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SUMMARY 

This audit report is the ninth in a series of reports 
to be issued on audits conducted pursuant to 
Chapter 2001-253, Laws of Florida, Specific 
Appropriation 118; Chapter 2002-394, Laws of 
Florida, Specific Appropriation 105; Chapter 
2003-397, Laws of Florida, Specific Appropriation 
59; and Section 11.45, Florida Statutes.  

This operational audit focused on Miami-Dade 
District School Board’s operating units, 
programs, activities, functions, and classes of 
transactions related to capital construction 
funding.  For each of these areas, our audit 
primarily included examinations of transactions, 
as well as events and conditions, occurring 
during the period July 1, 2002, through June 30, 
2003, and selected actions taken through May 
2004.  Financial information for the prior fiscal 
year is included for comparison purposes. 

Finding No. 1:  Reports periodically prepared 
for the Board and management’s review did not 
provide sufficient information for effectively 
monitoring the status of individual construction 
projects and the effects of individual projects on 
the overall capital construction program.  
Providing budgeted and actual information 
based on existing and planned projects would 
enhance the ability of the Board, management, 
and other stakeholders to assess the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the capital construction 
program. 

Finding No. 2:  Our review of the District’s 
capital projects tracking procedures noted that 
project numbers were not consistently assigned 
to capital construction transactions.  We noted 
that capital projects were identified with program 
numbers; however, each program number could 

have several specific projects associated with it.  
The inaccurate identification of capital 
construction transactions by project and program 
hinders the District’s ability to capture and report 
capital outlay expenditures accurately.   

Finding No. 3:  The District has initiated staff 
reductions and the implementation of an 
automated time accounting system as directed 
by the Board, based on recommendations from 
an outside consultant.  The District plans to use 
the automated system to determine the 
construction department’s efficiency and the 
achievement of goals recommended by the 
outside consultant.  However, we noted that the 
design of the automated system does not include 
budget information for certain significant work 
categories that may be used to further the 
recommended goals.  In addition, the compiled 
information will not be used to determine the 
reasonableness of salary cost allocations to the 
capital construction projects. 

Finding No. 4:  The District submitted a 
facilities work program to the State Office of 
Educational Facilities in September 2003 that 
included facilities needs for five years (i.e., 
2003-04 through 2007-08), but did not include 
information for the 10-year and 20-year periods, 
as prescribed by Section 1013.35, Florida Statutes.   
An amended facilities work program submitted 
in March 2004 did not provide additional 
information for the 10-year and 20-year periods.  
In addition, our review of the District’s facilities 
work programs for 2002-03 and 2003-04 fiscal 
years noted that the amounts reported in the 
facilities work programs for the first year did not 
agree with the adopted annual capital outlay 
budget for the corresponding fiscal year, contrary 
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to the requirements in Section 1013.35, Florida 
Statutes. 

Finding No. 5:  Our review of 30 construction 
projects, with adjusted contract amounts totaling 
approximately $173 million, noted delays in the 
completion of the projects and costs in excess of 
the original project budgets.  The delays in the 
time required to complete 25 of the projects 
ranged from 47 to 1,057 days, with an average of 
284 days.  The costs in excess of the original 
project budgets ranged from $30,846 to 
$3,096,447, with an average of $411,689 for 18 of 
the projects. 

Finding No. 6:  Our analyses of the District’s 
efficiency in utilizing funds available for capital 
construction for the three-year period of 2000-01 
through 2002-03 show that the District’s 
utilization of capital construction funding 
sources is not matching its capital construction 
plans.  The District’s average actual expenditures 
and transfers out over the three fiscal years were 
37 percent of its average budgeted expenditures 
and transfers out. 

Finding No. 7:  Our review of 23 capital 
construction projects active as of March 26, 2004, 
noted that the timing between the receipt and 
expenditure of funds allocated to 15 of the 
selected projects were reasonable.  The 
remaining 8 projects were funded with Qualified 
Zone Academy Bonds (QZABs) and had a 
significant part of their allocations unexpended.  
The time elapsed between the initial allocation of 
QZAB funds and March 26, 2004, ranged from 
2.47 to 3.62 years and the percentages of 
unexpended allocation ranged from 71.5 percent 
to 98.9 percent.  Since QZABs are debt issued to 
fund specific renovations and remodeling 
projects, the pro in a 
relative short time.   

ceeds should be expended 

INTRODUCTION 

The Miami-Dade County District School Board’s 
Office of Budget Management and the department of 
Facilities Operations, Maintenance and Planning, 
through a collaborative effort, are charged with 

endent of Business, Operations, 

ilities Officer reports to 

 the 
overseeing and managing the District’s capital 
construction funding activities.  

The Office of Budget Management identifies the 
funds available for capital construction from several 

sources, as discussed in the Background Information 
section, and has the overall responsibility to 
coordinate the timely preparation and submission of 
the District’s annual budget in accordance with 
pertinent statutes and regulations.  The Office of 
Budget Management was supervised by the Chief 
Budget Officer, who reports to the Chief Financial 
Officer. During the audit period, the Chief Financial 
Officer reported to the Superintendent.  Effective 
July 2004, the Chief Financial Officer reports to the 
Deputy Superint
Finance and Construction, who reports to the 
Superintendent.  

The department of Facilities Operations, 
Maintenance and Planning was responsible for 
prioritizing capital construction needs based on 
pertinent information, such as the Educational Plant 
Survey, and needs assessments supplied by the Area 
Community Centers for Educational Support Services 
(ACCESS).  The department of Facilities Operations, 
Maintenance and Planning was under the supervision 
of an Interim Assistant Superintendent, who reported 
to the Chief Business Officer.  Effective August 2004, 
a Chief Facilities Officer was hired to supervise the 
Facilities Operations, Maintenance and Planning 
department.  The Chief Fac
the Deputy Superintendent of Business, Operations, 
Finance and Construction.   

The Miami-Dade County District School Board has 
adopted rules that govern the District’s capital 
construction funding activities in accordance with 
Florida Statutes and State Board of Education (SBE) 
Rules.  Some of the areas covered by these rules 
include the responsibility of the Superintendent of 
Schools to establish the necessary procedures for the 
preparation, review, and approval of an annual 
budget; the development of an annual and long-range 
plan that reflects the District’s facilities needs; and
development of an allocation formula for the 
equitable distribution of relocatable classrooms.   

