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SCHEDULE B

Chatlotte County District School Board
Student Transportation
FINDINGS AND AUDIT ADJUSTMENTS
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006

Ovetrview

Management is responsible for determining and reporting the number of students transported in compliance with

State requirements. These requirements are found primarily in Chapter 1006, Part I, E., and Section 1011.68,

Florida Statutes; State Board of Education Rules, Chapter 6A-3, Florida Administrative Code; and the Student

Transportation General Instructions issued by the Department of Education. The Chatlotte County District School

Board complied, in all material respects, with State requirements governing the determination and reporting of

students transported for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2006. All of the instances of noncompliance disclosed by

our examination procedures are discussed below and require management's attention and action, as recommended

on page 39.

Findings

Our examination procedures included both general fests and detailed tests. Our general tests included inquiries
concerning the District’s transportation of students and verification that a bus driver’s report existed for each bus
reported in a survey. Our general tests disclosed the instances of noncompliance discussed in finding Nos. 1 and 2.
Our detailed tests checked the accuracy of the reported ridership categories for students sampled from the July,
October, February, and June surveys. Our detailed tests disclosed the instances of noncompliance discussed in
Sfinding Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. Audit adjustments from our general tests affect non-sample students and audit
adjustments from our detailed ftests affect sample students, unless otherwise noted.

General Tests

1. [Ref. 54| The number of days-in-term for 14 Gifted students in Center to
Center (IDEA), Unweighted (1 in the October survey and 13 in the February survey)

was incorrectly reported. The student in the October survey was reported for 15 days-

in-term, but should have been reported for 16 days. The students in the February survey

were reported for 16 days-in-term, but should have been reported for 18 days (11

students), 15 davs (1 student), and 17 days (1 student). We also noted that one of the

students in the February survey did not ride the bus during the 11-day window of that

survey and should not have been reported. We made following audit adjustments:

October 2005 Survey
15 Days-in-Term
Center to Center IDEA), Unweighted — Sample Student 1

16 Days-in-Term
Center to Center (IDEA), Unweighted — Sample Student 1

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SCHEDULE B (Continued)
Chatlotte County District School Board
Student Transportation
FINDINGS AND AUDIT ADJUSTMENTS
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006
Students
Transported
Net Audit

Findings Adjustments
General Tests (Continued)

February 2006 Survey

16 Days-in-Term

Center to Center IDEA), Unweighted — Sample Student (Did not ride bus.) ¢

Center to Center (IDEA), Unweighted - Sample Students 5)

Center to Center IDEA), Unweighted — Non-Sample Students 7

15 Days-in-Term

Center to Center (IDEA), Unweighted — Sample Student 1

17 Days-in-Term

Center to Center IDEA), Unweighted — Sample Student 1

18 Days-in-Term

Center to Center (IDEA), Unweighted — Sample Students 3

Center to Center IDEA), Unweighted — Non-Sample Students 7 1)
2. [Ref. 57] T'welve students in the February survey were transported to an after-
school, volunteer reading program which was not eligible for State transportation
funding. We made the following audit adjustment:

February 2006 Survey

12 Days-in-Term

Two Miles or More ©)

17 Days-in-Term

Two Miles or More (1)

20 Days-in-Term

Two Miles or More 5)

34 Days-in-Term

Two Miles or More 3) 12)
Net Audit Adjustments from General Tests a3)

Sample Students 1)

Non-Sample Students 12
Net Audit Adjustments from General Tests a3

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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Chatlotte County District School Board
Student Transportation
FINDINGS AND AUDIT ADJUSTMENTS
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006
Students
Transported
Net Audit

Findings Adjustments
Detailed Tests
3. [Ref. 51] Fourteen students in the June survey were enrolled in a summer youth
program that was not eligible for State Transportation funding. We made the following
audit adjustment:

June 2006 Sutrvey

21 Days-in-Term

Two Miles or More ©)

Two Miles or More - Non-Sample Students an (14)
4. [Ref. 52] One student was reported incorrectly in IDEA (K-12), Unweighted in
the October survey. The student lived more than two miles from school and should
have been reported in Two Miles or More. We made the following audit adjustment:

October 2005 Survey

90 Days-in-Term

IDEA (K-12), Unweighted M

Two Miles or More 1 0
5. [Ref. 53] Two ESE students were reported incorrectly in IDHA (K-12),
Weichted in the October survey. The students’ IEPs did not indicate that they met one
or more of the five eligibility criteria required for IDFEA-weighted classification.
However, we noted that the students lived more than two miles form school and were
eligible to be reported in Two Miles or More. We made the following audit adjustment:

October 2005 Survey

90 Days-in-Term

IDEA (K-12), Weighted 2

Two Miles or Motre 2 0

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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Student Transportation
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Students
Transported
Net Audit

Findings Adjustments
Detailed Tests (Continued)
6. [Ref. 55] Five students were reported incorrectly in Hazardous Walking (two in
July, one in October, and two in Februatry). Three of the five students did not have to
cross a hazard to reach school, and the remaining two lived more than two miles from
school and should have been reported in Two Miles or More. We made the following
audit adjustments:

July 2005 Survey

14 Days-in-Term

Hazardous Walking 2

Two Miles or More 1

October 2005 Survey

90 Days-in-Term

Hazardous Walking 1

February 2006 Survey

90 Days-in-Term

Hazardous Walking 2

Two Miles or More 1 3
7. [Ref. 56] Four students were reported incorrectly in Center to Center

(Vocational) (three in October and one in February). Of the three students in the

October survey, one was not dual-enrolled and was not otherwise eligible for center to
center reporting, and two were transported more than two miles from home to school

and should have been reported in Two Miles or More. The student in the February

survey had withdrawn from school prior to that survey and should not have been

reported. We made the following audit adjustments:

October 2005 Survey

90 Days-in-Term

Two Miles or Mote 2
Center to Center (Vocational) 3

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SCHEDULE B (Continued)

Chatlotte County District School Board
Student Transportation
FINDINGS AND AUDIT ADJUSTMENTS
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006

Students
Transported
Net Audit
Findings Adjustments
Detailed Tests (Continued)
February 2006 Survey
90 Days-in-Term
Center to Center (Vocational) @ 2)

Net Audit Adjustments from Detailed Tests a9
Sample Students )
Non-Sample Students an

Net Audit Adjustments from Detailed Tests 19

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SCHEDULE C

Chatlotte County District School Board

Student Transportation
RECOMMENDATIONS AND REGULATORY CITATIONS
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006

Recommendations

We recommend that management exercise more cate and take corrective action, as approptiate, to ensure that:
(1) the number of days-in-term is propetly reported for each survey; (2) only eligible students who are transported
by the District during a survey are reported with that survey’s results; (3) only eligible, K-5 students who live less
than two miles from school, and have to cross a hazard to reach school, are reported in Hazardous Walking; (4)
the distance from home to school is verified prior to students being reported in Two Miles or More; and (5) the
IEPs for transported ESE students document the students’ eligibility for IDEA-weighted classification and their

need for special transportation services, as appropriate.

The absence of statements in this report regarding practices and procedures followed by the District should not
be construed as acceptance, approval, or endorsement of those practices and procedures. Additionally, the
specific nature of this report does not limit or lessen the District's obligation to comply with all State requirements

governing student transportation.

Regulatory Citations

Chapter 1006, Part I, E., F.S. ... Transportation of Public K-12 Students
Section 1011.68, F.S. oo Funds for Student Transportation
Chapter 6A-3, FA.C. .o Transportation

Student Transportation General Instructions

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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SCHEDULE D

Chatlotte County District School Board
Student Transportation

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006

Management agreed with onr findings and recommendations.

A copy of management’s response may be found beginning on page 43 of this report.

The accompanying notes are an integral part of this schedule.
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Chatlotte County District School Board
Student Transportation

NOTES TO SCHEDULES
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006
NOTE A - SUMMARY

A summary discussion of the significant features of student transportation and related areas follows:

1. Student Eligibility

Any student who is transported by bus must meet one or more of the following conditions in order to be eligible
for State transportation funding: live two or more miles from school, be physically handicapped, be a Career
Education or Exceptional student who is transported from one school center to another where appropriate

programs are provided, or meet the criteria for hazardous walking specified in Section 1006.23(4), Florida Statutes.

