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AGENDA 
JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDITING COMMITTEE 

 
  DATE:  Monday, December 5, 2011 
 
       TIME: 3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
  
      PLACE: Room 309 Capitol 
 
MEMBERS:  
 
  Representative Debbie Mayfield, Chair  
  Senator Jim Norman, Vice Chair 
 

Senator Arthenia L. Joyner Representative Larry Ahern 
Senator Evelyn J. Lynn Representative Daphne D. Campbell 
Senator Maria Lorts Sachs Representative Jeff Clemens 
Senator Stephen R. Wise Representative Bryan Nelson 
 Representative Kenneth Roberson 

 
 
 
Response by the Division of Emergency Management regarding oversight of 
state and federal funding used for the Brandon Community Advantage 
Center (The Regent) 
 
 
Pursuant to s. 11.40(2), F.S., the Committee is expected to consider taking 
action against local governments that have failed to file an annual financial 
report and/or annual financial audit (if required) due September 30, 2011, 
or earlier 
 
 
Discussion of the Committee’s responsibility to direct an audit for the 
Department of the Lottery for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2012 
 
 
Presentation of the Auditor General’s audit of the Agency for Health Care 
Administration’s Medicaid fraud and abuse systems, as required by Ch. 
2010-144, L.O.F. 
 
 
Presentation of the OPPAGA report on Florida’s Prison Diversion Drug Courts 



Div. of Emergency Management’s 
Response  to Oversight of 

Funding for Brandon Community 
Advantage Center (The Regent) 
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Brandon Community Advantage Center (The Regent)  
Overview of Events Related to The Regent’s Funding, Use, and JLAC Involvement 

 
What is the Brandon Community Advantage Center? 
 
The Brandon Community Advantage Center was promoted as a community center that would also serve 
as a special needs emergency shelter for residents in eastern Hillsborough County. Upon its completion, 
approximately one year ago, it became known as The Regent.  
 
A nonprofit organization, Brandon Community Advantage Center, Inc. (BCAC), was created to oversee 
the construction of the facility. Once completed, the title of the property was signed over to Hillsborough 
Community College (College). The College entered into a 20-year lease agreement with BCAC to operate 
The Regent. The lower level includes classroom space which is used by the College; the upper level 
includes a ballroom and other areas that are rented out by BCAC. 
 
How was the construction of The Regent funded? 
 
Local, state, and federal funding was provided for the construction of The Regent as follows: 
 

Source of Funding Amount  
Hillsborough Community College $750,000
Hillsborough County $2.5 million
Florida Division of Emergency 
Management $2.5 million

FEMA: Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program $1,311,510

 
What have been the general concerns raised about The Regent? 
 
Since its completion, The Regent has received a significant amount of attention from local media and 
officials. Critics have described The Regent as opulent and raised concerns about the lack of access for 
the community. As BCAC is private, its records and board meetings are not required to be open to the 
public. In addition, some individuals have questioned whether The Regent will be designated by 
Hillsborough County as an emergency shelter.  
 
Why is the Joint Legislative Auditing Committee involved? 
 
During the meeting of the Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners (Board) on September 
21, 2011, the Board voted to request the Joint Legislative Auditing Committee to review the funding and 
operations of The Regent to determine if the building is operating in accordance with the terms of the 
federal, state, and local funding agreements. The request was sent by Chairman Al Higginbotham in a 
letter dated September 30, 2011. 
 
What was the result of the Board’s request for the Committee to review the funding and 
operations of The Regent? 
 
Chair Mayfield responded to the Board’s letter as requested by Chair Norman. In a letter dated October 
20, 2011, she indicated that, rather than suggesting the Committee direct the Auditor General to conduct 
a special audit, she was requesting that he consider reviewing the issues during routine audits scheduled 
for the Division of Emergency Management and the Hillsborough Community College. The Auditor 
General is required by law to conduct an operational audit of all state agencies and colleges at least once 
every three years.  
 
In addition, Chair Mayfield sent a letter dated November 1, 2011, to the Director of the Division of 
Emergency Management, Mr. Bryan Koon, in which she requested a response to questions regarding the 
Division’s oversight of the state and federal funding used during the construction of The Regent. Mr. Koon 
responded in a letter dated November 30, 2011. 
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What audits (or other engagements) have been conducted? 
 