The District’s capital construction funding consists of 
revenues from State, local and other financing 
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sources.  A detailed description of these sources and 
the District’s procedures to prepare, approve, amend, 
and monitor its capital construction budget is 
included below in the section titled “Background 
Information.” 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding No. 1:   

Capital Construction Monitoring 

We reviewed for adequacy the reports prepared for 
the District’s management and Board members on 
the capital construction program.  We noted that 
both the Office of Budget Management (OBM) and 
the District’s Facilities Operations, Maintenance and 
Planning department prepare several reports available 
to management and the Board, either on-line or as 
printouts, which provide information to monitor the 
status of the capital construction program.  These 
reports, while providing summary information on the 
overall capital construction program, were not 

sed accountability necessary 

 

nitoring the status of the District’s 

accountability and transparencies in the monitoring of 

adequate for effectively monitoring and managing the 
capital construction program.   

Reports periodically prepared for the Board and 
management’s review did not provide sufficient 
information for effectively monitoring the status of 
individual construction projects and the effects of 
individual projects on the overall capital construction 
program.  While it may not be practicable for the 
Board and management, at all levels, to monitor each 
individual project within the District, preparing 
reports that provide information at the project level 
would provide the increa
for monitoring and evaluating the status of the capital 
construction program.   

Reports periodically prepared for the Board and 
management’s review provided information at the 
“program” level.  In many instances, a program 
constituted a cost center location under which several 
projects may be included.  The program level reports 
included amounts for previously completed projects, 
as well as projects in progress, combined together.   

As further discussed in Finding No. 2, the District, in 
previous years, did not assign a unique project 
number identifier to transactions and, therefore, 
reporting the status of individual projects was not 
practicable based on the recorded data.  In these 
circumstances, comparison of the actual or revised 
estimated costs of individual construction projects to 
the original budgeted costs was not practicable and 
readily available for the Board or management.  
Additionally, management reports to the Board and 
other stakeholders did not show a comparison of the
actual or projected completion dates to the original 
estimated dates for individual construction projects.   

Also, we noted the District’s method of reporting 
budget information did not readily provide 
information on available budget balances.  For 
example, current capital budget plan reports provided 
to the Board in the budget development and approval 
process showed accumulated budget amounts by 
program beginning with the 1988-89 fiscal year 
through the beginning of the current fiscal year.  The 
proposed budget plan documents for the 2003-04 
fiscal year showed budget balances by program which 
had accumulated over 14 years without eliminating 
budgets for previously completed projects or 
otherwise eliminating the budget data for project 
budget overruns or excess residual project budgets.   
Reporting accumulated budget amounts by program 
did not appear to provide meaningful and useful 
information to the Board, management, or 
stakeholders for planning, managing, and monitoring 
the financial status of the capital construction 
program.   Also, the effectiveness of the budget plan 
as a tool for mo
capital construction plan is limited in these 
circumstances.   

Providing budgeted and actual information based on 
actual existing and planned projects would enhance 
the ability of the Board, management, and 
stakeholders to assess the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the capital construction program and provide 
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No. of Dollar Value of
Transactions Transactions

1,834 18,705,461$     

376 2,748,683        

9 17,030             

33 (35,305)            

Total 2,252 21,435,869$     

(1)

(2)

(3

construction projects.  A similar finding regarding 
management reporting was noted in report No. 
02-188.   

Recommendation: We recommend that the 
District enhance its monitoring procedures to 
promote completion of construction projects on 
schedule and within budgeted cost.  
Management reports should be submitted to the 
Board and other stakeholders at its regularly 
scheduled meetings.  At a minimum, these 
reports should show comparisons of actual or 
projected completion dates for construction 
projects to the original estimated dates and of the 
actual or revised estimated costs to the original 
budgeted costs.  The reports should be verifiable 
to the District’s accounting and other records, 
and should be periodically reviewed by person

) Project No. "0000" was used by accounting or budget departments for
adjustments.

Description
Project No. Approved Under

Documentation of Project Number 
Approval Not Available (2)

No Project Number Assigned

Transaction Identified with Project 
No. "0000" (3)

Different Program No. (1)

The program number shown on the approval documentation for the given
project number did not agree with the program number under which the
project expenditures were recorded.
Documentation showing approval of project number was not provided for
examination.

s 
independent of the facilities planning function. 

Finding No. 2:   

Identifying Capital Construction Transactions 

The District should identify its capital construction 
transactions in a consistent and unique manner in 
order to provide management and other stakeholders 
with the necessary information to monitor the cost of 

 to complete the process by the end of the 

 and 
transactions disclosed the following exceptions:  

anagement and other 
stakeholders. 

the construction projects efficiently.   

Our review of the District’s capital projects tracking 
procedures noted that project numbers were not 
consistently assigned to all transactions.  As noted in 
Finding No. 1, capital construction projects were 
identified with program numbers; however, each 
program number could have several specific projects 
associated with it.  In January 2004, District personnel 
informed us that they were identifying all transactions 
to date with the corresponding project number and 
expected
month. 

We selected 18 capital construction programs for 
review in March 2004 to determine the District’s 
progress in identifying the capital construction 
transactions with the corresponding project numbers.  
These 18 capital construction programs contained 

approximately 10,500 transactions with a total value 
of $125.6 million.  Our review of these programs

 

The inaccurate identification of capital construction 
transactions by project and program hinders the 
District’s ability to accurately capture and report the 
costs of capital outlay expenditures and the efficient 
monitoring of the District’s capital construction 
funding needs by m

Recommendation: We recommend that the 
District continue its review of the District’s 
capital construction project tracking procedures 
to ensure that all transactions are identified by 
project as well as program number.   

Finding No. 3:   

Allocation of Salaries to Capital Projects and 
Reduction of Staff Levels and the 
Implementation of Time Accounting System 

Section 1013.64(6)(a), Florida Statutes, provides that 
the salaries of employees whose duties consist solely 
of labor necessary to accomplish capital outlay 
functions may be charged to capital outlay funds.  
However, the salaries of employees whose duties 
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consist partially of performing functions related to 
capital outlay are to be prorated based on the time 
dedicated to performing such functions, then charged 
to capital outlay funds.  

Allocation of Salaries to Capital Projects 

The District has establised procedures to allocate 
salaries to capital projects.  This allocation is referred 
to as “salary abatement” because the salary costs are 
transferred from the General Fund to the Capital 

l Abatement Account in the 

pital 

incorrect allocations of salary costs for 

Outlay Fund.  

