

State law4 established a CCRC within the northern, middle, and southern regions of the State, and 
prescribed the specific judicial circuits within each region.  The Governor appoints each Capital Collateral 
Regional Counsel, subject to confirmation by the Senate, for a 3-year term.  

In addition, State law5 established an RC within the geographic boundaries of each of the five district 
courts of appeal.  The Governor appoints each Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, subject to 
confirmation by the Senate, for a 4-year term.  

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

GENERAL MANAGEMENT CONTROLS 

Given the various statutory and regulatory requirements the judicial agencies must comply with, it is 
important that judicial agencies establish administrative management policies and procedures.  Such 

                                                
1 Section 43.16, Florida Statutes. 
2 Section 39.8296(2), Florida Statutes. 
3 Sections 27.01 and 27.50, Florida Statutes. 
4 Section 27.701, Florida Statutes. 
5 Section 27.511, Florida Statutes. 
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policies and procedures should be designed to effectively promote and monitor compliance with the 
statutory and regulatory requirements and to demonstrate accountability for the use of public resources. 

Finding 1: Business Office Management System  

The Business Office Management System (BOMS) is an automated system composed of several 
modules such as accounting, human resources, reporting, and financial management.  BOMS originated 
in the mid-1980’s and a vendor maintains the system.  During the period July 2015 through December 
2016, the JAC, 18 SAs, 18 PDs, the five RCs, the three CCRCs, and the GAL used BOMS in some 
manner.  Of the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit, all but the PD3 used BOMS 
during this period.  

The judicial agencies entered into annual maintenance contracts with the vendor that provided for the 
continued support and update of BOMS.  Table 1 shows the BOMS annual maintenance fees for the 
2015-16 and 2016-17 fiscal years.  

Table 1 
BOMS Annual Maintenance Fees 

 Fiscal Year 
2015-16 

Fiscal Year 
2016-17 

Justice Administrative Commission $  12,600 $  12,600 
Statewide Guardian ad Litem Program    12,600    12,600 
Offices of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel    31,500    47,250 
Offices of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel    63,000    72,450 
Offices of the State Attorney   261,450   261,450 
Offices of the Public Defender   274,050   270,900 
Total $655,200 $677,250 

Source: BOMS annual maintenance contracts. 

According to the JAC Executive Director, BOMS was intended to allow the judicial agencies to transmit 
data and documents electronically to the JAC and automate accounting data transmissions to the State 
accounting system, Florida Accounting Information Resource Subsystem (FLAIR).  Instead, however, the 
judicial agencies record accounting transactions in BOMS, transmit the supporting data and BOMS 
information by e-mail to the JAC, and the JAC audits the information and manually records the 
transactions in FLAIR.  

In response to our inquiry, the JAC Executive Director indicated that, as of April 2019, no steps toward 
direct interface between BOMS and the new State accounting system6 had been taken and the new State 
accounting system is many years away from being put into production.  Notwithstanding this response 
and the JAC process that provides a method for ensuring that such transactions are accurately recorded 
in FLAIR, the dual recording of accounting transactions by the judicial agencies and the JAC results in a 
duplication of effort.  

                                                
6 The Florida Planning, Accounting, and Ledger Management (Florida PALM) will be replacing FLAIR as the State’s accounting 
system. 
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Because availability of BOMS data is critical to the JAC and applicable judicial agencies’ operations, it is 
essential that an effective business continuity and disaster recovery plan be maintained to help minimize 
data loss in the event of a BOMS major system failure.  Management of the JAC and the other applicable 
judicial agencies indicated they had not developed a business continuity plan to mitigate the risk of 
system disruption nor a formal disaster recovery plan to protect from data loss, although they also 
indicated that the most recent BOMS data is adequately backed up off-site.  JAC management believed 
that the JAC data retention policies combined with the vendor’s agreement to maintain a copy of the 
system software in use at an off-site data storage facility ensured that the JAC would be able to continue 
to operate until the procurement of a replacement system.  The management of the other judicial 
agencies indicated that they had business continuity disaster recovery plans, but the plans were not 
established in writing.   

Developing and implementing written business continuity and disaster recovery plans would provide 
additional assurance that the JAC and other judicial agencies could continue critical operations, and 
maintain availability of BOMS data, in the event of a system failure.  Such plans should address access 
to BOMS system source codes in the event the vendor is unable to provide support.   

Similar findings addressing duplication of accounting efforts and lack of business continuity and disaster 
recovery plans were noted in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176.  

Recommendation: The JAC and the applicable judicial agencies should: 

• Take appropriate steps to ensure that, upon implementation of the new State accounting 
system, duplication of accounting efforts is limited and BOMS maintenance expenses are 
reduced. 

• Establish business continuity and disaster recovery plans. 

Finding 2: Internal Audit Function  

An internal audit function can provide additional assurance that internal controls are designed properly 
and operating effectively, and can promote compliance with applicable laws, contracts, and established 
policies and procedures.  The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) recommends 
governments consider establishing an internal audit function to assist management in monitoring the 
design and proper functioning of internal control policies and procedures, provide an additional level of 
control and help to improve government’s overall control environment, and play a valuable role in 
conducting performance audits, special investigations, and studies.7  

State agencies, including the State Courts System (SCS), are required to establish an internal audit 
function pursuant to State law.8  Although, pursuant to the General Appropriations Act,9 the JAC and the 
other judicial agencies had expenditure authority in the aggregate of $889,702,167 for the 2016-17 fiscal 
year ($365,686,283 or 70 percent more than SCS expenditure authority for the 2016-17 fiscal year), those 
entities are not required by State law to establish an internal audit function.  Such a function would be 

                                                
7 GFOA publication titled Internal Audit Function. 
8 Section 20.055, Florida Statutes. 
9 Chapter 2016-66, Laws of Florida. 



 Report No. 2020-008 
Page 6 July 2019 

beneficial considering the expenditure authority and internal control deficiencies discussed in this report.  
Similar findings were noted in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176.  

Recommendation: We recommend that the Legislature consider whether the JAC and the other 
judicial agencies should employ, or otherwise provide for, an internal auditor with the 
qualifications and duties prescribed in State law for State agency directors of auditing.  We also 
recommend that the JAC consider requesting the necessary positions and funding from the 
Legislature to implement an internal audit function. 

Finding 3: Policies and Procedures  

Policies and procedures, which clearly define the responsibilities of employees, are essential to provide 
both management and employees with guidelines for the effective, efficient, and consistent conduct of 
business and the effective safeguarding of assets.  In addition, policies and procedures should address 
administrative issues, such as e-mails; travel; motor vehicles and fuel cards; safety; attire; and other 
matters relevant to an entity’s operations.   

Our audit disclosed that several judicial agencies had not established comprehensive policies and 
procedures during the period July 2015 through December 2016.  For example: 

• The PD3 Administrative Director indicated that the PD3 had not established comprehensive 
policies and procedures.  PD3 had a small number of personnel and the Administrative Director 
was significantly involved in operational workflows.  Given management’s involvement and the 
ease of communication that comes with a small number of personnel, PD3 did not deem it 
necessary to establish formal policies and procedures. 

• The GAL Budget Director, SA2 Executive Director, PD4 Administrative Director, RC3 
Administrative Director, RC4 Administrative Director, and RC5 Administrative Director indicated 
that their agencies had not established policies and procedures for conducting an annual physical 
inventory of tangible personal property (TPP) or for maintaining the related records.  The SA2 
Executive Director and PD4 Administrative Director indicated that such policies and procedures 
had since been established, while the RC4 and RC5 Administrative Directors indicated that RC4 
and RC5 had implemented procedures for conducting the annual physical inventory of TPP, but 
the procedures had not been established in writing. 

• The SA2 Executive Director, PD4 Administrative Director, RC3 Administrative Director, RC4 
Administrative Director, and RC5 Administrative Director indicated that their agencies had not 
established policies and procedures requiring documented verification that new hires met the 
minimum education or work experience requirements for positions for which they were hired.  The 
SA2 Executive Director indicated that such policies and procedures had since been established, 
while the PD4, RC4, and RC5 Administrative Directors indicated that PD4, RC4, and RC5 had 
implemented procedures for verifying education and work experience requirements for new hires, 
but the procedures had not been established in writing. 

• The PD4 Administrative Director, RC2 Finance and Accounting Director, and RC3 Administrative 
Director indicated that their agencies had not established policies and procedures for procurement 
of contractual services.  The PD4 Administrative Director and RC2 Finance and Accounting 
Director indicated that policies and procedures had not been established because they use State 
procurement guidelines. 

• The CCRC-N Administrative Services Director indicated that the CCRC-N had not established 
comprehensive written policies and procedures because the CCRC-N was a relatively new 
agency.  The CCRC-N began operating in January 2014 and, as of the time of our inquiry in 
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September 2017, had implemented a classification and pay plan and issued guidance on some 
travel and personnel issues, primarily in the form of e-mails and memos.  However, the CCRC-N 
had not established policies and procedures addressing other administrative issues such as 
procurement, property control, and payroll processing. 

Policies and procedures, if properly designed, communicated to employees in writing, and effectively 
placed into operation, provide management additional assurance that activities are conducted in 
accordance with applicable laws and other guidelines, and serve as a training tool for new employees.  
In the absence of established comprehensive policies and procedures, there is an increased risk of 
instances of noncompliance or internal control deficiencies such as those noted in this report. 

Recommendation: The GAL, SA2, PD3, PD4, RC2, RC3, RC4, RC5, and CCRC-N should establish 
and implement comprehensive policies and procedures. 

Follow-Up to Management Responses 
The responses from RC4 and RC5 management indicated that they had established policies and 
procedures for conducting an annual physical inventory of tangible personal property and for verifying 
that new hires met the relevant minimum education and work experience requirements.  Notwithstanding 
these responses, although we requested, RC4 and RC5 records were not provided to evidence that such 
policies and procedures had been established.  Consequently, the finding and related recommendation 
stand as presented. 

Finding 4: Anti-Fraud Policies and Procedures  

Appropriate policies and procedures for communicating, investigating, and reporting known or suspected 
fraud are essential to aid in the mitigation, detection, and prevention of fraud.  Such policies and 
procedures serve to establish the responsibilities for investigating potential incidents of fraud and taking 
appropriate actions, reporting evidence of such investigations and actions to the appropriate authorities, 
and protecting the reputations of persons suspected but not determined guilty of fraud. 

The judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit had established anti-fraud policies and 
procedures.  While these policies and procedures had many positive features, the policies and 
procedures did not explicitly provide for incident reporting procedures that allow individuals to 
anonymously report policy violations and known or suspected fraud.  In response to our inquiry, PD3 
personnel indicated that people accused of wrongdoing are entitled to know who has accused them.  
However, the other judicial agencies did not provide a specific reason why the anti-fraud policies and 
procedures did not provide for anonymous reporting.  While JAC and GAL personnel indicated that their 
agencies had methods that provided for anonymous reporting, they also indicated that consideration 
would be given to amending anti-fraud policies and procedures to explicitly address such reporting.  
Anti-fraud policies and procedures that allow for anonymity encourage persons to report policy violations 
and known or suspected fraud. 

Recommendation: The JAC and the other judicial agencies should enhance their anti-fraud 
policies and procedures to allow individuals to anonymously report policy violations and known 
or suspected fraud. 
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Finding 5: Direct-Support Organization 

State law10 authorizes the GAL to create a direct-support organization (DSO) to conduct programs and 
activities; raise funds; request and receive grants, gifts, and bequests of moneys; acquire, receive, hold, 
invest, and administer, in its own name, securities, funds, objects of value, or other property, real or 
personal; and make expenditures to or for the direct or indirect benefit of the GAL.  State law11 also 
provides that the Executive Director of the GAL must appoint the DSO Board of Directors (Board). 