The College hired an independent auditor to conduct an agreed-upon-procedure engagement of BCAC’s 
use of the funds provided by the College for the construction of The Regent. The auditor found 
approximately $366,000 that was either not used or was not used in accordance with the memorandum of 
understanding. A repayment plan has been established. 
 
Also, the Auditor General is completing a routine operational audit of the College as required by law. 
Preliminary and tentative findings have been provided to the College and include a finding related to the 
College’s oversight of BCAC’s use of the funds provided by the College and the lease agreement.  
 
The Board voted to direct the Clerk of Court to conduct an audit of BCAC’s use of the county funds 
provided. Approximately $35,000 was found to have been inappropriately spent. A task force has been 
formed in an attempt to address repayment options and other concerns. 
 
As required by state and federal law, BCAC has obtained financial statement audits and single audits. 
There were no findings related to any misuse of federal, state, or local funds.  













 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response by the Division of Emergency Management 
regarding oversight of state and federal funding used for 
the Brandon Community Advantage Center (The Regent) 

 
 
 
 

Enclosures pertaining to this agenda item 
are available upon request 



 Local Government  
Financial Reporting  

   



 
 
Local Government Financial Reporting – Materials Provided 
 
 

1. Summary:  Local Government Financial Reporting Requirements and 
Enforcement Authority Related to the Joint Legislative Auditing Committee and 
Action Taken 

 
2. Lists of Non-Filers:  Local Governments Not in Compliance with Financial 

Reporting Requirements 
 

o List 1: Municipalities (staff recommends action) 
o List 2: Special Districts (Independent & Dependent; staff recommends action) 
o List 3: Special Districts (staff recommends a delay of action until 7/2/12) 
o List 4: Special Districts (staff recommends an indefinite delay of action) 

 
3. Letters from the Auditor General and the Department of Financial Services  

 
4. Florida Statutes:  related to Local Government Financial Reporting 

  
   s. 11.40(2)  (Legislative Auditing Committee) 
   s. 189.421 (Failure of District to Disclose Financial Reports) 
   s. 189.4044  (Special Procedures for Inactive Districts) 
   s. 218.32   (Annual Financial Reports) 
   s. 218.39  (Annual Financial Audit Reports) 
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Local Government Financial Reporting  
Summary of Requirements and Enforcement Authority  

Related to the Joint Legislative Auditing Committee and Action Taken 
 
The Joint Legislative Auditing Committee (committee) has the authority to enforce penalties against local 
governmental entities that fail to file certain reports, including an annual financial report and an annual 
financial audit report. 
 
Annual Financial Report (AFR) 
• All counties, municipalities, and independent special districts1 were required to file an AFR with the 

Department of Financial Services (DFS) for FY 2009-10 no later than 12 months after the end of the 
fiscal year (September 30, 2011, for most entities)2 [s. 218.32, F.S (2010)] 

• Dependent special districts are also required to file an AFR, but they may be required to file the report 
with their county or municipality rather than with DFS [s. 218.32(1)(a) & (b), F.S.] 

• Either staff of the entity or a certified public accountant may complete the AFR; specified staff of the 
entity are required to complete the certification page 

• DFS notifies the committee of the entities that have failed to file the AFR [s. 218.32(1)(f), F.S.] 
• Committee staff monitors the submission of late-filed AFRs and contacts all entities that continue to 

be non-compliant3 
• DFS will assist entity staff in completion of the electronic AFR once the entity has the information 

needed 
• The committee may schedule a hearing to determine if action should be taken [s. 11.40(2), F.S.] 
 
Annual Financial Audit4 (audit) 
• The following table shows the audit requirements for counties, municipalities, and special districts [s. 

218.39(1), F.S.]: 
 

Type of Entity Audit Requirement 
Counties Annual audit required 
Municipalities – 
Revenues or expenditures over $250,000 

Annual audit required 

Municipalities – 
Revenues or expenditures between $100,000 and $250,000 

Audit required if an audit has not been provided 
for during the previous two fiscal years 

Municipalities – 
Revenues or expenditures below $100,000 

No audit required 

Special Districts –  
Revenue or expenditures over $100,000 Annual audit required 

Special Districts – 
Revenue or expenditure between $50,000 and $100,000 

Audit required if an audit has not been provided 
for during the previous two fiscal years 

Special Districts – 
Revenue or expenditures below $50,000 

No audit required 

 
  