The District employs a two-step test, known as the 
“litmus test,” to determine whether an employee’s 
salary is abatable.  This test requires that: (1) the 
employee’s position must be required to conduct the 
capital construction program, and (2) the employee’s 
time must be at least 95 percent related to capital 
construction.  All District salaries are originally 
charged to the General Fund.  Those salaries related 
to the capital construction program are assigned to 
either the Facilities Acquisition and Construction or 
the Maintenance of Plant expenditure category.  
Salaries assigned to Facilities Acquisition and 
Construction, that meet the “litmus test” mentioned 
above, are transferred to the Capital Outlay Fund.  
The amount of salaries determined to be abatable is 
then charged to each capital construction project 
using an 8 percent capital rate.  This overhead rate 
was derived by the District through an evaluation of 
capital expenditures allocable to the Capital Outlay 
Fund over the three-year period between 1995 and 
1998.  The difference between the amount of salaries 
expenditures transferred from the General Fund to 
the Capital Outlay Fund and the total abated salaries 
allocated to the individual capital projects is charged 
to the District’s Centra
Capital Outlay Fund.  

 Salary costs assigned to the Maintenance of Plant 
category are for positions related to remodeling, 
maintenance, and repairs of facilities.  These salary 
costs are partially financed through the transfer of 

funds from the Capital Outlay Fund to the General 
Fund, as allowed by Section 1011.71, Florida Statutes. 

In March 2003, the District conducted a survey to 
determine which positions outside the capital 
construction program departments were being 
allocated to the Capital Outlay Fund and as a 
feasibility study to explore alternative methods of 
allocating salary costs.  The survey requested each 
department head to identify employees within the 
department, whose duties were related to ca
construction program functions, along with the 
percentage of time dedicated to such functions.   

We tested 20 of the 375 positions being charged to 
facilities construction and maintenance to determine 
whether salaries were being properly allocated to the 
Capital Outlay Fund.  The total estimated cost for 
these 375 positions was approximately $23 million.  
Nine of the 20 positions (45 percent) were incorrectly 
charged to the Capital Outlay Fund, although 
supporting documentation showed they should have 
been charged to the General Fund.  In addition, 2 (10 
percent) of the positions selected for testing were 
excluded from charges to the Capital Outlay Fund, 
although supporting documentation showed their 
duties were entirely related to capital construction 
program functions.  For 1 of the remaining 9 
positions, the supporting documentation indicated a 
75 percent participation in capital construction 
program functions. However, the salary for this 
position was charged to the General Fund because 
the percentage of participation was less than the 95 
percent threshold for the “litmus test.”  The net 
effect of these 
12 positions was a $133,770 overcharge to the Capital 
Outlay Fund.  

Based on our review, we determined that the 
District’s procedures to allocate salary costs to the 
capital construction projects and charge them to the 
Capital Outlay Fund were not reasonable, given the 
inconsistencies in the application of the “litmus test,” 
salary costs incorrectly charged to the Capital Outlay 
Fund, and salary allocation procedures which 
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excluded employees who did not meet the 95 percent 
participation threshold.  In addition, the current 
application of the 8 percent overhead rate adopted in 
the 1997-1998 fiscal year does not reflect changes in 
the operation of capital construction projects during 

 
s.  

the last six years due to the changes in personnel and
volume of construction activitie

Reduction of Staff Levels and Implementation of 
a Time Accounting System. 

The District engaged the FMI Corporation (FMI) on 
July 9, 2003, to review and assess the District’s 
Facilities Construction Department (FCD), and 
provide necessary recommendations.  Facilities 
Construction Department is the term used by FMI in 
its report to encompass all the District’s capital 
construction functions.  FMI’s report was issued in 
October 15, 2003, and included among its 
recommendations that the District flatten and 
streamline FCD’s staffing to more appropriate levels.  
FMI specified that FCD’s overall staffing be reduced 
to a range of 107 to 134, from a level of 203 
approved positions, with 179 filled, and that 91 
positions outside FCD abated to the capital 

ent a labor cost 

reviously 

 by each employee, until 

d to each work category, 

 

construction program be reduced to a range of 50 to 
60.  

The District’s Board, at its January 14, 2004, meeting, 
directed the Superintendent to reduce the total payroll 
for construction and to implem
accounting system, effective February 1, 2004, as 
recommended by the FMI report.  

District management, in accordance with the School 
Board’s instructions, recommended the elimination of 
27 unfilled positions in the FCD, effective February 
1, 2004, for an estimated cost reduction of 
approximately $1.3 million.  On April 22, 2004, the 
Office of Budget Management indicated that the 27 
unfilled positions had been eliminated.  In addition, 
ten positions outside the FCD, totaling approximately 
$670,000 in salary costs, which were p
charged to the Capital Outlay Fund, were transferred 
to the General Fund before June 30, 2004.  

On February 1, 2004, the District implemented a time 
accounting system to track the time spent by 
individuals whose salaries were being charged to 
capital construction projects. District personnel 
informed us that the system was to apply to all 
positions in the FCD, all overhead positions in the 
Maintenance Operations Department, and all 
positions outside the Construction and Maintenance 
Operations Department abated to the capital 
construction program.  This system was considered a 
preliminary effort to account for time spent on 
construction related activities
the implementation of an automated time accounting 
system effective June 2004.  

Through inquiries with District personnel and a 
review of the available report generated by the 
automated system for July 2004, we determined that 
each employee is required to enter daily the time 
dedicated to each category of work activity.  The 
system provides established work activity categories 
for the employees to enter.  District management 
personnel have designated some general categories of 
activity and will expand them as necessary.  Any 
additional categories must be requested and approved 
before they are available in the system.  Each 
employee is allowed access to the system through an 
access approval process, which will uniquely identify 
the employee.  The system can generate reports such 
as total time worked by each employee on each work 
category, total time charge
and total amount of hours charged to each work 
category at each location.  

District management indicated it intends to request 
the District’s internal auditors to conduct desk audits, 
as suggested by the FMI report, to evaluate the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the system.  District 
management also indicated it plans to use the 
automated time accounting system to determine the 
construction department’s efficiency and the 
achievement of goals recommended by FMI.  
However, we noted that the design of the system 
does not include budget information for certain work 
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categories such as construction project management 
and maintenance project management that may be 
used to further those goals.  Also, the information 
compiled will not be used to determine the 
reasonableness of salary costs allocations to the 
capital construction projects.  The District plans to 
continue applying the fixed 8 percent overhead rate 
described above to allocate salaries to the capital 

  construction projects.