The GAL created a DSO, the Florida Guardian Ad Litem Foundation (Foundation) and, pursuant to State 
law,12 the Foundation is required to operate under a written contract with the GAL.  The contract must 
provide for: 

 The approval of the Foundation’s articles of incorporation and bylaws. 
 Submittal of the Foundation’s annual budget for approval by the Executive Director of the GAL. 
 The reversion of all the Foundation’s money and property held in trust to the GAL if the Foundation 

ceases to exist. 
 The Foundation’s fiscal year. 
 The disclosure of material provisions of the contract, and the distinction between the GAL and the 

Foundation, to donors of gifts, contributions, or bequests and on promotional and fundraising 
publications. 

Although we requested, GAL records were not provided to evidence the 2015-16 fiscal year contract with 
the Foundation.  In response to our inquiry, the GAL Administrative Services Director (ASD) indicated 
that in 2014, the Foundation Chief Executive Officer (CEO) and the majority of the Foundation Board 
members resigned, retaining only one Board member (the Treasurer); the Foundation became 
administratively inactive and performed only the functions pertaining to fiscal management, recurring bill 
payment, and other previously obligated duties.  Due to the Foundation inactivity, the GAL and the 
Foundation contract lapsed, and the entities have existed without a written contract since July 2015.  The 
ASD also indicated that in September 2016, the GAL hired a part-time CEO for the Foundation; in October 
2016, the CEO became full-time, paid directly from GAL funds; and the CEO and the GAL’s Executive 
Director have taken measures to revitalize the Foundation Board. 

Without an executed written contract, there is an increased risk that the Foundation may not operate in 
the manner provided for in State law.  Subsequent to our inquiry, the GAL and the Foundation executed 
a contract effective July 1, 2017. 

Recommendation: The GAL should continue efforts to ensure that a written contract with the 
Foundation is maintained in accordance with State law. 

                                                
10 Section 39.8298(1), Florida Statutes. 
11 Section 39.8298(3), Florida Statutes. 
12 Section 39.8298(2), Florida Statutes. 
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Finding 6: Separation of Duties 

Management is responsible for establishing a system of internal control to ensure, among other things, 
that records and reports are reliable, and assets are safeguarded.  Effective internal control provides for 
a separation of incompatible duties so that no one employee has control over all or most of the phases 
of the disbursement, payroll, or inventory processes.  If, because of the limited number of staff the 
separation of incompatible duties is not practical, compensating controls, such as supervisor-documented 
comparisons of historical and current disbursement trends, observations of inventory items, and 
evaluations of the reasonableness of disbursements and inventory based on the comparisons and 
observations, should be implemented.   

Our inquiry and examination of records at the selected judicial agencies for the period July 2015 through 
December 2016 disclosed that:  

 Due to the limited number of PD3 employees, the PD3 Administrative Director had the 
incompatible duties of making purchases, receiving goods, reconciling goods received to invoices, 
and authorizing the invoices for payment.  According to PD3 personnel, the invoices and 
transmittal control documents (batch sheets) were submitted to the JAC.  The JAC recorded the 
batch sheet information in FLAIR and, if applicable, made payments by State warrant or electronic 
funds transfer.  PD3 personnel indicated that the PD3 Administrative Director prepared batch 
sheets, recorded them on the batch sheet control log, and submitted the batch sheets (with 
invoices attached) and the batch control log to the Public Defender for review and approval.  
However, the Administrative Director had custody of, and was responsible for updating, the 
control log and there was no independent reconciliation of batch sheets used to batch sheets 
shown on the control log, negating the usefulness of this procedure as a compensating control.  

 Judicial agencies create personnel action request (PAR) forms for position changes (e.g., new 
hires, terminations, promotions), changes in employee salary rate or benefits, and other personnel 
actions and submit the forms to JAC personnel to record in the State Payroll System.  Monthly, 
JAC personnel provided payroll summary reports to the judicial agencies for verification or the 
judicial agencies reviewed the reports online through FLAIR.   
Our examination of judicial agency records and discussions with judicial agency personnel 
disclosed that the RC2 Administrative Director had the incompatible duties of creating and 
approving PAR forms and reconciling monthly payroll information to the payroll records.   
According to RC2 personnel, the RC2 Regional Counsel reviewed and approved the PAR forms; 
however, such review and approval was not documented in the respective personnel files. 

 Certain employees had the incompatible duties of accessing property items and updating property 
records.  Specifically:   
o The former SA2 Executive Director, who was the custodian delegate during the period 

July 2015 through December 2016,13 had such incompatible duties and the only independent 
physical inventory was for the property items located in the Leon County office.  In response 
to our inquiry, the SA2 Executive Director who replaced the previous Director indicated that 
the physical inventory was not delegated to other SA2 personnel because the former 
Executive Director wanted to personally ensure the completeness of the property record for 
the incoming administration.  Subsequent to our inquiry, in October 2017 the SA2 
implemented procedures that require individuals other than the custodian delegate to perform 
an annual physical inventory of all property items. 

                                                
13 Custodian delegate is the person to whom the elected official delegates custody and control of property. 
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o Due to the limited number of CCRC-N employees, the CCRC-N Office Staff Assistant, who 
was the custodian delegate, also had such incompatible duties, and there was no independent 
physical inventory of the property items. 

Our audit procedures did not disclose any errors or fraud associated with these control deficiencies; 
however, given the inadequate separation of duties and lack of compensating controls, there is an 
increased risk that errors or fraud could occur and not be timely detected.  Similar findings were noted in 
our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176. 

Recommendation:  The PD3, RC2, SA2, and CCRC-N should provide for an adequate separation 
of duties to the extent possible with existing personnel or implement compensating controls. 

Finding 7: Reporting Requirements  

State law14 requires the JAC to separately track expenditures and performance measures for private 
court-appointed counsel for each of the categories of criminal or civil cases in which private counsel may 
be appointed.  Annually, the JAC is required to prepare a Statewide report comparing performance 
measures for each of the judicial circuits and issue that report to the Governor, the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives.  In 
addition, the JAC is required to quarterly provide to the same officials a report comparing actual 
year-to-date expenditures to budget amounts for each of the judicial circuits. 

From July 2015 through December 2016, the JAC provided the six required quarterly reports to all the 
statutorily required officials; however, the annual report for the 2015-16 fiscal year was provided only to 
the JAC Commissioners and the Legislative committees and subcommittees.  According to the JAC 
Public Records Coordinator, the annual report was not submitted to the Governor, Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, President of the Senate, or Speaker of the House of Representatives due to an 
inadvertent alteration to the report distribution list.  The Public Records Coordinator indicated that the 
distribution list has been updated to include the required officials. 

Additionally, State law15 requires each of the CCRCs to provide a quarterly report to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives detailing the number of hours worked by 
investigators and legal counsel per case and the amounts expended per case during the preceding 
quarter in investigating and litigating capital collateral cases.  In response to our inquiries regarding 
submittal of the required reports, the CCRC-N indicated that the reports had only been provided upon 
request.  As of the time of inquiry in September 2017, the CCRC-N had provided no quarterly reports to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives and only two quarterly reports to the President of the Senate 
for the 2016-17 fiscal year since the CCRC-N began operations in January 2014. 

The submission of periodic reports presenting performance information is a critical tool for measuring 
efficiency, identifying best practices, developing benchmarks, and creating future budgets.  In the 
absence of such reports, government officials with oversight responsibility over JAC and CCRC-N 
operations cannot make the most informed decisions concerning the budget and allocation of resources.   

                                                
14 Section 27.405(2), Florida Statutes. 
15 Section 27.702(4)(b), Florida Statutes. 
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Recommendation: The JAC and CCRC-N should enhance procedures to ensure that the 
specified reports are timely provided to the appropriate officials as required by State law. 

TANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY 

Pursuant to Department of Financial Services (DFS) rules,16 judicial agencies are required to record for 
inventory purposes all TPP17 with a value or cost of $1,000 or more and a projected useful life of 1 year 
or more.  Judicial agencies are responsible for maintaining complete and accurate records of TPP and 
establishing adequate internal controls over the acquisition and disposal of that property.  

Finding 8: Annual Physical Tangible Personal Property Inventory and Records  

To promote the proper accountability for and safeguarding of TPP, DFS rules18 require judicial agencies 
to complete a physical inventory of all TPP at least once each fiscal year; records of the inventory to 
include detailed information19 for each TPP item; and upon completion of a physical inventory, the 
information from the inventory be compared to the individual property records and noted differences 
investigated and corrected in the property records, as appropriate. 

To determine whether the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit appropriately conducted 
and reconciled the results of annual physical inventories, and that the record of the inventories contained 
the required information, we examined entity records related to the 2015-16 fiscal year inventory.  Our 
examination of records related to the agencies’ 2015-16 fiscal year inventories disclosed that some of 
the agencies did not always timely conduct a complete physical inventory of TPP or maintain, for the 
physical inventories conducted, all the information required by DFS rules.  Specifically, we found that: 

 SA2, PD3, and RC3 did not retain or provide upon our request evidence that a physical inventory 
of TPP was conducted.  

 GAL physical inventory records did not always include the property item identification number.  
 PD4, RC2, CCRC-N physical inventory records did not include the condition of the TPP items at 

the date of inventory.  
 RC4, RC5 and CCRC-N physical inventory records did not always include the custodian, or the 

custodian’s delegate, with assigned responsibility for the TPP items.  
 RC4 and CCRC-N physical inventory records did not include the physical location of the TPP 

items.  
 GAL and RC2 physical inventory records did not always include the manufacturers’ serial 

numbers, where applicable.  
 GAL and RC2 physical inventory records did not include the acquisition date of the TPP items. 
 RC2 and RC5 physical inventory records did not include the State class code.  

                                                
16 DFS Rule 69I-72.002, Florida Administrative Code. 
17 TPP is defined in applicable laws and rules as State-owned equipment, fixtures, and other TPP of a nonconsumable or 
nonexpendable nature. 
18 DFS Rule 69I-72.006, Florida Administrative Code. 
19 The detailed property item information is to include, for example, the property item identification number, date acquired, cost 
or value at acquisition, description, physical location, name of custodian or custodian’s delegate, class code, serial number (if 
applicable), and date last physically inventoried and condition as of that date. 
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As discussed in Finding 3, during the period July 2015 through December 2016, many of these agencies 
had not established policies and procedures for conducting the required annual TPP physical inventory 
and maintaining the related records.  Periodic physical inventories of TPP and accurate updates of all 
applicable property record fields are necessary to ensure proper accountability for and safeguarding of 
TPP.  A similar finding was noted in our report No. 2015-061. 

Recommendation: Judicial agencies should ensure that complete physical inventories of TPP 
are timely conducted and all required physical inventory information is maintained in accordance 
with DFS rules.  

Follow-Up to Management Response 
The RC4 management response indicated that the custodian or the custodian’s delegate with assigned 
responsibility for TPP items greater than $1,000 in value was always included in the TPP inventory 
records.  Notwithstanding this response, the RC4 TPP inventory records provided for our examination 
did not include that information for several TPP items costing more than $1,000.  Consequently, we 
continue to recommend that all required physical inventory information be maintained in accordance with 
DFS rules. 

Finding 9: Tangible Personal Property Records  

DFS rules20 specify that, for each TPP item, property records are to include, among other things, an 
identification number; description; physical location; the name of the custodian or custodian’s delegate; 
class code; name, make, or manufacturer, if applicable; serial number, if any; the date the item was 
acquired; the acquisition cost and method of acquisition (including the Statewide document number); the 
date the item was last physically inventoried and the condition of the item on that date; and, if certified as 
surplus or disposed of, other information required by State law and DFS rules.21  

Our examination of the property records for the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit 
disclosed that the records for nine of the agencies (all except the JAC) did not include the method of 
acquisition, including the Statewide document number.  Additionally, we found that due to oversight: 

 GAL, RC3, and RC4 property records did not include an identification number for each TPP item. 
 RC3 property records did not include a description for each TPP item. 
 RC3 and CCRC-N property records did not include a physical location for each TPP item. 
 PD3, RC3, RC5, and CCRC-N property records did not always include the name of the custodian, 

or custodian’s delegate, for each TPP item. 
 PD3, RC2, RC3, and RC5 property records did not include the State class code. 
 RC2 and RC3 property records did not include the name, make, or manufacturer for each property 

item. 
 GAL and RC3 property records did not always include the manufacturer’s serial number for each 

property item, where applicable.  