                                                 
1 As of November 16, 2011, the Department of Economic Opportunity’s website lists 1618 active special districts; 993 are independent 
and 625 are dependent. A dependent special district has at least one of several characteristics including: the governing board is the same 
as the one for a single county or single municipality or its governing board members are appointed by the governing board of a single 
county or single municipality. An independent special district has no dependent characteristics. 
2 All counties, municipalities, and most special districts follow a fiscal year of October 1st to September 30th. If an entity was not required 
to provide for an audit, the AFR was due April 30th, seven months after the end of the fiscal year. If an audit was required, the AFR was 
due within 45 days of the completion of the audit but no later than 12 months after the end of the fiscal year. Senate Bill 224 (2011) 
revises this schedule going forward. Beginning next year, AFRs and audit reports will be due no later than nine months after the end of 
the fiscal year. 
3 In November 2011, committee staff notified each entity that had failed to file an AFR that was due September 30, 2011, or earlier, and 
still had not been filed. Correspondence was sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, informing the mayor, board chair, or 
registered agent, as appropriate, of the AFR requirement and possible penalty.  
4 The primary focus of a financial audit is to examine the financial statements in order to provide reasonable assurance about whether 
they are fairly presented in all material respects. 
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• Audit reports for FY 2009-10 were required to be filed with the Auditor General no later than 12 
months after the end of the fiscal year (September 30, 2011, for most entities) [s. 218.39(1), F.S. 
(2010)] 

• Audits must be conducted by an independent certified public accountant (CPA) retained by the entity 
and paid from its public funds [s. 218.39(1), F.S.] 

5 
• If an entity has not filed an AFR, the Auditor General may not have sufficient information to determine 

if an audit was required 
• After September 30th, the Auditor General sent a letter to all entities that either were or may have 

been required to provide for an audit and file the audit report with the Auditor General but have failed 
to do so 

• The Auditor General notifies the committee of the entities that have failed to file an audit report [s. 
11.45(7)(a), F.S.] 

• Committee staff monitors the submission of late-filed audit reports and contacts entities that continue 
to be non-compliant6 

• The committee may schedule a hearing to determine if action should be taken [s. 11.40(2), F.S.] 
 
Committee Hearings: Authority and Action Taken 
• The committee is authorized to take action, as follows, against entities that fail to file an AFR or an 

audit report [s. 11.40(2), F.S.]: 
 

Type of Entity Penalty 

Counties and 
Municipalities 

Direct the Department of Revenue (DOR) and DFS to withhold any funds not 
pledged for bond debt service satisfaction which are payable to the entity until 
the entity complies with the law.7 Withholding begins 30 days after the 
agencies have received notification.  

Special Districts 

Notify the Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) to proceed pursuant to 
provisions of ss. 189.4044 or 189.421, F.S. If no registered agent information 
is available, the department may declare the special district to be inactive after 
public notice is provided in a local newspaper. Otherwise, within 60 days of 
notification, or within 60 days after any extension the department has provided 
as authorized in law, the department files a petition for writ of certiorari in Leon 
County circuit court to compel compliance.  

 
• During 2009, 2010, and 2011 the committee directed action against a total of 39 municipalities and 

over 70 special districts. Most of these entities filed the required reports either by the date committee 
staff was directed to notify DFS, DOR, or the Department of Community Affairs (DCA), as applicable, 
or within the 30 days the state agencies had to commence with action once notified by the 
committee.8 When the required reports are filed prior to the effective date of the action, revenue is not 
withheld (counties, municipalities) and legal action does not occur (special districts). 

• As a result of the committee’s action in the past three years, revenue has been withheld from nine 
municipalities, six special districts were declared inactive, and a petition was filed in court against five 
special districts. 

                                                 
5 The Auditor General may conduct a financial audit of a local governmental entity, either under his own authority or at the direction of 
the committee. If this occurs and the entity is timely notified, the entity is not required to engage a private CPA to conduct an audit. The 
Auditor General conducts very few audits of local governmental entities. Generally, if an audit is conducted it is an operational audit, not 
a financial audit. 
6 In November 2011, committee staff notified each entity that had failed to file an audit report that was due by September 30, 2011, or 
earlier, and still had not been filed. Correspondence was sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, informing the mayor, board 
chair, or registered agent, as appropriate, of the audit requirement and possible penalty.  
7 To date, the committee has not taken action against any county. All counties have filed the required reports by the dates of the 
committee hearings. The committee has directed DOR and DFS to withhold revenue from a number of municipalities. DOR withholds 
Municipal Revenue Sharing and Half-Cent Sales Tax funds from municipalities that would otherwise receive these funds. Municipal 
Revenue Sharing funds are restored to the municipality if the municipality files the required report(s) prior to the end of the state’s fiscal 
year. Half-Cent Sales Tax funds are redistributed and are not available to be restored to the municipality once a distribution is made. DFS 
has withheld grant funds from some municipalities. These funds are released to the municipality once the required report(s) are filed. 
8DCA no longer exists; this function is now handled by DEO. Each agency was provided 30 days to commence with action pursuant to 
2010 Florida Statutes (and earlier editions); DEO is now provided 60 days in accordance with a revision based on Senate Bill 224 
(2011). 
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LIST 1: 
 