Recommendation: The District should 
continue its efforts to develop an automated time 
accounting system that provides complete and 
timely information regarding the actual time 
each employee dedicates to capital construction 
functions by projects, as well as categories of 
activity.  The automated time accounting system 
should provide District management sufficient 
information to determine reasonable benchmarks 
to assess the economy, efficiency, and 
effectiveness of the administration of the capital 
construction projects, such as budgets for work 
activity categories.  Also, in view of the errors 
noted by our tests of salaries allocated to capital 
construction projects, this system should allow 
for an equitable allocation of salary costs to 
capital construction projects based on the actual 
time each employee dedicates to capital 
construction functions.   

Finding No. 4:   

Facilities Work Program 

Section 1013.35, Florida Statutes, requires that the 
Board annually prepare a tentative district educational 
facilities plan (i.e., facilities work program), prior to 
the adoption of the district school budget, that 
includes planning for facilities needs over 5-year, 
10-year, and 20-year periods.  This tentative 
educational facilities plan is to be submitted to the 
State Office of Educational Facilities and SMART 
Schools Clearinghouse and the affected local 
governments.  Furthermore, the first year of the 
adopted district educational facili

Section 1013.61, Florida Statutes, requires that the 
Board adopt an annual capital outlay budget that 
communicates the Board’s capital outlay needs for the 
entire year so they may be well understood by the 
public.  The annual budget shall designate the 
proposed capital outlay expenditures by project for 
the year from all fund sources.   

Compliance with Statutory Filing Requirements 

The Board adopted the 2003-04 facilities work 
program required by Section 1013.35, Florida 
Statutes, at its September 10, 2003, meeting and 
submitted it to the State Office of Educational 
Facilities, effective on the same date.  Our review of 
the facilities work program submitted determined that 
the District reported the planning for facilities needs 
for five years (i.e., 2003-04 through 2007-08), but did 
not include the information for the 10-year and 
20-year periods, as prescribed by Section 1013.35 
(2)(a), Florida Statutes.   

District personnel informed us that, since a current 
template for the facilities work program that provides 
sections for the 10-year and 20-year information was 
not available from the Florida Department of 
Education before September 10, 2003, when the 
Board adopted the 2003-04 budget, the previous 
template was used.  Upon further inquiries, we 
determined that the filing date for the 2003-04 
facilities work program was extended for all school 
districts to November 21, 2003.   

On March 24, 2004, the District electronically 
re-submitted an amended 2003-04 facilities work 
program including the 10-year and 20-year facilities 
needs information.  However, the facilities needs 
information included for the years 6 through 10 in the 
facilities work program was the unfunded cost for 
projects listed for the 5th year of the facilities work 
program.  Also, the District did not include any 
information for years 11 through 20 of the facilities 
work program, but a notation that the data was being 
developed.  The resubmission of the 2003-04 facilities 
work program did not provide additional information 

ties plan must 
constitute the capital outlay budget required in 
Section 1013.61, Florida Statutes.  
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for years 6 through 20 and, as such, did not satisfy the 
filing requirements in law.   

Differences between Facilities Work Program 
and Adopted Capital Outlay Budget 

Our review of the District’s facilities work programs 
for the 2002-03 and 2003-04 fiscal years included a 
comparison of the first year of the facilities work 
program to the adopted capital outlay budgets for the 
corresponding fiscal years.  This comparison 
indicated that the amounts reported in the facilities 
work programs for the first year did not agree with 
the adopted annual capital outlay budget for the 
corresponding fiscal year, contrary to the 
requirements in Section 1013.35(5), Florida Statutes.  
The results were as follows:   

2002-03 Fiscal Year 2003-04 Fiscal Year

Facilities Work Program 439,557,848$               244,182,968$               
Adopted Capital Outlay Budget 1,268,871,425              1,456,368,228              

Difference (829,313,577)$              (1,212,185,260)$           

p y
Major Repairs and 

Renovations

p y
Major Repairs and 

Renovations

 
In response to our inquiries, District personnel 
explained that the facilities work program included 
only new appropriations for the first year of the work 
program, while the adopted capital outlay budget 
shows the appropriations to date for all the projects 
that are open as of the beginning of the fiscal year, 
including appropriations carried forward from prior 
years.  The total appropriations are classified by 
object category (example: buildings and additions, 
equipment, site purchases).    Consequently, the total 
of capital outlay and major repairs and renovations 
reported in the adopted capital outlay budget for the 
current year would always exceed the amounts 
reported in the first year of the facilities work 
program by the amount of appropriations brought 
forward from prior years.  This difference in 
reporting hinders the ability of the public and the 
Board to understand the Board’s capital outlay needs 
for the year, which is contrary to the intent of Section 
1013.61, Florida Statutes. 

Recommendation: We recommend that the 
District review its capital construction planning 
and budgeting procedures to ensure that the 
capital construction program is adequately 
communicated to the District’s stakeholders.  
The capital needs information reported in the 
facilities work program should include 10-year 
and 20-year information in accordance with law.  
In addition, the information for the first year of 
the District’s adopted facilities work program 
should be reconciled with the current year’s 
adopted capital outlay budget. 

Finding No. 5:   

Construction Delays and Costs in Excess of 
Budgets 

Our review noted delays in the completion of the 
projects and costs in excess of the original project 
budgets.  We selected 30 construction projects with 
adjusted contract amounts totaling approximately 
$173 million for review.  We noted that, based on 
approved adjustments to project schedules, 25 of the 
30 (83 percent) construction projects reviewed were 
not expected to be completed within the originally 
projected time.  The delays in the time required to 
complete the projects ranged from 47 to 1,057 days, 
with an average of 284 days.  We noted that, for the 
25 projects, time delays were due to factors such as 
errors in the definition of the design and scope of the 
capital projects, defective work not detected through 
timely inspections, delays in the final closing of the 
projects, and changes in contractor, due to default by 
the original contractor.  

In addition, our review disclosed that 18 (60 percent) 
of the 30 selected projects exceeded, or are expected 
to exceed, the originally budgeted cost.  The range of 
the excess costs ranged from $30,846 to $3,096,447, 
with an average of $411,689.  The causes for the 
excess costs included the same factors indicated 
above for the time delays.  In all 18 instances, change 
orders were submitted to the School Board and 
approved.   