                                                
20 DFS Rule 69I-72.003, Florida Administrative Code. 
21 Section 273.05(5), Florida Statutes, and DFS Rule 69I-72.005, Florida Administrative Code. 
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 GAL, RC3, and RC4 property records did not always include the acquisition date or the cost at 
acquisition for each property item. 

 PD3, RC3, RC4, and RC5 property records did not always include the date of the most recent 
inventory for each item. 

 RC3 and RC4 property records did not always include data pertaining to the surplus of TPP items, 
including the certification date, reason, and a reference to the supporting documentation. 

In addition, RC3 did not assign TPP identification numbers to 33 of its 489 TPP items, and 66 distinct 
TPP items had identification numbers that were also assigned to other TPP items. 

Maintaining detailed property records that include all required information is necessary to maintain proper 
accountability over property.  A similar finding was noted in our report No. 2015-061. 

Recommendation: Judicial agencies should ensure that property records include, for each TPP 
item, the information required by DFS rules and that property items are assigned distinct property 
numbers. 

Finding 10: Tangible Personal Property Disposals  

Pursuant to State law,22 each judicial agency custodian23 must appoint one or more review boards to 
examine and make recommendations approving or disapproving the classification of agency property as 
surplus.  Additionally, State law and DFS rules24 require the property records for each item lawfully 
certified as surplus TPP to include the value and condition of the TPP, date of certification, reason for 
certification, and date of review board recommendation on certification.  State law25 also provides that 
certified surplus TPP not be sold, transferred, cannibalized, scrapped, warehoused, or destroyed without 
prior written authority from the custodian and requires the custodian to maintain records to identify each 
TPP as to disposition in accordance with rules issued by the State Chief Financial Officer.  DFS rules26 

further require the property records for each TPP item lawfully disposed of to identify the date of 
disposition, authority for disposition, manner of disposition, identity of the employee witnessing the 
disposition (if cannibalized, scrapped, or destroyed), and a reference to documentation evidencing that 
such TPP was disposed of in the manner prescribed by State law. 

We determined that 3 (SA2, PD3, RC5) of the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit 
had not established a review board or procedures requiring that at least two individuals approve or 
disapprove the classification of agency TPP as surplus.  The establishment of a review board in 
accordance with State law to examine and make recommendations approving or disapproving TPP items 
as surplus would assist management in controlling, safeguarding, and accounting for TPP.  

To determine whether the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit had appropriate controls 
over TPP disposals and maintained appropriate records, we inquired of agency personnel and examined 
records supporting selected TPP disposal transactions for the period July 2015 through December 2016.   

                                                
22 Section 273.05(2), Florida Statutes. 
23 Section 273.01(1), Florida Statutes, defines custodian as any elected or appointed State officer, board, commission, or 
authority, and any other person or agency entitled to lawful custody of property owned by the State. 
24 Section 273.05(5), Florida Statutes, and DFS Rule 69I-72.005(2), Florida Administrative Code. 
25 Section 273.055(1) and (2), Florida Statutes. 
26 DFS Rule 69I-72.005(5), Florida Administrative Code. 
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We found that some agencies did not always maintain documentation to evidence that a review board, 
or at least two individuals, had recommended and approved certifying TPP items as surplus prior to the 
items’ disposal.  Specifically: 

 For the JAC, the Operations Management Consultant prepares a TPP transfer form, which is 
approved by the JAC Director of Operations and the JAC Executive Director, to donate or destroy 
the TPP.  The JAC disposed of six TPP items with acquisition costs totaling $37,512.  For two 
items (a motion sensor checkpoint 32-bit controller costing $5,813 and a checkpoint 32-bit 
controller costing $1,193), there was no documentation evidencing prior certification of the items 
as surplus or justification for the items’ disposal. 

 For the PD4, the Information Technology Director or Director of Investigations must recommend, 
and the Public Defender approve, TPP dispositions.  Once approved, the Administrative Director, 
or the Director’s delegate, prepares an Inventory Surplus Memo and donates or destroys the 
applicable TPP items.   
From the population of 132 disposed of TPP items with acquisition costs totaling $100,542, we 
examined PD4 records supporting 34 selected items (including 9 handguns) with acquisition costs 
totaling $21,611.27  Our examination disclosed that PD4 records did not evidence proper prior 
authorization for 13 of the 34 items disposed of as: 
o For 4 items (desktop computers with acquisition costs totaling $5,836), there was no 

documentation evidencing prior certification of the items as surplus or justification for the 
items’ disposal.  

o PD4 records indicated that the 9 handguns, with acquisition costs totaling $779, were donated 
to a nonprofit organization by the former PD4 Public Defender (who left office in 
January 2017); however, there was no documentation evidencing that two PD4 employees 
certified the handguns as surplus or providing justification for the disposal and donation of the 
handguns.  The succeeding PD4 Public Defender, upon taking office in January 2017, 
recovered the donated handguns and included them in the PD4’s TPP inventory. 

We expanded our procedures by examining records supporting 10 additional computers, with 
acquisition costs totaling $5,149, disposed of on January 1, 2017.  PD4 records indicated that the 
computers were donated to a nonprofit organization by the former PD4 Public Defender; however, 
there was no documentation evidencing prior certification of the computers as surplus or 
justification for the disposal and donation of the computers.  The succeeding Public Defender, 
upon taking office, recovered the computers; however, the hard drives had been removed and, 
therefore, the computers were determined by PD4 personnel to be unusable. 

 For the RC3, the contracted inventory manager notifies the RC3 Administrative Director and 
Regional Counsel of TPP that needs to be surplused, the Regional Counsel approves the surplus 
designation, and the Administrative Director authorizes disposal of the TPP.  The contracted 
inventory manager provides a receipt upon donation or destruction.  However, for 49 of 
92 disposed TPP items, RC3 did not maintain documentation evidencing prior certification of the 
items as surplus or justification for the disposal of the items 

The lack of appropriately established policies and procedures governing TPP contributed to the 
noncompliance and control deficiencies.  The use of proper documentation to evidence appropriate and 
prior authorization of TPP dispositions assists in maintaining accountability for TPP and demonstrates 
compliance with applicable DFS rules and prescribed agency procedures.  Absent such documentation, 

                                                
27 The 9 handguns were disposed of in December 2016 and the other 25 items were selected from the population of all TPP 
items disposed of during the period July 2015 through December 2016.  
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there is reduced assurance over the accuracy of property records and an increased risk of loss, theft, or 
misuse of TPP. 

Recommendation: The SA2, PD3, and RC5 should establish a review board to examine and 
make recommendations regarding surplus TPP.  The JAC, PD4, and RC3 should enhance controls 
to ensure authorization for TPP disposals is properly obtained and documented in accordance 
with DFS rules and prescribed agency procedures. 

Finding 11: Accountability for Property Items Valued or Costing Less Than $1,000 

DFS rules28 establish accountability requirements for TPP with a value or cost of $1,000 or more and a 
useful life extending beyond one year.  Such accountability includes maintaining complete and accurate 
records and establishing adequate internal controls over the acquisition and disposal of TPP items.  
Pursuant to GFOA guidelines,29 governmental entities should ensure that adequate control is maintained 
over property items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 when those items require special attention to 
ensure legal compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a 
heightened risk of theft. 

Of the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit, all but RC2 maintained records for property 
items valued or costing less $1,000.  In response to our inquiry, an RC2 Assistant Regional Counsel 
indicated that RC2 maintains records of TPP as required by State law but determined that maintaining 
records of property items valued or costing less $1,000 was not an effective use of man-hours.  Although 
we requested, RC2 personnel did not provide records evidencing this determination or whether any RC2 
property items valued or costing less $1,000 required special attention to ensure legal compliance, 
protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk of theft. 

By nature of their portability and adaptability for personal use, some property items such as firearms, 
computers, and electronic equipment are more susceptible to loss or theft.  Maintaining adequate internal 
controls over such items, including detailed property records, would decrease the risk of such items being 
lost, stolen, or inappropriately used. 

Recommendation: The RC2 should identify property items that are not recorded in the property 
records, make a documented determination of whether any those items require special attention 
as contemplated by GFOA guidelines, and maintain accountability for such items in a manner 
consistent with DFS rules. 

Finding 12: Motor Vehicle Records  

Department of Management Services (DMS) rules30 require the Division of Motor Pool (Division) to 
develop, maintain, and operate an equipment management information system to meet the reporting 
needs of the State’s motor vehicles.  The equipment management information system is referred to as 
Florida Equipment Electronic Tracking (FLEET).  FLEET is required to include the condition, utilization, 
cost, fuel consumption, maintenance, and assignment of motor vehicles owned, leased, or operated by 

                                                
28 DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 
29 GFOA publication titled Control Over Items That Are Not Capitalized. 
30 DMS Rule 60B-1.010, Florida Administrative Code. 
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agencies, and this information is input into FLEET from Division-approved forms provided by the agencies 
to the Division each month.  Of the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit, only SA2, 
PD3, and PD4 used State motor vehicles, and those agencies had developed and implemented daily 
vehicle usage logs to record information required for FLEET.  The logs also provide a record of 
management’s oversight of vehicle use to ensure that personal use is within established limits and can 
be used to monitor costs associated with fuel and maintenance. 

As of December 2016, the SA2, PD3, and PD4 owned 37, 4, and 12 motor vehicles, respectively.  To 
determine the effectiveness of these judicial agencies’ motor vehicle usage controls, we evaluated motor 
vehicle usage policies and procedures and examined selected vehicle usage logs for each of these three 
agencies.  We found that: 

 The PD3 vehicle usage logs for the 18-month period July 2015 through December 2016 did not 
always include complete information.  For example, the vehicle usage logs for all 4 vehicles did 
not provide a reason for the vehicle’s use and several fuel purchases reported on vehicle usage 
logs were not supported by receipts or other documentation evidencing the actual quantity of fuel 
purchased.  Also, the vehicle usage log for 1 vehicle did not indicate the name of the assigned 
driver for 15 of the 18 months.  The PD3 Administrative Director indicated that vehicle usage logs 
were not designed to show the reason for the vehicle’s use, some fuel receipts had been lost, and 
the vehicle usage logs lacking the name of the assigned driver were for the Public Defender’s 
personally assigned vehicle.  

 The PD4 did not maintain vehicle usage logs for 6 of the 12 vehicles used, including 2 vehicles 
driven by the PD4 Public Defender, a vehicle driven by the Chief Assistant Public Defender, and 
3 vehicles driven by PD4 Investigators.  The PD4 maintained vehicle usage logs for the other 
6 vehicles; however, our examination of the log form disclosed that the log did not provide for the 
reason for the vehicle’s use or the times of departure and arrival. 

Vehicle operations and maintenance records, and periodic review of such records, assist in vehicle repair 
and replacement decision making.  Absent sufficient trip details on vehicle usage records, there is an 
increased risk that State vehicles may be used for unauthorized purposes. 

Recommendation: The PD3 and PD4 should ensure, for all motor vehicles, that vehicle usage 
records include sufficient details, including the purpose and departure and arrival times for each 
use.  In addition, the PD3 should ensure that fuel costs are supported by appropriate 
documentation. 