MUNICIPALITIES 

 

 Municipality Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

1 Alford, Town of  (Jackson) 6 7 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 
Take action 

2 Boynton Beach, City of  (Palm 

Beach) 

30 87 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Per CPA, reports expected to be 

submitted by week of 12/5/2011. 
Take action 

3 Campbellton, Town of  

(Jackson) 

6 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per CPA on 12/2/2011, audit is in 

progress, but waiting on documentation 

needed to continue. If documentation 

received, hopes to have audit report 

issued by mid-January 2012. 

Take action 

4 Caryville, Town of  

(Washington) 

2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 AFR; 

FY 2006-07 AFR; 

FY 2004-05 AFR 

Audit engagement letter for FY 2009-10 

signed by CPA firm and Town. 

Continue action 

5 Dundee, Town of  (Polk) 17 65 FY 2009-10 AFR Spoke with Town Clerk on 11/9/2011 – 

explained AFR status and referred him 

to DFS. 

Take action 

6 Ebro, Town of  (Washington) 2 5 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Per CPA, Town is over audit threshold 

due to two one-time grants (for fire 

engine and parks and recreation) – last 

audit was for FY 2008-09.  Good 

internal controls and staff.  

No action 

7 Islandia, City of  (Miami-Dade) 39 120 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Miami-Dade County is working through 

ordinance process to dissolve the city. 
No action 

8 Jacob City, City of  (Jackson) 6 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 
Take action 
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LIST 1: 
 

MUNICIPALITIES 

 

 Municipality Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

9 Noma, Town of  (Holmes) 2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Reports expected to be submitted by 

1/16/2012. 
Take action 

10 Pahokee, City of  (Palm Beach) 39 84 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per CPA, reports expected to be 

submitted by mid-January 2012. 
Take action 

11 Springfield, City of  (Bay) 4 6 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per CPA, reports expected to be 

submitted by 1/9/2012. 
Take action 

12 St. Lucie Village, Town of  (St. 

Lucie) 

26 78 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 
Take action 

13 Vernon, City of  (Washington) 2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per CPA, waiting on some 

documentation from city. Reports 

expected to be submitted by during 

December 2011. 

Take action 

14 Weeki Wachee, City of  

(Hernando) 

11 44 FY 2009-10 AFR; 

FY 2008-09 AFR; 

several prior year 

audits 

Response received with incomplete 

AFR.  Sent e-mail to Mayor with 

instructions from DFS for completion 

and submission of AFR. 

Continue action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

1 Aqua Isles CDD  (Broward) 31 100 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress. 
Take action 

2 Baker Fire District  (Okaloosa) 2 1 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

Per District treasurer, AFR expected to 

be submitted in next few weeks – 

bookkeeper posting transactions now. 

Take action 

3 Bermont Drainage District  

(Charlotte) 

21, 23, 

27 

71, 72, 

74 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

4 Broward Soil and Water 

Conservation District  

(Broward) 

25, 29, 

30, 31, 

32, 34, 

35, 39 

87, 90-

103, 

105, 

112 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 Audit 

Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter.  Left voicemail message on 

12/2/2011 (certified mail return card not 

yet received). 

Take action 

5 Buckeye Park CDD  (Manatee) 18, 21, 

23 

67, 68, 

69 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 12/28/2011. 

Take action 

6 Charlotte Soil and Water 

Conservation District  

(Charlotte) 

21, 23, 

27 

71, 72, 

74 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

7 City Center CDD  (Polk) 10, 15, 

17 

63, 64, 

65, 66 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

8 Clay Soil and Water 

Conservation District  (Clay) 

5, 7 12, 13, 

19, 20, 

21 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

9 Cypress Club Recreation 

District  (Broward) 

25 92 FY 2009-10 AFR No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

10 Cypress Creek of Hillsborough 

County CDD  (Hillsborough) 

10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued in February 2012. 