Page 8 of 28 



NOVEMBER 2004  REPORT NO. 2005 -074 
  

Delays in completing capital projects and exceeding 
the project budgets contribute to the inefficient use 
of funds available to satisfy the District’s capital 
construction projects needs.   

In response to our inquiries, District personnel 
informed us that procedures are being implemented 
to expedite the process of awarding, designing, and 
completing the necessary construction projects.  
These procedures include:   

 Combining under one advertisement the 
requests for design professionals needed for 
all new school construction projects.  
Projects will be developed as prototypes, 
which will allow for future use of established 
design criteria.  Our review of available 
documentation noted several instances of 
this type of advertisement.  For example, on 
May 12, 2004, District staff prepared an 
advertisement requesting qualification 
proposals.  This advertisement combined 
new construction projects (approximately 
$100 - 150 million), additions to existing 
facilities (approximately $10 – 30 million), 
and remodeling, renovation and repair 
projects (approximately $100 – 150 million).    
In addition, we reviewed documentation 
indicating that the District advertised 
requests in November and December 2003 
for qualifications of design criteria 
professionals for the development of 
prototype elementary, middle, K-8, and 
senior high schools with an estimated 
construction cost of $225 million during the 
2003-04 fiscal year.  

 Combining under one advertisement the 
requests to contract architects and engineers 
for all approved deferred maintenance 
projects.  Our review of available 
documentation noted that, on January 8, 
2004, District staff combined into one 
advertisement the requests for qualifications 
of architects and engineers for deferred 

maintenance projects throughout the 
District, including Americans with 
Disabilities Act modifications, with an 
estimated total cost of $691 million through 
fiscal year 2007-08.   

 Developing compressed project schedules 
for the design and construction of new 
facilities that comply with the School Board’s 
approved recommendations.  The 
development of these schedules will be a 
cooperative effort by the District’s 
Departments of Advance Planning, 
Architect/Engineers (A/E) Selections and 
Construction Budgets and Controls.  Our 
review of available documentation showed 
that the new timelines for the construction of 
school facilities were approved by the Board 
at its December 19, 2003, meeting.  District 
staff estimated that these new compressed 
schedules may reduce the construction 
timelines of elementary, middle, and senior 
high schools by at least ten, eight, and six 
months, respectively.  

Recommendation: We recommend that the 
District continue its efforts to implement 
procedures that expedite the process of 
awarding, designing, and completing the 
necessary construction projects on time and 
within budget. 

Finding No. 6:   

Analysis of Capital Outlay Fund 

To determine the District’s efficiency in utilizing 
funds available for capital construction, we analyzed 
changes in the Capital Outlay Fund’s fund balance 
and the comparison of budget appropriations to 
actual expenditures and transfers out, for the three 
most recent fiscal years.  

As shown on the Analysis of Changes in Capital Outlay 
Fund Balance, exhibit A, the fund balance has grown 
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an average of $91,100,778 each year.  A comparison 
of the beginning fund balance for fiscal year 2000-01 
($501,894,712) to the ending fund balance for fiscal 
year 2002-03 ($775,197,047), noted a total increase of 
$273,302,335 (54 percent).  As shown on the Analysis 
of Capital Outlay Budget Appropriations vs. Actual 
Expenditures and Transfers Out, exhibit B, the Capital 
Outlay Fund’s average budgeted and actual 
expenditures and transfers out for the three year 
period totaled $1,187,437,282 and $444,712,487, 
respectively.  This shows that the District’s average 
actual expenditures and transfers out over the past 
three fiscal years was 37 percent of its average 
budgeted expenditures and transfers out.  The 
analyses indicate that the District’s utilization of 
capital construction funding sources is not matching 
its capital construction plans, which are the basis for 
its capital outlay appropriations.  The increase in fund 
balance and under utilization of capital construction 
funds appears to be due to delays in finalizing 
approved construction projects, as discussed in 
Finding No. 5, and delays in releasing funds 
encumbered for purchase orders that are no longer 
necessary.  A report presented to the School Board 
on April 14, 2004, by the District’s Office of 
Management Audits and Compliance, included a 
similar comment.  

District personnel informed us that procedures have 
been implemented to finalize the processing of capital 
construction projects and release funds on a timely 
basis.  Some of these procedures are as follows:  

 Project managers and supervisors plan to 
complete a review of purchase orders 
outstanding in excess of two years and close 
those that are no longer necessary.  Our 
review of available documentation noted that 
District staff is in the process of closing 
purchase orders no longer necessary.  For 
example, on May 17, 2004, the Department 
of Capital Construction Budgets and 
Controls (Capital Construction) personnel 
identified purchase orders totaling $1.6 

million that were no longer necessary, and 
requested that they be closed.  

 Capital Construction staff started reviewing 
reports generated monthly by the District’s 
Information Technology Services department 
with appropriate supervisory personnel 
before the end of the 2003-04 fiscal year.  In 
addition, Capital Construction staff is 
reviewing fund balances monthly to 
determine whether funds can be 
redistributed.  

Recommendation: We recommend that 
District personnel continue their efforts to ensure 
the efficient use of funds available to the District 
for capital construction.  District procedures to 
finalize the processing of capital construction 
projects and the release of construction funds 
should be formalized in writing.  The procedures 
should include time-benchmarks for the periodic 
review of outstanding purchase orders and the 
periodic comparison of fund balances and 
projected capital expenditures. 

Finding No. 7:   

Unexpended Project Funds 

Our review of the District’s capital construction 
program included an examination of the outstanding 
balances for active capital construction projects as of 
March 26, 2004, at specific locations. Our objective 
was to analyze the reasonableness of the timing 
between the receipt and expenditures of capital 
construction funds for approved projects.  Based on 
our review, we selected 23 projects for further 
analysis.   

For the selected construction projects, we determined 
the date when funds were originally allocated and the 
total amounts of revenue and expenditures through 
March 26, 2004, using the District’s transaction 
registers. We determined that the timing between the 
receipt and expenditure of funds allocated to 15 of 
the selected projects were reasonable.  The remaining 
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8 projects were funded with Qualified Zone Academy 
Bonds (QZABs) and had a significant portion of their 
allocations unexpended.  