PERSONNEL AND PAYROLL 

Effective payroll policies and procedures establish controls to ensure payroll transactions are handled 
accurately and consistently in accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, and management 
directives.  Effective personnel administration policies and procedures communicate management’s 
expectations, employment guidelines, and benefit information to employees and promote the uniform 
treatment and administration of personnel employed by the judicial agencies.   

Finding 13: Position Descriptions  

Effective employment procedures necessitate use of position descriptions that specify minimum 
education and work experience requirements.  Such position descriptions provide employees a clear 
understanding of management’s expectations, establish benchmarks for evaluations and advancement, 
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and help protect against hiring inequities.  Classification and pay plans and related procedures for the 
ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit required the establishment of position descriptions 
specifying the position’s responsibilities and the education and work experience requirements. 

Our examination of agency personnel records and discussions with agency personnel disclosed that 
controls over position descriptions could be improved as: Florida Public Defender Association (FPDA) 
Classification and Pay Procedures and Florida Prosecuting Attorneys Association (FPAA) Classification 
and Pay Plan 

• The SA2, PD3, PD4, RC2, RC3, RC4, and RC5 had not developed position descriptions for 
Assistant State Attorney (ASA), Assistant Public Defender (APD), and Assistant Regional 
Counsel (ARC) positions, as applicable.  ASAs, APDs, and ARCs are key personnel who, during 
the 2015-16 fiscal year, represented approximately 53 percent of the combined total number of 
employees and received 63 percent of these agencies’ combined total annual salaries.  In 
response to our inquiries, SA2 personnel indicated that position descriptions were not established 
for ASAs because ASAs are appointed pursuant to State law and their duties are established by 
law, while RC2 personnel indicated that ARCs are regulated by the State Bar Association.  
However, the provisions in State law and activities of the State Bar Association cannot substitute 
for management’s responsibility to establish position descriptions in accordance with 
classification and pay plans. 

• The JAC had developed position descriptions for all authorized salaried positions; however, the 
position descriptions did not specify education or work experience requirements.  In response to 
our inquiry, JAC personnel indicated that applicant qualifications are readily apparent from 
resumes and cover letters.  They also indicated that, in some cases, a degree is not indicative 
that an individual is qualified for a position as practical work experience can occasionally 
substitute for an academic degree.  While we agree that resumes and cover letters may convey 
an applicant’s level of education and work experience, which can be useful in evaluating 
qualifications, specifying education and work experience in position descriptions establishes the 
minimum qualifications required for a position and provides a transparent means of determining 
whether the applicant’s level of education and work experience meets or exceeds management’s 
expectations. 

Absent position descriptions specifying minimum education and work experience requirements, there is 
an increased risk that the qualifications of applicants will not be consistently evaluated during the hiring 
process and employees may not be suitable or qualified for their respective positions. 

Recommendation: The judicial agencies should develop position descriptions for all positions 
included in their classification and pay plans.  Each position description should describe, at a 
minimum, the responsibilities to be performed and educational and work experience required.   

Finding 14: Verification of New Employees’ Education and Work Experience  

Effective employment practices include documented verification of education and work experience 
requirements prior to offering employment to new employees or transferring employees to new positions.  
As discussed in Finding 13, all but one of the ten judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit 
established position descriptions specifying minimum education and work experience requirements for 
at least some of those agencies’ available positions.   

The judicial agencies with established position descriptions typically used those descriptions for 
advertising job openings and as a basis for determining whether applicants were qualified for the 
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positions.  We examined the personnel files for 146 new employees hired during the period July 2015 
through December 2016 by the ten judicial agencies.  Position descriptions specifying education and 
work experience requirements had been established for 77 of the 146 positions filled by the new hires.  
Our examination of the personnel files for the 77 new hires and discussions with agency personnel 
disclosed that education verifications were undocumented for 20 new hires employed at 4 judicial 
agencies, as shown in Table 2, and work experience verifications were undocumented for 25 new hires 
employed at 5 of the judicial agencies, as shown in Table 3. 

 

Table 2 
Education Verifications Undocumented 

 Number of 

Judicial Agency 

Personnel 
Files 

Examined 

Education 
Verifications 

Undocumented 

Office of the Public Defender, Third Judicial Circuit 2 2 

Office of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Third Region 5 2 

Office of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Fourth Region 9 9 

Office of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, Northern Region 11 7 

Total 27 20 

Source: Agency records 

 
Table 3 

Work Experience Verifications Undocumented 

 Number of 

Judicial Agency 

Personnel 
Files 

Examined 

Work Experience 
Verifications 

Undocumented 

Statewide Guardian ad Litem Office 30 1 

Office of the Public Defender, Third Judicial Circuit 2 2 

Office of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Third Region 5 2 

Office of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Fourth Region 9 9 

Office of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, Northern Region 11 11 

Total 57 25 

Source: Agency records 

In response to our inquiries, personnel at some of the agencies stated that verification of education and 
work experience was performed but not documented. 

As discussed in Finding 3, many of the agencies included in the scope of this audit had not established 
policies and procedures requiring documented verification that new hires met the minimum education or 
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work experience requirements for their jobs.  The lack of such policies and procedures may have 
contributed to the undocumented education and work experience verifications.  Documented verifications 
of individuals’ education credentials and prior work experience would provide critical information for 
making personnel decisions and assurances that employees transferred to new positions or individuals 
selected for hire meet position requirements.  A similar finding was noted in our report No. 2015-061. 

Recommendation: The judicial agencies should establish procedures for verifying and 
documenting in the personnel records that, prior to hire, applicants meet the minimum experience 
and educational requirements of the applicable positions. 

Finding 15: Compensatory Time and Administrative Leave  

The PD4 operates pursuant to the Classification and Pay Procedures promulgated by the Florida Public 
Defender Association.  Classification and Pay Procedures31 applicable to public defenders define 
overtime as work performed beyond the established 40-hour workweek in accordance with the Fair Labor 
Standards Act and provides that no overtime work will be granted unless the proper authority within the 
agency has approved it beforehand.  The Classification and Pay Procedures32 further provide that all 
overtime worked by an employee who is filling an “included” (non-exempt) position shall either be paid at 
one and one-half times the employee’s base rate of pay or by the time-off plan as established by the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, while an employee who is filling an “excluded” (exempt) position may be granted 
regular compensatory leave credits (i.e., earn compensatory time) on an hour-for-hour basis for all hours 
required to be worked in excess of the normal workweek.  The overtime guidance and language in PD4’s 
policies and procedures33 was consistent with the Classification and Pay Procedures overtime provisions. 

The Classification and Pay Procedures34 provide for public defender employees to be awarded 
administrative leave (i.e., approved leave with pay) under certain circumstances, such as to serve as a 
member of a jury panel, to vote when distance precludes the employee from voting outside of normal 
working hours, when there has been a death in the immediate family, to take certain examinations, or for 
other unusual circumstances.  As administrative leave may not be accrued, there can be no payments 
for unused balances.  The PD4 policies and procedures are generally consistent with the Classification 
and Pay Procedures but also allow administrative leave to be granted for time spent by employees related 
to certain military related training and service, and making blood donations.  

Effective January 2012, a nonprofit organization was incorporated to provide services to local youth with 
the intent of preventing and reducing the incidence of juvenile delinquency, crime, and other behavioral 
problems.  During the period July 2015 through December 2016, the nonprofit organization’s registered 
agent was the former PD4 Public Defender and the organization’s five registered officers were all PD4 
employees. 

Fundraisers, charitable events, and donations support the nonprofit organization and are used to pay 
operating costs and to host and sponsor community outreach events.  According to PD4 records, PD4 

                                                
31 Florida Public Defender Classification and Pay Procedures, Section 3.05(1). 
32 Florida Public Defender Classification and Pay Procedures, Section 3.05(3). 
33 Office of the Public Defender, Fourth Judicial Circuit, Manual of Office Procedures, Chapter 3. 
34 Florida Public Defender Classification and Pay Procedures, Section 3.10. 
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employees were approved to earn compensatory time or receive paid administrative leave for time spent 
on activities for the nonprofit organization.  For example: 

• During the period July 2015 through September 2016, the former PD4 Public Defender approved 
371 hours of compensatory time for 6 employees to provide administrative support for the 
nonprofit organization or to volunteer at a summer camp hosted by the nonprofit organization.  
Based on the employees’ pay rates at the time of approval, the awarded compensatory time was 
valued at $8,634 (excluding benefits). 

• During May 2016, the nonprofit organization provided volunteer services, for fundraising 
purposes, at two golf tournaments that occurred over 5 days.  During those days, the former PD4 
Public Defender approved 225.5 hours of paid administrative leave for 14 employees to volunteer 
and provide support services for the nonprofit organization.  Based on the employees’ pay rates 
at the time of approval, the administrative leave was valued at $5,417.  Notwithstanding the former 
PD4 Public Defender’s approval, the purpose for the administrative leave is not one of the specific 
purposes prescribed in the Classification and Pay Procedures and the PD4 policies and 
procedures. 

In response to our inquiry, PD4 personnel indicated that they were unable to find records that explained 
why the compensatory time and paid administrative leave used was approved or how the time spent by 
the PD4 employees on nonprofit organization-related activities primarily served a public purpose pursuant 
to State law.35  As such, entity records did not demonstrate the propriety of compensating the PD4 
employees for time spent on those activities. 

Recommendation: PD4 policies and procedures should be enhanced to specify that personnel 
are not permitted to earn compensatory time or be paid for administrative leave for volunteer 
activities that do not primarily serve a public purpose related to the duties of a public defender 
prescribed by State law.   

Finding 16: Salary Increase Justifications  

The Classification and Pay Procedures36 provide that merit salary increases may be granted to an 
employee at the Public Defender’s discretion based upon accomplishments and performance of duties 
and responsibilities, and special pay increases may be provided if justification exists for such increases.  
Allowable conditions for a special pay increase include, but are not limited to, “reassignment, transfer, 
added duties and responsibilities, superior proficiency, education and training, competitive job offer, and 
internal pay relationships.”  The Classification and Pay Procedures37 also provide that written 
performance evaluations are not required but may be performed at the Public Defender’s discretion.  The 
PD4 policies and procedures38 elaborate on performance evaluations and provide that evaluations are 
to be performed on an annual basis, signed by the employee and supervisor, and maintained in the 
respective employee’s personnel file. 

The Public Defender position is a locally elected position and, pursuant to State law,39 a Public Defender 
serves a 4-year term.  The former PD4 Public Defender’s term ended January 2, 2017, and as such the 
                                                
35 Section 27.51, Florida Statutes. 
36 Florida Public Defender Classification and Pay Procedures, Section 2.06. 
37 Florida Public Defender Classification and Pay Procedures, Section 2.19. 
38 Office of the Public Defender, Fourth Judicial Circuit, Manual of Office Procedures, Chapter 1. 
39 Section 27.50, Florida Statutes. 
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Public Defender was campaigning for reelection during 2016 until his defeat in the August 2016 primary 
election.   After his primary defeat, but before his separation from office, the former PD4 Public Defender 
increased the salaries of 14 PD4 employees.  Our examination of PD4 records disclosed that: 

• The salary increases for the 14 employees ranged from 3 to 113 percent and, for the period 
September 2016 through December 2016, resulted in total additional payroll costs of $64,991. 
Nine of the 14 employees resigned effective January 2, 2017, the last day of the former PD4 
Public Defender’s term in office, and 1 resigned effective January 3, 2017. 

• One of the 9 employees who resigned effective January 2, 2017, received the salary increase 
because of a promotion to Chief Investigator.  According to the PD4 Administrative Director, this 
promotion enabled the employee to achieve Senior Management status and, as a result, the 
employee was paid for a greater amount of unused accrued vacation leave and reimbursed for 
insurance premiums he paid for the months of September through November 2016.  In total, the 
employee was paid $2,139 more upon resignation than he would have been paid had he not 
achieved Senior Management status. 