Take action 

11 Dorcas Fire District  (Okaloosa) 2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

12 Eastpoint Water and Sewer 

District  (Franklin) 

6 6, 10 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

13 Fallschase CDD  (Leon) 3, 6 8, 9 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

14 Flagler Soil and Water 

Conservation District  (Flagler) 

1, 8 20, 26 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter.  Left voicemail message on 

12/1/2011 (certified mail return card not 

yet received). 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

15 Flow Way CDD  (Collier) 37, 39 75, 76, 

77, 

101, 

112 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter.  Left voicemail message on 

12/1/2011 (certified mail return card not 

yet received). 

Take action 

16 Freedom Walk CDD  

(Okaloosa) 

2 5 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Status pending return call from 

registered agent. 

Take action 

17 Gateway Services CDD  (Lee) 27 73 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 12/28/2011. 

Take action 

18 Gilchrist County Housing 

Authority  (Gilchrist) 

14 11 FY 2009-10 AFR December 31 fiscal year-end (no DEO 

letter sent yet since report not due until 

12/31/2011). 

Take action 

19 Glen St. Johns CDD  (St. Johns) 1, 5, 8 18, 19, 

20 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

completed; audit report and AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/9/2011. 

Take action 

20 Grand Bay at Doral CDD  

(Miami-Dade) 

40 112 

 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

21 Greater Lakes/Sawgrass Bay 

CDD  (Lake) 

15, 20 21, 25, 

41, 42 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

report about to be issued; audit report 

and AFR expected to be submitted once 

audit report received from CPA. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

22 Hamilton County Development 

Authority  (Hamilton) 

3 10 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress. 

Take action 

23 Harbour Lake Estates CDD  

(Broward) 

34 112 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

24 Hardee County Housing 

Authority  (Hardee) 

17 66 FY 2009-10 AFR Spoke with Authority representative on 

12/1/2011. Expect to submit AFR this 

week. 

Take action 

25 Heritage Plantation CDD  

(Okaloosa) 

2, 4 1, 4, 5, 

7 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

completed; audit report and AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/9/2011. 

Take action 

26 Highlands CDD  (Hillsborough) 10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress. 

Take action 

27 Huntington CDD  (Broward) 34 112 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

28 Lafayette Soil and Water 

Conservation District  

(Lafayette) 

3 11 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress – expected by 1/1/2012. 

Take action 

29 Lake Beluthahatchee CDD  (St. 

Johns) 

5 19 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

30 Lee County Housing Authority  

(Lee) 

21, 27, 

37 

71, 72, 

73, 74, 

75 

FY 2009-10 AFR No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

31 Lee Soil and Water 

Conservation District  (Lee) 

21, 27, 

37 

71, 72, 

73, 74, 

75 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

32 Leon Soil and Water 

Conservation District [formerly 

Ochlockonee River Soil and 

Water Conservation District]  

(Leon) 

3, 6 8, 9 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

33 Lexington CDD  (Manatee) 18, 21, 

23 

55, 67, 

68, 69 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 12/28/2011. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

34 Longleaf CDD  (Pasco) 10, 11, 

12 

44, 45, 

46, 48, 

60, 61, 

62 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 1/31/2012. 

Take action 

35 Magnolia Creek CDD  (Walton) 2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

is suspended due to lack of funds. 

Take action 

36 Morningside CDD  (Bay) 6 6 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Status pending return call from 

registered agent. 

Take action 

37 Moultrie Creek CDD  (St. 

Johns) 

1, 5, 8 18, 19, 

20 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

Per Auditor General update, district is to 

be dissolved. 

Take action 

38 Naples Reserve CDD  (Collier) 37, 39 75, 76, 

77, 112 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

39 North Bay Fire District  

(Okaloosa) 

4 4 FY 2009-10 AFR No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

40 North Okaloosa County Fire 

District  (Okaloosa) 

2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

41 Northwood CDD  (Pasco) 10, 11, 

12 

44, 45, 

46, 48, 

60, 61, 

62 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 12/28/2011. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

42 Orange Hill Soil and Water 

Conservation District  

(Washington) 

2 5 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per CPA on 12/2/2011, audit has been 

completed and report draft is being reviewed.  

Expect audit report to be issued within next few 

weeks. 