2. Transportation in Charlotte County

For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2006, the District received approximately $3.4 million in State transportation

funding. The District’s transportation reporting by survey was as follows:

Survey No. of No. of
Period Vehicles Students
July 2005 25 394
October 2005 109 7,736
February 2006 106 7,497
June 2006 22 383
Total 262 16,010
3. Statutes and Rules

The following statutes and rules are of significance to the District’s administration of student transportation:

Chapter 1006, Part I, E., F.S. ... Transportation of Public K-12 Students
Section 1011.68, F.S. .oveeiiines Funds for Student Transportation
Chapter 6A-3, FA.C. oovveenes Transportation
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Chatlotte County District School Board

Student Transportation
NOTES TO SCHEDULES
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2006

NOTE B - SAMPLING

Our examination procedures provided for the selection of samples of buses and students, using statistical and
judgmental methods, for testing the number of students transported as reported to the Department of Education
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2006. Our sampling process was designed to facilitate the performance of
appropriate examination procedures to test the District's compliance with State requirements governing students

transported.
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MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE

School Board

David E. Gayler, Ph.D. Andrea Messina, Chairman

Superintendent : Lee Swift, Vice Chairman
Cl'lA%OTTE Alleen Miller
COUNTY \ Public Schools Barbara Rendell

Our Vision - Student Success! Sue Sifrit

June 27, 2007

Mr. William O. Monroe
Auditor General

111 West Madison Street

G74 Claude Pepper Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1450

Dear Mr. Monroe:

We have reviewed the findings in your report on the examination of full-time equivalent
(FTE) students and student transportation for Charlotte County Public Schools for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 2006 and hereby submit our written response as required by
law.

While some of the findings represent errors made in our collection and processing of FTE
data for which we agree that adjustments should be made, we respectfully disagree with
your interpretation of the law, rules or procedure manuals regarding the following types
of audit adjustments:

1. Reclassification of FTE from ESOL based on a) an out-of-field teacher not
submitted to the board for approval, b) a parent not notified of such status, or ¢)
teachers not earning in-service training points required in ESOL strategies. The
remeval from ESCL program membeiship is clearly in conflict with Section
1011.62(1)(g), Florida Statues which states that “A school district shall be eligible
to report full-time equivalent student membership in the ESOL program in the
Florida Education Finance Program provided the following conditions are met: 1.
The school district has a plan approved by the Department of Education. 2. The
eligible student is identified and assessed as limited English proficient based on
assessment criteria. ...". Based on the Statute it 1s quite clear that ESOL funding
is predicated upon the student eligibility. In addition to the Statute, State Board of
Education Rule 6A-6.0902, Requirements for Identification, Assessment and
Programmatic Assessment of Limited English Proficient Students, describes the
assessment required to determine eligibility and in part states, “Any student
identified by the home language survey who also meets one of the standards in
subparagraphs (2)(a)l., 2. and 3. of this rule shall be determined (o be limited
English proficient and shall receive appropriate instructions and funding...”.

1445 Education Way, Port Charlotte, FL 33948  {941) 255-0808 e fax (941) 255-7571 « www.yourcharlotteschools.net
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Based on both statute and rule we believe that it is incumbent upon the auditor to
remove from program membership only those students whom we improperly
classified as eligible for ESOL program services, since a school district is entitled
to receive appropriate funding for all ESOL eligible students.

2. We take exception to the removal of all FTE at Crossroads Wilderness
Institute(CWT) based on the auditors interpretation that CWI did not prepare and
maintain documentation of each students classroom attendance for FEFP-related
instruction. CWT is a Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) facility, where the
students in question have been adjudicated to by the court system. Students are at
the facility 24 hours a day, seven days a week. During the audit period a control
count was taken by the teachers daily just prior to class with teachers then
escorting their students to class. The facility maintains detailed records of any
student who has left the facility on any given day. In addition records are
maintained which show a student’s weekly grade for each class for each week
they are at the facility. Such records also reflect when students were no longer in
the program. All students were required to attend class everyday if they were at
the facility as there was no other choice given to them. Unlike a regular school,
this is a secure DIJ facility therefore, mandatory attendance truly means
mandatory attendance since neither the parent nor the student has any choice in
the matter unless the student escapes in which case the facility records reflect
such. While we acknowledge that CWT did not properly use the districts student
attendance recordkeeping system for recording absences, it did however use the
system in recording the admission to and dismissal from CWTI’s educational
program. Based on the documentation that was available to your office for review
we find it inconceivable that an auditor could come to the conclusion that
documentation as required by State Board of Education Rule 0A-1.04513,
Maintaining Auditable FTE Records, was so inadequate in supporting the full-
time equivalent membership of the students in question during the audit period
that total removal from FTE membership could be justified. We believe the
removal of CWI’s FTE membership from the district is a misapplication of the
authority granted to the Auditor General.

We appreciate the professional manner in which your staff conducted themselves and
believe that their efforts will help us to continue to improve our FTE reporting process.

Si},l.s;cglyax’}
/ )

* David/E. Grayler, Ph.D
Supermtendent of Schools
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