Although we requested, we were not provided performance evaluations or other PD4 records justifying 
the salary increases for these 14 employees.  PD4 personnel indicated that the former PD4 Public 
Defender did not always document performance evaluations and, when evaluations were documented, 
they were not routinely maintained in the employee personnel files.  In the absence of documented 
performance evaluations or other records supporting these salary increases, it was not apparent, of 
record, how the salary increases served a public purpose. 

Recommendation: The PD4 should ensure that all salary increases are supported by a 
documented performance evaluation, or other written justification, maintained in the applicable 
employee personnel file.   

Finding 17: Unpaid Debts to the State  

Under State law,40 the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) is responsible for taking actions to compel any 
individual who is indebted or accountable to the State for any property, funds, or moneys to yield up such 
property or funds according to law or pay such moneys to the State or to any officer or agent of the State 
as may be appointed to receive the same.  Such actions include causing to be instituted and prosecuted 
criminal or civil proceedings against such individual, according to law. 

State law41 provides that each judicial agency is responsible for exercising due diligence in securing full 
payment of all accounts receivable and other claims due to the State.  After exhausting other lawful 
measures, unless exempted by agency request, delinquent accounts receivable are to be reported as 
directed by the DFS to a collection agent within 120 days after the due date. 

Pursuant to State law,42 each judicial agency on October 1 of each year must submit to the President of 
the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and the Chief Financial Officer: (1) a detailed 
list and total of all accounts that were referred for collection and the status of such accounts; (2) a list and 
total of all delinquent accounts that were not referred to a collection agency, the reasons for not referring 

                                                
40 Section 17.04, Florida Statutes. 
41 Section 17.20(3), Florida Statutes. 
42 Section 17.20(4), Florida Statutes. 
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the accounts, and the actions taken to collect; and (3) a list of all accounts or claims that were written off 
during the prior fiscal year. 

Our audit disclosed that the former PD4 Public Defender, at the time his term ended on January 2, 2017, 
had certain unpaid debts to the State, including:  

• Florida Retirement System (FRS) – Investment Plan employee contributions.  According to PD4 
records, the former PD4 Public Defender elected to enroll in the FRS Investment Plan.  On 
December 5, 2016, and again on January 19, 2017, the DFS notified the former PD4 Public 
Defender that due to a miscalculation of the Federal maximum retirement contribution limit in the 
State payroll system, the employee and employer contributions to the former PD4 Public 
Defender’s Investment Plan account were underpaid during the pay periods from October 2014 
through December 2014 and from September 2015 through December 2015.  Although the DMS 
Division of Retirement funded the deficit from the FRS Trust Fund, the DFS requested that the 
former PD4 Public Defender reimburse the State the amount of the underpaid employee 
contributions, which totaled $2,204. 

• Unpaid fuel costs related to personal use of assigned vehicles.  Pursuant to United States 
Treasury (Treasury) regulations,43 the personal use of an employer-provided vehicle (e.g., driving 
the vehicle to and from the employee’s residence) is a fringe benefit that must be included in the 
employee’s gross income as compensation for services, unless the benefit is paid by, or on behalf 
of, the employee or the benefit is otherwise excluded by another provision of the Internal Revenue 
Code.  
The PD4 provides vehicles on a full-time (24-hour) basis to certain employees.  For those 
employees, the PD4 is required to calculate the amount to include in gross income by using the 
fair market value (FMV) of the employer-provided vehicles to establish the annual lease value 
(ALV) as set forth in the Treasury regulations.  The ALV does not include the value of fuel provided 
by the employer.  Accordingly, the value of the fuel associated with the employees’ personal use 
of the vehicles must be included in the employees’ wages separately, unless the employees pay 
for the fuel.  Since the PD4 pays for the fuel and the value of the fuel associated with personal 
use of the vehicles is not included in those employees’ wages, those employees are required to 
reimburse the State for the value of the fuel associated with vehicle use that does not pertain to 
the performance of PD4 activities and prescribed duties.   
Each November, each PD4 employee assigned a vehicle on a full-time basis during the preceding 
year completes and submits a self-reporting form44 that reports the number of miles traveled for 
official business and the number of miles traveled for personal business.  The reported number 
of personal use miles is multiplied at a rate of 5.5 cents per mile,45 and the resulting total is the 
amount the employee reimburses the State for fuel costs.  PD4 records indicate that, during the 
2012-13 through 2015-16 fiscal years, the former PD4 Public Defender accumulated $668 in 
unpaid fuel reimbursements due to the State.  

• Accident-related vehicle repair costs.  Under State law,46 various insurance coverages, including 
general liability and automobile liability, are provided to judicial agencies through the State Risk 
Management Trust Fund.  The Trust Fund provides automobile liability coverage for claims arising 
out of the ownership, maintenance, or use of vehicles by judicial employees acting within the 
course and scope of their employment or responsibilities. 

                                                
43 Title 26, Section 1.61-21(b), Code of Federal Regulations. 
44 Vehicle Use – Non-cash Taxable Fringe Benefit Worksheet. 
45 Title 26, Section 1.61-21(d), Code of Federal Regulations, provides that the value of fuel may be 5.5 cents per mile driven by 
the employee. 
46 Chapter 284, Part II, Florida Statutes. 
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PD4 policies and procedures47 require that PD4 personnel involved in an accident while driving a 
State-owned vehicle must notify the PD4 Director of Investigations and indicate whether or not 
the accident occurred while on State business.  The DMS provided guidance48 on the method of 
reporting accidents and the forms to be used.  DMS requires, for accidents that may develop into 
a liability claim against the State, that form DFS-D0-261 (accident report) and a copy of the police 
report be filed with the DFS Division of Risk Management (DRM). 
At noon on Sunday, June 12, 2016, the former PD4 Public Defender was involved in a traffic 
accident involving a State-owned vehicle and a parked personally owned vehicle, and an accident 
report was submitted to the DRM.  According to the accident report, the accident occurred at a 
location that is approximately 7 miles from the PD4’s Jacksonville office.  The accident report 
indicated that the police were called, and no citation was issued; however, the accident report 
does not refer to a police report.  In response to our inquiry, the PD4 Administrative Director 
indicated no police report regarding this accident was filed with the DRM. 
The PD4 paid costs totaling $2,370 to repair the personally-owned vehicle and to provide the 
vehicle owner a rental vehicle while repairs took place.  As justification for paying such costs, the 
former PD4 Public Defender prepared memoranda indicating that he was on official State 
business at the time of the accident; however, neither the memoranda, accident report, or other 
documentation provided for our review, indicated the nature of the State business being 
conducted at the time of the accident or how the vehicle use related to public defender duties as 
prescribed by State law.  In response to our inquiry, the PD4 Administrative Director indicated 
that the former PD4 Public Defender did not maintain time records. 
Given the lack of documentation evidencing that the former PD4 Public Defender was conducting 
official State business at the time of the accident, and the lack of a police report contrary to DMS 
guidance, it was not apparent of record why the PD4, rather than the PD4 Public Defender or his 
personal insurer, paid the $2,370 of costs related to the accident. 

Subsequent to our inquiries, the PD4, on November 3, 2017, after conferring with the State Attorney 
General, issued a demand letter to the former PD4 Public Defender seeking reimbursement for the 
$2,872 of unpaid FRS contributions and unreimbursed cost of fuel.  The letter also requested 
reimbursement for the $2,370 associated with the motor vehicle accident, indicating that the accident 
occurred while the State-owned vehicle was being used for personal reasons.  The total requested 
reimbursement was $5,242.  As of November 13, 2018, the former PD4 Public Defender had not 
reimbursed the PD4 the requested amount.  

In March 2018, the PD4 sent a letter to the CFO regarding the amount due from the former PD4 Public 
Defender and requesting guidance on how to collect that amount.  In May 2018, the CFO’s General 
Counsel sent a response letter recommending that the PD4 consider assigning the debt to a collection 
agency pursuant to State law.49  While the PD4 consulted with DFS regarding this matter, the PD4 had 
not submitted to the DFS the reports prescribed by State law50 regarding the amount due from the former 
PD4 Public Defender.  Submitting the required reports would further enhance the PD4’s chances of 
collecting such amount. 

                                                
47 Office of the Public Defender, Fourth Judicial Circuit, Manual of Office Procedures, Chapter 01. 
48 DMS Administrative Policy 16-102. 
49 Section 17.20(3), Florida Statutes. 
50 Section 17.20(3) and (4), Florida Statutes. 
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Recommendation: The PD4 should continue efforts to seek reimbursement from the former PD4 
Public Defender and take other appropriate actions, including submittal of the required reports, 
in accordance with State law.   

Finding 18: Other Personal Service Time Sheets  

Effective internal controls require supervisory approval of time worked to ensure that compensation 
payments are appropriate.  The RC5 pays salaried employees on a payroll-by-exception basis whereby 
the employees are paid 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 the required number of hours in a pay period. 

Other Personal Services (OPS) employees51 maintain a daily time sheet.  At the end of each payroll 
cycle, each RC5 OPS employee records the number of hours worked in the cycle on a time sheet and 
provides the time sheet to a supervisor for approval.  The approved time sheet is then provided to the 
Administrative Assistant, who keys the data into BOMS, generates a monthly OPS payroll report, and 
provides the report to the JAC for entry into the State payroll system. 

For the period July 2015 through December 2016, RC5 compensated 22 RC5 OPS employees a total of 
$451,748.  Our examination of supporting documentation for 6 selected OPS compensation payments 
totaling $14,696 disclosed that the time sheets supporting the OPS payments were not signed by a 
supervisor to demonstrate review and approval.  In addition, 3 of the 6 OPS payments were calculated 
incorrectly, resulting in underpayments totaling $285. 

In response to our inquiries, the RC5 Administrative Director indicated that the OPS time sheets had 
never been signed by a supervisor and one of the underpayments occurred because the OPS employee 
incorrectly computed the recorded hours worked on the time sheet.  Without documented supervisory 
review and approval of time worked, there is an increased risk that employees may be incorrectly 
compensated or provide services inconsistent with the RC5 expectations, and that RC5 records may not 
be sufficiently detailed in the event of a compensation dispute. 

Recommendation: The RC5 should enhance payroll procedures to ensure that recorded hours 
worked on OPS employee time sheets are correctly calculated and that time sheets are reviewed 
and approved by applicable supervisors. 

PROCUREMENT 

Included in the judicial agencies’ stewardship and fiduciary responsibilities associated with managing 
public resources is the responsibility to ensure that controls provide for the effective and efficient use of 
resources in accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, and policies and procedures.  To 
promote responsible spending and improved accountability, it is important that judicial agencies’ records 

                                                
51 OPS employees are paid from OPS funds, rather than funds budgeted for salaries.  Pursuant to Section 110.131, Florida 
Statutes, records of hours worked are required for all OPS employees and OPS employees are generally not eligible for any 
form of paid leave, paid holidays, participation in State group insurance or retirement benefits, or any other State employee 
benefit. 
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demonstrate that public funds are properly utilized in fulfilling the judicial agencies’ legally established 
responsibilities. 

Finding 19: Due Process Costs 

The Legislature, through the General Appropriations Act (GAA), annually provides the JAC two 
appropriations for due process costs.52  One appropriation is associated with State Attorney prosecution 
expenses and the other is associated with Public Defender indigent defense costs.  The GAA specifies 
an appropriation allotment amount for each State Attorney and Public Defender circuit office.  For the 
2015-16 and 2016-17 fiscal years, appropriations for due process costs totaled $10.3 million for State 
Attorney circuit offices and $19.3 million for Public Defender circuit offices.  Pursuant to State law,53 the 
JAC is required to review due process service related invoices, except for certain due process services 
enumerated in State law, submitted by the circuit offices “for compliance with applicable rates and 
requirements” prior to payment of those invoices. 