Qualified Zone Academy Bonds (QZABs) are 
non-interest bearing bonds with tax credits provided 
to lenders by the Federal government to facilitate the 
financing of school renovations and repairs in 
qualifying areas.  Schools eligible for this funding are 
those located in an Empowerment Zone, an 
Enterprise Community, or where at least 35 percent 
of students are eligible for free or reduced lunches 
under the National School Lunch Act.  

Our review of the description of the proposed work 
associated with each of the eight QZAB-funded 
projects determined that they consisted of remodeling 
and renovation at locations that met the QAZB 
requirements stated above.  

As shown on exhibit C, our analysis indicates that the 
time elapsed between initial allocation and March 26, 
2004, ranged from 2.47 to 3.62 years and the 
percentages of unexpended allocation ranged from 
71.5 percent to 98.9 percent.   

Since QZABs are debt issued to fund specific 
renovations and remodeling projects, we considered 
that the debt proceeds should be expended in a 
relative short time.  Consequently, the length of time 
elapsed and the percentage of funds unexpended 
appear significant. 

Recommendation: In connection with the 
District’s actions to expedite construction 
projects as discussed in Finding Nos. 5 and 6, 
the District should also enhance its efforts to 
expedite the completion of remodeling, 
renovation, and repair projects in qualifying areas 
for which funding is readily available. 

 

SCOPE, OBJECTIVES, AND METHODOLOGY 

The objectives of this operational audit included a 
review of those operating units, programs, activities, 
functions, and transactions related to capital 

construction funding.  Our objectives were as 
follows:  

 To obtain an understanding and make an 
overall judgment as to whether management 
controls over capital construction funding 
promote and encourage compliance with 
applicable laws, administrative rules, and 
other guidelines; the economic, effective, and 
efficient operation of the District; the 
reliability of records and reports; and the 
safeguarding of assets. 

 To evaluate the performance of the District’s 
management in achieving compliance with 
controlling laws, administrative rules, and 
other guidelines; the economic, efficient, and 
effective operation of the District; the 
reliability of records and reports; and the 
safeguarding of assets.   

 To analyze 2003-04 fiscal year capital projects 
funds budgets and the facilities work 
program for consistency in the funding and 
timing of projects. 

 To analyze 2003-04 fiscal year capital projects 
funds budgets and the published 
advertisement for the Local Optional Millage 
levy (LOML) for consistency and 
reasonableness. 

 To analyze the reasonableness of the timing 
between the receipt and expenditure of 
capital projects funds. 

 To determine the reasonableness of the 
balances of funds on hand in comparison 
with the budget balances at the beginning of 
the 2003-04 fiscal year. 

 To determine the validity of capital 
construction projects, and the reasonableness 
and age of the project budgets. 
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 To determine the number, types of positions, 
and the amount of employee salaries charged 
to capital projects funds. 

 To determine the reasonableness of the 
District’s procedures (method) for charging 
facilities department salaries to the capital 
projects funds.   

 To determine the adequacy of capital projects 
reports available to management and to the 
District School Board members. 

 To review the District’s litigation activities 
related to capital construction projects. 

 To determine whether any recoveries from 
litigation involving facilities construction are 
returned to capital outlay funds. 

 To report any identified fraudulent 
transactions and deficiencies in internal 
control that increase the risk of fraudulent 
transactions. 

We conducted this audit in accordance with 
applicable standards contained in Government Auditing 
Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the 
United States.   

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Funding Sources 

Major revenue sources of capital outlay funds for the 
District include: 

 State 

• Public Education Capital Outlay (PECO) 
funds.  PECO funds for construction are 
allocated to the District based on FTE 
membership.  PECO funds for 
maintenance and repair are allocated to 
the District based on the size and age of 
District buildings.  Capital projects 
funded with PECO must be 
recommended in the District’s 
Educational Plant Survey and 
encumbered within 31 months or they 
revert to the State.   

• Capital Outlay and Debt Service (CO & 
DS) funds.  CO & DS funds are annually 
distributed from State motor vehicle 
license receipts.  The funds are available 
for capital purposes after any annual debt 
service requirements are fulfilled.  The 
CO & DS distribution decreases as the 
District leverages this revenue source to 
issue State Board of Education (SBE) 
bonds for capital projects.  Capital 
projects funded with CO & DS 
distributions must be on the District’s 
Project Priority List. 

• Effort Index Grants.  Effort Index 
Grants are non-recurring State grants 
funded from lottery revenue bonds, 
which are allocated to the District based 
on local capital outlay funding effort.  
Funds must be expended for State 
approved projects. 

 Local 

• Local Optional Millage Levy (LOML) 
funds.  LOML funds are derived from an 
annual millage levy up to 2 mills, as 
capped by the State, and set annually by 
the School Board for capital outlay 
purposes.  These proceeds can be used 
for new construction and remodeling; 
site acquisition and improvements; 
ancillary facilities; maintenance and 
repair of existing facilities; purchase of 
motor vehicles and buses; correction of 
environmental hazards; and the lease 
purchase of equipment, facilities, and 
sites. 

• General Obligation Bonds (GOBs).  
GOBs represent long-term debt issued 
by the School District after being 
authorized by a referendum.  The debt 
proceeds may be used only for capital 
expenditures described in the 
referendum.  GOBs pledge the full faith 
and credit of the issuing authority, but 
usually authorize the levy of local 
property tax millage to repay the 
principal and interest.   

• Impact fees.  Impact fees are paid by 
builders and developers when applying 
for residential building permits.  The fees 
are intended to partially mitigate the 
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impact to the District caused by the 
growth in students associated with new 
construction and development. 

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
State Sources
Public Education Capital Outlay 27,431,254$    19,742,643$    11,979,501$    
Effort Index Grant 17,836,312      8,842,955        -                   
Miscellaneous State Revenue 16,164,595      
Capital Outlay & Debt Service (CO&DS) Distributions 1,669,295        1,653,012        1,587,760        
Interest on Undistributed CO&DS 320,309           336,064           285,600           
Total State Sources 63,421,765      30,574,674      13,852,861      

Local Sources
District Local Capital Improvement Tax 185,539,942$  201,411,370$  220,818,934$  
Miscellaneous Local Revenue 27,703,394      2,376,210        1,825,315        
Impact Fees 29,295,848      27,859,892      
Interest on Investments 21,390,180      15,719,238      10,454,522      
Total Local Sources 234,633,516    248,802,666    260,958,663    

Other Financing Sources
Proceeds of Certificates of Participation 325,208,400$  42,235,000$    315,210,000$  
Premium on Certificates of Participation 979,900           11,766,626      
Sale of Capital Outlay Bonds 491,184           1,932,726        
Transfers In 13,721,943      43,649,872      
Total Other Financing Sources 339,421,527    45,147,626      370,626,498    

Total of Funding Sources 637,476,808$  324,524,966$  645,438,022$ 

Fiscal Year

• Interest on investments.  Funds on hand 
are invested by the District’s Treasury 
Management staff to maximize the 
amount of funding available to meet 
capital construction expenditures. 

 Other Financing Sources 

• Certificates of Participation (COPs).  A 
form of debt financing involving the sale 
of interests in a dedicated revenue stream 
(e.g., lease purchase payments) that are 
used by the District to purchase or 
construct facilities, equipment, school 
buses, and other capital assets.  Projects 
funded from this source must be 
recommended in the District’s 
Educational Plant Survey. 

• Qualified Zone Academy Bonds 
(QZABs).  QZABs are non-interest 
bearing bonds with tax credits provided 
to lenders by the Federal government to 
facilitate the financing of school 
renovations and repairs in qualifying 
areas.  Schools eligible for this funding 
are those located in an Empowerment 
Zone, an Enterprise Community, or 
where at least 35 percent of students are 
eligible for free or reduced lunches under 
the National School Lunch Act.   

• State Board of Education (SBE) Bonds.  
Bonds sold by the State on behalf of the 
District.  Future motor vehicles license 
revenues are pledged to repay these 
bonds.  Projects funded with this source 
must be on the District Project Priority 
List and on an approved state bond 
resolution. 

The funding sources received by the District during 
the 2000-01, 2001-02, and 2002-03 fiscal years as 
reported by the District in its Annual Financial 
Report were as follows:   

 
Budget Preparation 

The District’s Office of Budget Management staff 
initiates the capital construction funding process by 
estimating budget revenues for the Capital Outlay 
Fund, based on the following information:  

 Estimates obtained from the Florida 
Department of Education: 

• Public Education Capital Outlay 
(PECO). 

• Capital Outlay and Debt Services (CO & 
DS). 

• State Board of Education (SBE) bonds. 

• Effort Index Grants. 

 The estimated proceeds from Local Optional 
Millage Levy (LOML), based upon the tax 
roll certified by the Property Appraiser and 
the millage rate approved by the School 
Board. 

 Estimates of impact fees obtained from the 
staff in the county’s Department of Planning 
and Zoning. 

 Estimates of proceeds from borrowing 
instruments (e.g., obligations authorized by 
Sections 1011.14 and 1011.15, Florida 
Statutes, COPs), which are scheduled for 
issuance. 

 Interest revenue estimates for each Capital 
Outlay fund provided by the District’s Office 
of Treasury Management.  
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 The estimated undesignated fund balance 
brought forward from the prior year to fund 
new projects. 

Capital Outlay Funds budget appropriations are 
developed through the following procedures:  

 The District’s Office of Budget Management 
staff brings forward the prior year’s 
unexpended fund balances and identifies 
other funds available from revenue sources 
and debt issuances.  The appropriations 
corresponding to prior year’s unexpended 
fund balances are budgeted in the same 
Capital Outlay funds, capital projects and 
expenditure categories.   

 The department of Facilities Operations, 
Maintenance and Planning staff prioritizes 
the capital projects, based on consultation 
with the Area Community Centers for 
Educational Support Services (ACCESS) 
staff.   

 The staff in Capital Construction Budgets 
and Controls, a department within the 
department of Facilities Operations, 
Maintenance and Planning, evaluates the 
capital needs for facilities submitted by the 
ACCESS centers and scopes them into 
individual capital projects based on the 
available funding information provided by 
the District’s Office of Budget Management’s 
Executive Director for Capital Budgeting.  
The Executive Director for Capital 
Budgeting determines the amount of 
available funds by considering the restrictions 
pertinent to each funding source.  For 
example, debt service payments have first 
funding priority.  Once all the restrictions are 
satisfied, the remaining funds are considered 
available to satisfy other capital construction 
needs.   

 

Budget Approval 

The Executive Director for Capital Budgeting reviews 
the capital projects submitted by the Capital 
Construction Budgets and Controls staff to determine 
that the application of funding sources is appropriate 
and compiles the District’s tentative capital outlay 
budget.  After review by the Chief Budget Officer, 
Office of Budget Management’s (OBM) staff includes 
the capital outlay budget in the District’s tentative 
budget that is published for consideration by the 
District’s stakeholders.  

The District’s tentative budget is compiled in 
accordance with procedures and time intervals 
prescribed by Florida Statutes and State Board of 
Education Rules.  According to pertinent legal 
guidelines, the District must advertise the tentative 
budget and millage rates in a daily newspaper of 
general circulation in the county within twenty-nine 
days after receiving the certification of the assessed 
value of non-exempt property in the county from the 
Property Appraiser.  This advertisement must contain 
a budget summary, the proposed millages rates, and a 
notice of the date, time, and location for the first 
public hearing of the budget.  

The School Board schedules two public hearings.  
The first hearing is held in July to discuss the 
tentative budget.  This hearing must be held at least 
two days, but no later than five days, after the 
publication of the budget advertisement.  The 
District’s stakeholders are allowed to address the 
School Board regarding the tentative budget and 
proposed millage rates.  At the end of the meeting, 
the Board adopts the tentative budget and a 
resolution indicating the millage rates to be levied, 
and sets the date for the second public hearing.  

The second public hearing is held in September for 
the final approval of the adopted budget.  This 
hearing must be held between 65 and 80 days after 
receiving the certification from the Property 
Appraiser.  The Board, after the conclusion of the 
public hearing, adopts the final budget and resolution 
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indicating the tax millage rates to be levied.  The 
District submits the adopted budget to the State’s 
Commissioner of Education and the Florida 
Department of Revenue.  In addition, the Board 
certifies the final adopted millage rates to the county’s 
Tax Collector and Property Appraiser.  

Budget Amendments 

The Executive Director for Capital Budgeting 
prepares budget amendments based on changes in the 
availability of funding sources or in the projects 
scheduled for the District.  These amendments affect 
the total amount of the District’s Capital Outlay 
Budget.  After review and approval by the Chief 
Budget Officer, OBM’s staff consolidates these 
amendments and submits them to the Board for 
approval.  

Similarly, Capital Construction Budgets and Controls 
staff submits to the Board for approval changes that 
affect the applications of funds between individual 
capital projects, but do not affect the total Capital 
Outlay Budget.   