Each circuit office incurs and processes due process costs in the same manner it would other operational 
costs.  The circuit offices may directly acquire due process services and pay for those costs through State 
warrant or by using a purchasing card (P-card)54 specifically designated for due process costs.  
Regardless of the payment method, the circuit offices are responsible for properly authorizing, approving, 
and retaining appropriate documentation to support procurements of goods and services. 

The circuit offices provide the JAC supporting documentation for due process costs directly acquired and 
paid by State warrant, and the JAC reviews such documentation prior to payment to the vendor.  Invoices 
for P-card charges for due process costs are reviewed, batched, and approved by authorized circuit 
personnel.  However, the circuit offices are not required to provide the JAC any supporting documentation 
for the P-card charges as the JAC relies on the circuit offices to sufficiently evaluate documentation 
supporting these procurements.  Consequently, during the period July 2015 through December 2016, the 
JAC approved and paid P-card charges totaling $447,586 for due process costs on behalf of the circuit 
offices without receiving and reviewing supporting documentation for the charges. 

Absent JAC review of records supporting due process costs paid using P-cards, there is an increased 
risk that errors or fraud associated with those costs may occur and not be timely detected and resolved. 

Recommendation: The JAC should establish procedures to obtain and review documentation 
supporting due process costs in accordance with State law, including those costs paid using 
P-cards. 

                                                
52 Due process costs are defined by the GAA as the costs specified in Sections 29.005 and 29.006, Florida Statutes.  Examples 
of these costs include court reporting and transcription services, witnesses, and mental health professionals. 
53 Section 40.29(4), Florida Statutes. 
54 The judicial agencies use P-cards to expedite the purchase of selected goods and services.  P-cards provide employees the 
convenience of purchasing items without using the standard purchase order process and are designed to provide a cost effective, 
convenient, and decentralized method for individuals to make certain business purchases on behalf of the State. 
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Finding 20: Contract Procurement  

The Legislature has recognized in State law55 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.  An effective 
procurement process for contractual services typically requires documented requests for proposals, 
consideration of the qualifications of the service providers that respond to the requests, and selection of 
the most qualified service provider.  

The judicial agencies are responsible for establishing controls that provide assurance that the process of 
acquiring goods or services is effectively and consistently administered and goods and services are 
procured in a fair, competitive, and reasonable manner.  For the judicial agencies included in the scope 
of this audit that entered into contracts during the period July 2015 through December 2016, we examined 
records for selected contracts to determine whether the agencies complied with good business practices 
in procuring contractual services.  We found that certain judicial agencies needed to improve procurement 
procedures.  Specifically, we found that: 

• The GAL entered into 82 contracts with expenditures totaling $4,526,280.  We requested for 
examination GAL records supporting 25 selected contracts with expenditures totaling $3,725,955.  
We found that 24 of the 25 contracts were awarded using appropriate competitive selection 
procedures.  However, GAL records did not demonstrate that the remaining contract with a 
consulting firm for $34,900 was competitively selected.  In response to our inquiry, the GAL 
Budget Director indicated that the firm had extensive experience and was well known to perform 
quality work; however, a statement documenting the decision not to seek other quotes was not 
entered into the contract file. 

• The PD4 entered into five contracts for services.  We requested for examination records 
supporting each of those contracts and found that PD4 records did not demonstrate that two of 
the five contracts were competitively selected as: 
o Although we requested, PD4 records were not provided to evidence that a firm providing legal 

services for the period July 2015 through June 2016 was selected using a competitive 
selection process designed to ensure that the firm was the most qualified firm available at a 
reasonable cost.  The legal services contract amount was not to exceed $90,000 plus any 
authorized expenses.  In response to our inquiry, PD4 personnel indicated that the former 
PD4 Public Defender had selected the firm and developed the contract without staff 
involvement.  

o The other contract was with a software provider for the development and implementation of a 
caseload management system.  The contract provided for two payments of $16,150 for 
development and implementation of the system and an estimated recurring fee of $85,500 
per year.  In response to our inquiry, the PD4 Administrative Director indicated that the former 
PD4 Public Defender made the decision to execute this contract because he believed the 
existing case management system was antiquated and a newer system would be more cost 
effective, but no documentation was available to evidence that the services were competitively 
selected.  
The contractor had been paid a total of $16,500 before the succeeding PD4 Public Defender 
took office in January 2017.  According to the PD4 Administrative Director, at that time, the 
contractor was still in the process of developing the caseload management system and was 

                                                
55 Sections 287.001, 287.055, and 287.057, Florida Statutes. 
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having data conversion issues.  The PD4 Public Defender terminated the contract with the 
contractor’s consent and the PD4 returned to the system already owned and maintained by 
the PD4. 

Using competitive procurement procedures such as those specified in State law to procure contractual 
services would better demonstrate that contracts for services are awarded equitably and economically. 

Recommendation: The GAL and PD4 should enhance policies and procedures to ensure the use 
of a documented competitive selection process for procuring contractual services.   

TRAVEL 

State law56 governs and authorizes travel for public officers, employees, and other authorized persons, 
and establishes uniform reimbursement rates and specific documentation requirements for 
reimbursement of travel expenses incurred by these individuals.  As stewards of public funds, judicial 
agencies are responsible for ensuring that travel expenditures are authorized by and in accordance with 
applicable law, reasonable in the circumstances, and necessary to accomplish authorized public 
purposes. 

Finding 21: Travel Expenditures  

In addition to State law, judicial agencies must comply with travel expenditure requirements included in 
the DFS Reference Guide for State Expenditures, which requires travel reimbursement requests to 
include, as applicable, itemized hotel receipts, transportation receipts for common carrier travel, and 
receipts for incidental travel expenses.  If a receipt is lost, and a duplicate cannot be obtained, the traveler 
is to provide a certification with detailed information about the expense when seeking reimbursement. 

For the judicial agencies included in the scope of this audit, we examined supporting documentation for 
selected travel expense reimbursements for the period July 2015 through December 2016 to determine 
the propriety of the reimbursements.  Our procedures disclosed that reimbursements were not always 
supported by receipts and it was not apparent that conference travel always primarily served a public 
purpose.  Specifically: 

 From the 117 RC3 travel expenditure reimbursements totaling $21,866, we requested for 
examination records supporting 25 selected reimbursements totaling $4,554.  We found that, 
contrary to the DFS Reference Guide for State Expenditures, 4 of the 25 reimbursements lacked 
receipts supporting travel expenses totaling $1,427, including $991 for hotel charges, a 
$295 conference registration fee, and a $141 airfare charge.  In response to our inquiry, the RC3 
Administrative Director indicated that these instances were likely attributable to human error. 

 The former PD4 Public Defender, subsequent to his defeat in the August 2016 primary election, 
traveled to San Diego, California, to obtain training to better defend driving-while-intoxicated 
(DWI) cases, and to New York, New York, for an immigration law conference.  The total cost of 
the November 2016 San Diego trip was $2,513 and the total cost of the December 2016 New 
York trip was $4,010, including $2,417 for hotel lodging for 3 nights (approximately $806 a night).  
We determined that the DWI defense training could have been obtained in Florida at a significantly 
lower cost and, although the immigration law conference provided the former PD4 Public 
Defender continuing law education (CLE), according to the PD4 Administrative Director, the PD4 
does not engage in the practice of immigration law.  Also, in response to our inquiry, PD4 staff 

                                                
56 Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 
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indicated that they were unaware of the former PD’s justification for selecting the more expensive 
DWI defense training and the immigration law conference or how the immigration law education 
aligned with PD4 duties. 

Failure to ensure that all travel expenses are supported by receipts, and to monitor the reasonableness 
and public purpose served by travel, increases the risk that fraud, abuse, or errors may occur without 
timely detection. 

Recommendation: The RC3 should enhance controls over travel expenditures to ensure that 
travel reimbursement requests are accompanied by supporting receipts or, if a receipt is not 
available, traveler certification with detailed information about the reimbursement requested.  
Also, PD4 should ensure that all travel is reasonable, economical, and supported by 
documentation evidencing that the travel serves a public purpose related to PD4 duties.  

PRIOR AUDIT FOLLOW-UP 

Except as discussed in the preceding paragraphs, the selected judicial agencies had taken corrective 
actions for findings included in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176.  

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 through February 2018 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.   

This operational audit of the Justice Administrative Commission; Statewide Guardian ad Litem Office; 
Office of the State Attorney, Second Circuit; Offices of the Public Defender, Third and Fourth Circuits; 
Offices of the Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, Second, Third, Fourth, and Fifth Regions; 
and Office of the Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Northern Region; collectively referred to as 
selected judicial agencies, focused on selected judicial agency activities and internal controls.  The 
overall objectives of this 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, 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 the safeguarding of assets, and identify 
weaknesses in those controls. 

file://aud.state.fl.us/wdrive/JUD/Multi/2016/OA/AW/98%20-%20Audit%20Completion/Jud%20-%20AP%2098%20-%20Notes%20on%20Audit%20-%20Objectives%20Scope%20and%20Methodology%2005.docx
file://aud.state.fl.us/wdrive/JUD/Multi/2016/OA/AW/98%20-%20Audit%20Completion/Jud%20-%20AP%2098%20-%20Notes%20on%20Audit%20-%20Objectives%20Scope%20and%20Methodology%2005.docx
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 Determine whether management of the selected judicial agencies had taken corrective actions, 
as applicable, for findings included in our report Nos. 2015-061 and 2012-176. 

 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, deficiencies in management’s internal controls, instances of noncompliance with applicable 
laws, rules, regulations, contracts, 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 the selection and examination of transactions and records during the audit period 
July 2015 through December 2016, and selected transactions prior and subsequent thereto.  Unless 
otherwise indicated in this report, these transactions and records 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 agency 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:   

Justice Administrative Commission (JAC) 

 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 
guidelines, and interviewed JAC personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
tangible personal property (TPP); personnel and payroll; procurement; purchasing card (P-card) 
usage; travel; reporting performance measures and budgetary data; maintaining a registry of 
private court-appointed counsel and providing a copy of the registry to the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court in accordance with Section 27.710(1), Florida Statutes; paying court-appointed 
attorneys; developing a uniform contract for due process vendors and controlling due process 
payments made on behalf of judicial agencies; administering the Indigent Criminal Defense Trust 
Fund in accordance with Sections 27.525 and 27.562, Florida Statutes; and providing the Office 
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of the State Courts Administrator monthly data in accordance with Section 27.5304(12)(g), Florida 
Statutes. 

 From the population of 570 Florida Accounting Information Resource Subsystem (FLAIR) 
vouchers totaling $3,364,182 representing expenditures other than payroll, P-card, travel, and 
due process-related expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 
30 selected vouchers composed of 39 expenditures totaling $208,348 to determine whether the 
expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and 
complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 13,059 FLAIR vouchers totaling $62,488,650 representing due process 
expenditures other than those paid using a P-card during the audit period, examined records 
supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 97 expenditures totaling $89,024 to determine 
whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were correctly posted to 
FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and 
procedures. 

 For the two contracts in effect during the audit period, examined records to determine whether 
the contractual services were properly procured in accordance with applicable laws, rules, 
regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures, and whether the contract document was 
properly designed and executed.  Also, we examined JAC records supporting one contract 
payment for each contract (payments totaled $32,570) from the population of contract payments 
totaling $557,274 to determine whether the JAC and the contractor complied with the executed 
contract. 

 From the population of 92 FLAIR vouchers totaling $43,717 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 25 selected vouchers composed of 
41 P-card expenditures totaling $15,154 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 66 FLAIR vouchers totaling $15,832 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 25 selected vouchers 
composed of 56 travel reimbursements totaling $4,976 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 102 employees who received $6,019,863 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 25 selected employees, including records for 2 monthly payroll 
transactions for each (50 payroll transactions totaling $174,776), to determine whether the 
employees were correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ 
leave records were correctly updated for leave used, and payments were approved as required. 

 Evaluated records supporting one of the two temporary salary increases for consistency with 
applicable pay plans and conformity with the General Appropriations Act. 

 For the 12 employees hired during the audit period, determined whether records evidenced 
background screenings and verification that the employee met position education and work 
experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 From the property records, which included 260 TPP items valued at $1,098,585, selected 30 TPP 
items valued at $99,943 to determine compliance with DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative 
Code, regarding required property record information. 
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 Determined whether the JAC had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the JAC had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

 Evaluated for propriety the use of private court-appointed counsel and the maintenance of a 
general registry as provided for in Section 27.40, Florida Statutes, including the development of 
a uniform contract form. 

 From the population of 49,818 payments totaling $38,888,922 during the audit period to private 
court-appointed counsel for the prescribed flat fee, examined records supporting 30 selected 
payments totaling $1,078,170 to determine compliance with Sections 27.425(3), 27.5304, and 
27.5305, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 4,952 payments totaling $20,438,714 during the audit period to private 
court-appointed counsel for a rate above the prescribed flat fee, examined records supporting 
30 selected payments totaling $3,641,244 to determine compliance with Sections 27.425(3), 
27.5304, and 27.5305, Florida Statutes. 

 Examined records to determine whether registries of attorneys available for appointment as 
counsel in postconviction capital collateral proceedings were timely provided to the Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court, the chief judge and state attorney in each judicial circuit, and the Attorney 
General in accordance with Section 27.710(1), Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 6,473 payments totaling $7,280,934 to court-appointed capital collateral 
attorneys during the audit period, examined records supporting 30 selected payments totaling 
$339,500 to determine whether the payments were supported by detailed invoices and made in 
compliance with Section 27.711, Florida Statutes. 

 Determined whether reports regarding positions receiving benefits greater than those offered 
under the Career Service System were timely provided to Executive Office of the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives in accordance with 
Section 43.16(4)(e), Florida Statutes. 

 Determined whether annual reports of performance measure data were timely provided to the 
Governor, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives in accordance with Section 27.405, Florida Statutes. 

 Determined whether quarterly reports of budgetary amounts compared to year-to-date 
expenditures were timely provided to the Governor, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives in accordance with 
Section 27.405, Florida Statutes. 

 Determined whether monthly reports of cases approved for compensation in excess of the flat 
fee, and the amount of these awards by circuit and by judge, were timely provided in accordance 
with Section 27.5304(12)(g), Florida Statutes. 

Statewide Guardian ad Litem Office (GAL) 

 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 
guidelines, and interviewed GAL personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, reporting performance measure data, training 
programs, program planning, progress reporting, funding, direct-service organizations, and 
third-party assistance. 
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 From the population of 1,869 FLAIR vouchers totaling $4,135,593 representing expenditures 
other than payroll, P-card, and travel-related expenditures during the audit period, examined 
records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 33 expenditures totaling $349,742 to 
determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were correctly 
posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies 
and procedures. 

 From the population of 82 contracts in effect during the audit period, examined records supporting 
25 selected contracts to determine whether the contractual services were properly procured in 
accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures, and 
whether the contract document was properly designed and executed.  Also, we evaluated records 
supporting one contract payment for each of the 25 selected contracts (payments totaled 
$649,741) from the population of contract payments totaling $4,526,280 to determine whether the 
GAL and the contractor complied with the executed contract. 

 From the population of 392 FLAIR vouchers totaling $511,965 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 
110 P-card charges totaling $21,427 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 2,244 FLAIR vouchers totaling $968,340 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers 
composed of 148 individual travel reimbursements totaling $18,657 to determine whether the 
expenditures were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, 
Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 1,040 employees who received $39,929,861 in compensation during the 
audit period, examined records for 30 selected employees, including two monthly payroll 
transactions for each (60 payroll transactions totaling $197,056), to determine whether the 
employees were correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ 
leave records were correctly updated for leave used, and payments were approved as required. 

 From the population of 244 employees hired during the audit period, examined records for 
30 selected employees to determine whether there was evidence of background screenings and 
verification that the employee met position education and work experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 From the property records, which included 116 TPP items for the Tallahassee GAL office, 
selected 25 TPP items to determine compliance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, 
regarding required property record information. 

 Determined whether the GAL had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the GAL had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

 Evaluated the basis for the GAL direct-support organization (DSO) created pursuant to Section 
39.8298, Florida Statutes, and relationship of the GAL to the DSO. 

 Determined whether interim reports describing the GAL’s progress in meeting the goals 
prescribed in Section 39.8296, Florida Statutes, and the plan for meeting these goals, were timely 
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provided to the Governor, the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, and the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court in accordance with Section 
39.8296(2)(b)(8), Florida Statutes. 

State Attorney, 2nd Judicial Circuit (SA2)  

 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 
guidelines, and interviewed SA2 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usage, claims reporting, budgets 
and appropriations, and trust fund management. 

 From the population of 210 FLAIR vouchers totaling $758,030 representing expenditures other 
than payroll, P-card, and travel-related expenditures during the audit period, examined records 
supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 122 individual expenditures totaling $85,461 to 
determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were correctly 
posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies 
and procedures. 

 For the five contracts in effect during the audit period, determined whether the contractual 
services were properly procured in accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, 
and policies and procedures, and whether the contract document was properly designed and 
executed.  Also, we evaluated one or two contract payments for each contract (payments totaled 
$9,262) from the population of contract payments totaling $131,446 to determine whether the SA2 
and the contractor complied with the executed contract. 

 From the population of 32 FLAIR vouchers totaling $12,409 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 20 selected vouchers composed of 
26 P-card expenditures totaling $8,168 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 44 FLAIR vouchers totaling $58,774 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 20 selected vouchers 
composed of 32 travel reimbursements totaling $19,721 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 145 employees who received $8,315,855 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 25 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for 24 employees and one monthly payroll transaction for the other employee57 (49 payroll 
transactions totaling $189,702), to determine whether the employees were correctly paid based 
on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records were correctly updated 
for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

 From the population of 28 employees hired during the audit period, examined records for 
15 selected employees to determine whether there was evidence of background screenings and 
verification that the employee met position education and work experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 From the property records, which included 246 TPP items valued at $1,297,724, selected 25 TPP 
items valued at $61,535 to determine compliance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative 
Code, regarding required property record information. 

                                                
57 The employee only worked one pay period during the audit period.  
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 Determined whether the SA2 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the SA2 had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft.  

 From the population of 37 motor vehicles shown on the property records, examined records 
supporting 20 vehicles, including two monthly logs for each to determine the completeness and 
adequacy of the logs. 

 Determined whether reports of the condition of claims and the probable solvency of claims not 
collected were provided to the Chief Financial Officer in accordance with Section 27.11, Florida 
Statutes. 

Public Defender, 3rd Judicial Circuit (PD3) 

 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 
guidelines, and interviewed PD3 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usage, and reporting performance 
measure data. 

 From the population of 139 FLAIR vouchers totaling $131,947 representing expenditures other 
than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 54 expenditures totaling 
$31,761 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were 
correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and 
policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 25 FLAIR vouchers totaling $25,626 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 20 selected vouchers 
composed of 34 travel reimbursements totaling $16,202 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 44 employees who received $2,738,410 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 20 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for each (40 payroll transactions totaling $159,174), to determine whether the employees were 
correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records 
were correctly updated for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

 For the five employees hired during the audit period, determined whether there was evidence of 
background screenings and verification that the employee met position education and work 
experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 For the 29 TPP items valued at $188,385 shown on the property records, determined compliance 
with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding required property record information. 

 Determined whether the PD3 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the PD3 had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
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compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

 Examined 18 monthly logs for each of the four motor vehicles shown on the property records to 
determine the completeness and adequacy of the logs. 

Public Defender, 4th Judicial Circuit (PD4) 

 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 
guidelines, and interviewed PD4 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usages, and reporting 
performance measure data. 

 From the population of 374 FLAIR vouchers totaling $795,842 representing expenditures other 
than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 44 expenditures totaling 
$177,739 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were 
correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and 
policies and procedures. 

 For the five contracts in effect during the audit period, determined whether the contractual 
services were properly procured in accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, 
and policies and procedures, and whether the contract document was properly designed and 
executed.  Also, we evaluated one contract payment for each of three contracts58 (payments 
totaled $23,840) from the population of contract payments totaling $151,340 to determine whether 
the PD4 and the contractor complied with the executed contract. 

 From the population of 43 FLAIR vouchers totaling $13,862 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 20 selected vouchers composed of 
45 P-card expenditures totaling $5,707 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 Evaluated all 149 expenditures totaling $49,910 from a business travel charge account during the 
audit period to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; 
were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, 
and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 83 FLAIR vouchers totaling $68,187 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 27 selected vouchers 
composed of 131 travel reimbursements totaling $19,671 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 207 employees who received $13,215,029 in compensation during the 
audit period, examined records for 30 selected employees, including two monthly payroll 
transactions for each (60 payroll transactions totaling $207,917), to determine whether the 
employees were correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ 
leave records were correctly updated for leave used, and the payments were approved as 
required. 

 From the population of 38 employees hired during the audit period, examined records for 20 
selected employees to determine whether there was evidence of background screenings and 
verification that the employee met position education and work experience requirements. 

                                                
58 There were no payments made for the other contracts during the audit period. 
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 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 From the property records, which included 32 TPP items for the Jacksonville PD4 office valued 
at $295,187, selected 20 TPP items valued at $197,953 to determine compliance with 
Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding required property record information. 

 Determined whether the PD4 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the PD4 had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

 For 25 of the 132 TPP items disposed of during the audit period, determined whether 
documentation was available to evidence that the disposals were properly authorized and handled 
in accordance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code.   

 For the 12 motor vehicles shown on the property records, examined two monthly logs for 
11 vehicles and examined 18 vehicle logs for the other vehicle, to determine the completeness 
and adequacy of the logs. 

 Performed additional testing, review, inquiry, and analytical procedures as necessary to address 
concerns presented by the PD4 Public Defender, who took office in January 2017.  Specifically, 
we: 
o Identified 14 PD4 employees who received salary increases in September 2016 or 

October 2016 and evaluated all 14 increases for compliance with internal policies and 
procedures.  We also performed analytical procedures to determine the reasonableness of 
salary increases provided to identified employees compared to the remainder of the PD4 
employees. 

o Evaluated the PD4’s process for approving, recording, and maintaining time sheets and leave 
records.  For 8 employees for which concerns were expressed to us regarding attendance, 
we compared the time sheets and leave records of the employees to the security card access 
system’s logs to identify user frequency trends and conflicts between the logs and the 
employees’ time sheets and leave records. 

o For the 17 employees who allegedly received administrative leave payments or earned 
compensatory leave credits for time spent on a nonprofit organization’s activities, reviewed 
time sheets, leave documentation, and compensatory time requests to determine the propriety 
of the administrative leave payments and compensatory time earned. 

o Evaluated records supporting the seven trips taken by three selected PD4 employees to 
determine the necessity of the travel and the reasonableness of the associated travel-related 
expenditures. 

o Evaluated the procurement procedures used to execute a contract with a vendor that provided 
e-mail templates for the PD4 to determine compliance with PD4 policies and procedures, 
State law, and other guidance.  We also made inquiries and examined financial disclosure 
forms and related records to determine whether a related-party relationship existed between 
the vendor and PD4 management. 

o Evaluated procurement procedures used to execute a contract with a vendor for the 
development and implementation of a new caseload management system to determine 
compliance with PD4 policies and procedures, State law, and other guidance.  We also made 
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inquiries and examined financial disclosure forms and related records to determine whether a 
related-party relationship existed between the vendor and PD4 management. 

o Examined selected monthly vehicle use logs associated with the PD4’s assigned motor 
vehicles to determine the completeness and adequacy of the logs. 

o Examined records supporting the donation of ten computers and nine firearms to determine 
compliance with DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding property disposals. 

o Regarding an alleged failure of the former PD4 Public Defender to reimburse the PD4 for 
personal use of a State-owned motor vehicle, evaluated policies and procedures for recording, 
reporting, and paying the noncash taxable fringe benefits; recalculated the taxable fringe 
benefits and personal use costs associated with the former PD4 Public Defender’s use of the 
vehicle; and determined whether the former PD4 Public Defender reimbursed the appropriate 
amount. 

o Regarding an alleged failure of the former PD4 Public Defender to reimburse the State for his 
portion of the retirement adjustment paid on his behalf to the DFS, evaluated the guidelines 
and procedures for contributing to the State retirement system, determined the former PD4 
Public Defender’s liability, and determined whether the former PD4 Public Defender 
reimbursed the State for contributions made on his behalf. 

o Regarding an alleged failure of the former PD4 Public Defender to properly reimburse costs 
incurred due to an accident involving a State motor vehicle that occurred during off-duty hours, 
examined the accident report and compared the location, time, and date to the former PD4 
Public Defender’s time sheet; determined whether vehicle insurance was maintained and 
employees were required to obtain private insurance for the operation of State vehicles for 
personal use; determined whether an insurance claim or accident report was filed with the 
DMS; and determined whether the former PD4 Public Defender paid for the cost of vehicle 
repairs or reimbursed the State for those costs. 

Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, 2nd Region (RC2) 
 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 

guidelines, and interviewed RC2 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usage, and reporting performance 
measure data. 

 From the population of 2,201 FLAIR vouchers totaling $1,753,185 representing expenditures 
other than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 41 individual expenditures 
totaling $51,802 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public 
purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, 
contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 73 contracts in effect during the audit period, selected 24 contracts to 
determine whether the contractual services were properly procured in accordance with applicable 
laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures, and whether the contract 
document was properly designed and executed.  Also, we evaluated one contract payment for 
each of the 24 selected contracts (payments totaled $86,828) from the population of contract 
payments totaling $2,327,713 to determine whether the RC2 and the contractor complied with the 
executed contract. 

 From the population of 55 FLAIR vouchers totaling $82,052 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 25 selected vouchers composed of 
67 P-card expenditures totaling $33,091 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 
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 From the population of 424 FLAIR vouchers totaling $80,018 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers 
composed of 31 travel reimbursements totaling $7,041 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 136 employees who received $8,157,393 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 25 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for each (50 payroll transactions totaling $192,841), to determine whether the employees were 
correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records 
were correctly updated for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

 For the 10 employees hired during the audit period, determined whether there was evidence of 
background screenings and verification that the employee met position education and work 
experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 For the 20 TPP items valued at $68,366 shown on the property records, determined compliance 
with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding required property record information. 

 Determined whether the RC2 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the RC2 had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, 3rd Region (RC3) 
 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 

guidelines, and interviewed RC3 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usage, and reporting performance 
measure data. 

 From the population of 1,359 FLAIR vouchers totaling $1,765,664 representing expenditures 
other than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 36 expenditures totaling 
$89,969 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were 
correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and 
policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 35 contracts in effect during the audit period, examined records supporting 
20 selected contracts to determine whether the contractual services were properly procured in 
accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures, and 
whether the contract document was properly designed and executed.  Also, we evaluated one 
contract payment for each of the 20 selected contracts (payments totaled $76,211) from the 
population of contract payments totaling $1,879,513 to determine whether the RC3 and the 
contractor complied with the executed contract. 

 From the population of 35 FLAIR vouchers totaling $16,170 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 20 selected vouchers composed of 
48 P-card expenditures totaling $13,743 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 
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 From the population of 117 FLAIR vouchers totaling $21,866 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 25 selected vouchers 
composed of 25 travel reimbursements totaling $4,554 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 73 employees who received $4,096,843 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 25 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for each (50 payroll transactions totaling $180,674), to determine whether the employees were 
correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records 
were correctly updated for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

 For the 15 employees hired during the audit period, determined whether there was evidence of 
background screenings and verification that the employee met position education and work 
experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 From the property records, which included 488 TPP items, selected 30 TPP items to determine 
compliance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding required property record 
information. 

 Determined whether the RC3 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the RC3 had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

 For the 157 TPP items disposed of during the audit period, determined whether documentation 
was available to evidence that the disposals were properly authorized and handled in accordance 
with DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, 4th Region (RC4) 
 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 

guidelines, and interviewed RC4 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usage, and reporting performance 
measure data. 

 From the population of 2,217 FLAIR vouchers totaling $2,878,347 representing expenditures 
other than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 30 expenditures totaling 
$165,416 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were 
correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and 
policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 49 contracts in effect during the audit period, examined records supporting 
24 selected contracts to determine whether the contractual services were properly procured in 
accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures, and 
whether the contract document was properly designed and executed.  Also, we evaluated one 
contract payment for each of the 24 selected contracts (payments totaled $176,328) from the 
population of contract payments totaling $1,944,526 to determine whether the RC4 and the 
contractor complied with the executed contract. 
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 From the population of 94 FLAIR vouchers totaling $114,161 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 25 selected vouchers composed of 
67 P-card expenditures totaling $17,087 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 374 FLAIR vouchers totaling $42,528 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers 
composed of 31 travel reimbursements totaling $4,773 to determine whether the expenditures 
were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 120 employees who received $6,188,978 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 30 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for each (60 payroll transactions totaling $221,994), to determine whether the employees were 
correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records 
were correctly updated for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

 From the population of 41 employees hired during the audit period, examined records for 
20 selected employees to determine whether there was evidence of background screenings and 
verification that the employee met position education and work experience requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 From the property records, which included 797 TPP items valued at $281,785, selected 30 TPP 
items to determine compliance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding 
required property record information. 

 Determined whether the RC4 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the RC4 had identified, and established adequate controls over, property 
items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

 For 11 of the 32 TPP items disposed of during the audit period, determined whether 
documentation was available to evidence that the disposals were properly authorized and handled 
in accordance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code.     

Criminal Conflict and Civil Regional Counsel, 5th Region (RC5) 
 Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 

guidelines, and interviewed RC5 personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant to 
TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, motor vehicle usage, and reporting performance 
measure data. 

 From the population of 1,558 FLAIR vouchers totaling $1,751,739 representing expenditures 
other than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers composed of 36 expenditures totaling 
$80,071 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were 
correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and 
policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 73 contracts in effect during the audit period, examined records supporting 
25 selected contracts to determine whether the contractual services were properly procured in 
accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures, and 
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whether the contract document was properly designed and executed.  Also, we evaluated records 
supporting one contract payment each for 19 of the 25 selected contracts59 (payments totaled 
$54,517) from the population of contract payments totaling $1,305,400 to determine whether the 
RC5 and the contractor complied with the executed contract. 

 From the population of 43 FLAIR vouchers totaling $29,812 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 20 selected vouchers composed of 
58 P-card expenditures totaling $15,114 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

 From the population of 346 FLAIR vouchers totaling $64,892 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, selected 30 vouchers composed of 30 travel 
reimbursements totaling $5,514 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable, served 
a public purpose, and complied with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

 From the population of 100 employees who received $5,963,959 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 25 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for each (50 payroll transactions totaling $191,904), to determine whether the employees were 
correctly paid based on the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records 
were correctly updated for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

 For the 8 employees hired during the audit period, determined whether there was evidence of 
background and verification that the employee met position education and work experience 
requirements. 

 Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

 For the 13 TPP items valued at $49,272 located in Seminole County as shown on the property 
records, determined compliance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code, regarding 
required property record information. 

 Determined whether the RC5 had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

 Determined whether the RC5 had identified and established adequate controls over TPP items 
with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal compliance, 
protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk of theft. 

 For the 3 TPP items disposed of during the audit period, determined whether documentation was 
available to evidence that the disposals were properly authorized and handled in accordance with 
Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code.     

Capital Collateral Regional Counsel, Northern Region (CCRC-N) 
• Reviewed applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, policies and procedures, and other 

guidelines, and interviewed CCRC-N personnel to gain an understanding of processes relevant 
to TPP, personnel and payroll, procurement, travel, and reporting investigative and capital 
collateral representation cost data. 

• From the population of 296 FLAIR vouchers, totaling $610,101 representing expenditures other 
than payroll, P-card, travel, and due process-related expenditures during the audit period, 
examined records supporting 30 selected vouchers totaling $125,838 to determine whether the 

                                                
59 There were no payments made for the other 6 contracts during the audit period. 
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expenditures were reasonable; served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and 
complied with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

• From the population of 116 FLAIR vouchers totaling $43,041 representing P-card expenditures 
during the audit period, examined records supporting 25 selected vouchers composed of 
95 P-card expenditures totaling $25,173 to determine whether the expenditures were reasonable; 
served a public purpose; were correctly posted to FLAIR; and complied with applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, contracts, and policies and procedures. 

• From the population of 190 FLAIR vouchers totaling $25,547 representing travel-related 
expenditures during the audit period, examined records supporting 30 vouchers composed of 
38 travel expenditures (i.e., travel reimbursements or P-card charges) totaling $4,526 to 
determine whether the expenditures were reasonable, served a public purpose, and complied 
with Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. 

• From the population of 24 employees who received $989,976 in compensation during the audit 
period, examined records for 15 selected employees, including two monthly payroll transactions 
for 13 employees and one monthly payroll transaction for the other 2 employees60 (28 payroll 
transactions totaling $91,189), to determine whether the employees were correctly paid based on 
the authorized pay rate and time records, the employees’ leave records were correctly updated 
for leave used, and the payments were approved as required. 

• For the 11 employees hired during the audit period, determined whether there was evidence of 
background screenings and verification that the employee met position education and work 
experience requirements. 

• Determined whether a physical inventory of all TPP items was completed for the 2015-16 fiscal 
year and whether records maintained evidencing the physical inventory included all the 
information required by DFS Rule 69I-72, Florida Administrative Code. 

• From the property records, which included 93 TPP items valued at $220,352, selected 25 TPP 
items valued at $77,909 to determine compliance with Chapter 69I-72, Florida Administrative 
Code, regarding required property record information. 

• Determined whether the CCRC-N had established a review board in accordance with Section 
273.05(2), Florida Statutes, or otherwise established procedures requiring at least two individuals 
to approve or disapprove the classification of TPP items as surplus. 

• Determined whether the CCRC-N had identified, and established adequate controls over, 
property items with a value or cost of less than $1,000 requiring special attention to ensure legal 
compliance, protect public safety and avoid potential liability, or compensate for a heightened risk 
of theft. 

• Determined whether quarterly reports detailing the hours worked by investigators and legal 
counsel per case and the amounts expended per case were timely provided to the President of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives in accordance with Section 
27.702(4)(b), Florida Statutes. 

General 
• 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.  

                                                
60 These employees only worked one pay period during the audit period. 
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• 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 
responses are included in this report under the heading MANAGEMENT RESPONSES. 

  



 Report No. 2020-008 
Page 44 July 2019 

AUTHORITY 

Section 11.45(2)(f), Florida Statutes, requires the Auditor General to conduct operational audits of State 
agencies at least once every 3 years.  Pursuant to the provisions of Section 11.45(2)(f), Florida Statutes, 
I have directed this report be prepared to present the results of our operational audit. 

 

Sherrill F. Norman, CPA 
Auditor General 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSES61 

                                                
61 Management responses may refer to attachments that are not included in this report but are public records that may be 
obtained from the respective agency. 
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