Appropriations are controlled at the object level (e.g., 
construction; furniture, fixture, and equipment; 
renovation; remodeling) and may be amended by 
resolution at any Board meeting prior to the due date 
for the annual financial report.  The final 
amendments to the District’s budget are submitted to 
the Board after the closing of the fiscal year’s 
financial records.   

 
Budget Monitoring 

The Office of Budget Management (OBM) is 
responsible for monitoring the District’s operations 
to avoid the risk of unauthorized expenditures or 
exceeding the approved budget.  As part of this 
monitoring, OBM staff prepares projections of 
revenues and expenditures monthly to ascertain any 
potentially serious budget problems.  

The District’s automated accounting system includes 
a budgetary subsystem that provides management 
budget monitoring capabilities. The capital outlay 
budget and all budget amendments approved by the 
Board are entered into the automated accounting 
system.  Access to the budgetary information found 
in the automated accounting system is controlled 
through an access authorization process managed by 
the District’s Information Technology Services 
department.  

There are several reports available either on line or as 
printouts that provide the necessary information to 
monitor the budgetary status of capital construction 
projects.  
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This audit was conducted by Enrique A. Alonso, CPA, and supervised by Ramon A. Gonzalez, CPA.  Please address inquiries 
regarding this report to David W. Martin, CPA, Audit Manager, via e-mail at davidmartin@aud.state.fl.us or by telephone at 
(850) 487-9039. 

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

 

AUTHORITY AUDITEE RESPONSE 

The District’s response includes a letter from the 
Superintendent dated November 19, 2004, and three 
memoranda from District management. 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 11.45, Florida 
Statutes, I have directed that this report be prepared 
to present the results of our operational audit. 

In the General Comments section of the District’s 
response, the District requested clarification regarding 
the audit period, and the related lines of reporting and 
District organization during this period.  These 
matters are addressed in the Summary section of our 
report to provide the requested clarification. 

 

William O. Monroe, CPA 
Auditor General 
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EXHIBIT – A 
ANALYSIS OF CHANGES IN CAPITAL OUTLAY FUND BALANCE 

 

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
Revenues and Other Financing Sources 637,476,808$    324,524,966$     645,438,022$    535,813,265$        

Expenditure and Transfers Out:
  Library Books 1,525,969         663,437              424,131            871,179                 
  Audio Visual Materials 292,960            261,150              194,843            249,651                 
  Buildings and Fixed Equipment 179,278,881      150,896,104       117,388,989      149,187,991          
  Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment 28,098,131        19,840,687         12,816,288        20,251,702            
  Motor Vehicles 10,744,490        12,531,398         10,326,443        11,200,777            
  Land 2,501,480         987,843              4,142,020         2,543,781              
  Improvements Other than Buildings 1,494,836         2,946,967           3,819,976         2,753,926              
  Remodeling and Renovations 71,461,950        58,007,012         66,654,437        65,374,466            
  Computer Software 2,032,668         1,933,694           448,252            1,471,538              
  Interest 1,190,856         320,190            503,682                 
  Dues and Fees 534,786              3,313,173         1,282,653              
  Transfers to General Fund 114,346,868      115,286,280       107,140,530      112,257,892          
  Transfers to Debt Service Fund 43,965,199        63,697,351         65,255,376        57,639,309            
  Transfers-Interfund 43,649,872        14,549,957            
  Transfers to Capital Improvements 13,721,943        4,573,981              

Total Expenditures and Transfers Out 470,656,231      427,586,709       435,894,520      444,712,487          

Net Changes in Fund Balance 166,820,577      (103,061,743)      209,543,502      91,100,778            
Beginning Fund Balance 501,894,712      668,715,289       565,653,545      578,754,515          

Ending Fund Balance 668,715,289$    565,653,546$     775,197,047$    669,855,294$        

Percentage Growth in Fund Balance 33% -15% 37% 16%

Fiscal Years Three-Year 
Average
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EXHIBIT – B 
ANALYSIS OF CAPITAL OUTLAY BUDGET APPROPRIATIONS VS. ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 

AND TRANSFERS OUT 

Three Year

 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 Average

Final Budget Amounts:

  Expenditures and Transfers Out 1,195,977,058$    1,077,218,674$    1,289,116,115$    1,187,437,282$    

Actual Amounts:

  Expenditures and Transfers Out 470,656,231         427,586,709         435,894,520         444,712,487         

Variance-Final Budget Over Actual Amounts 725,320,827$       649,631,965$       853,221,595$       742,724,796$       

Variance as a Percentage of Budget 61% 60% 66% 63%

Expenditures as a Pencentage of Budget 39% 40% 34% 37%

Fiscal Years
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EXHIBIT – C 
ANALYSIS OF QUALITY ZONE ACADEMY BOND BALANCES 

Locations:
George T. 

Baker Aviation

Greynolds 
Park 

Elementary
Naranja 

Elementary
Norland 

Elementary
Allapattah 

Middle

Howard D. 
McMillan 
Middle

Palm Springs 
Middle

Miami Central 
Senior

Allocations:

  Date of Allocation 8/11/2000 2/16/2001 6/27/2001 6/27/2001 2/16/2001 10/6/2001 2/16/2001 2/16/2001

  Initial Allocation 3,000,000$   1,000,000$    925,000$       582,900$       1,425,000$    1,452,282$   802,000$       1,382,000$     

  Increase/Decrease in Allocation 75,008          (282,001)       (342,100)       342,099         (451,600)       198,000         147,635          

Total Allocation 3,075,008     717,999         582,900         924,999         1,425,000      1,000,682     1,000,000      1,529,635       

Expenditures:

  Expenditures as of March 26, 2004 877,350        21,785           6,462             33,418           26,771           27,088          20,553           31,390            

Balances Unexpended/Unencumbered/Uncommitted at March 26, 2004 2,197,658$   696,214$       576,438$       891,581$       1,398,229$    973,594$      979,447$       1,498,245$     

Percent of Allocations Available at March 26, 2004 71.5% 97.0% 98.9% 96.4% 98.1% 97.3% 97.9% 97.9%

Time Elapsed Between Initial Allocation and March 26, 2004 (days) 1,323 1,134 1,003 1,003 1,134 902 1,134 1,134

Time Elapsed in Years 3.62 3.11 2.75 2.75 3.11 2.47 3.11 3.11
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