 

In August 2010, previous Chairs approved no 

state action since CPA firm could not perform 

audits for FY 2007-08 and FY 2008-09 due to 

lack of accounting records.  Investigations have 

been or are currently being performed by DOR 

and DFS, Office of Fiscal Integrity.  District 

agreed to have CPA firm perform audit for FY 

2009-10, even if audit threshold is not met. 

Take action 

43 Osprey Oaks CDD  (Palm 

Beach) 

25, 27, 

28, 29, 

30, 39 

78, 82, 

83, 84, 

85, 86, 

87, 88, 

89, 90, 

91 

FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

44 Panther Trace CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10 67 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 12/28/2011. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

45 Panther Trace II CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10 67 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued in February 2012. 

Take action 

46 Pasco County Housing 

Authority  (Pasco) 

10, 11, 

12 

44, 45, 

46, 48, 

60, 61, 

62 

FY 2009-10 AFR No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

47 Paseo CDD  (Lee) 37 71, 72, 

73, 74, 

75 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

completed; audit report and AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/9/2011. 

Take action 

48 Pembroke Harbor CDD  

(Broward) 

34 105 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress. 

Take action 

49 Preserve At Wilderness Lake 

CDD  (Pasco) 

12 61 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 1/31/2012. 

Take action 

50 River Bend CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued in February 2012. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

51 River Glen CDD  (Nassau) 5, 8 12 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

is in progress; audit report and AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/28/2011. 

Take action 

52 Rivercrest CDD  (Hillsborough) 10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 1/31/2012. 

Take action 

53 Seminole County Housing 

Authority  (Seminole) 

9, 20, 

22, 24 

25, 33, 

34, 37 

FY 2009-10 AFR December 31 fiscal year-end (no DEO 

letter sent yet since report not due until 

12/31/2011). 

Take action 

54 Seminole Soil and Water 

Conservation District  

(Seminole) 

9, 20, 

22, 24 

25, 33, 

34, 37 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter.  Left voicemail message on 

12/2/2011 (certified mail return card not 

yet received). 

Take action 

55 Six Mile Creek CDD  (St. 

Johns) 

1, 5, 8 18, 19, 

20 

FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued with 7-10 days. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

56 South Bay CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

57 South Fork East CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/1/2011, audit 

is in progress; report expected to be 

issued 1/31/2012. 

Take action 

58 Southern Hills Plantation III 

CDD  (Hernando) 

15 43, 44 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/9/2011. 

Take action 

59 Spring Ridge CDD  (Hernando) 11, 15 43, 44 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

60 State Road CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, he is 

checking on status of reports. 

Take action 

61 Sterling Hill CDD  (Hernando) 11, 15 43, 44 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

is in progress; audit report and AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/28/2011. 

Take action 

62 Sumter Soil and Water 

Conservation District  (Sumter) 

15, 20 42, 44 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

63 Suwannee Valley Transit 

Authority  (Columbia, 

Hamilton, Suwannee) 

3, 14 10, 11 FY 2009-10 AFR No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

64 Tampa Bay Area Regional 

Transportation Authority  

(Citrus, Hernando, 

Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, 

Pinellas, Sarasota) 

3, 10, 

11, 12, 

13, 15, 

16, 18, 

21, 23 

43-48, 

50-63, 

67-71 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress – expected by 1/31/2012.  Per 

Authority staff on 12/2/2011, they hope 

to have reports submitted by 

12/28/2011. 

Take action 

65 Tradition CDD 10 (St. Lucie) 28 81 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report 

Per registered agent on 11/18/2011, 

audit is in progress. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
[NOTES: (1) For most districts, the Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR  

until December 28, 2011, and an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S.; 

(2) CDD boundaries are often difficult to determine.  Therefore, for most CDDs listed, all House and Senate districts for  

the county in which the CDD is located are listed.) 

 

 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

66 Trails CDD  (Duval) 1, 5, 8 12-19 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

completed; audit report and AFR 

expected to be submitted by 12/9/2011. 

Take action 

67 Twelve Oaks Special District  

(Hillsborough) 

12 57 FY 2009-10 AFR Spoke with registered agent on 

12/2/2011.  Answered questions about 

AFR and referred him to DFS.  He will 

try to get AFR submitted within next 

few days. 

Take action 

68 Vizcaya CDD  (Broward) 34 112 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

69 Walton, Okaloosa, Santa Rosa 

Regional Utility Authority  

(Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, Walton) 

2, 4 1, 3, 4, 

5, 7 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress – expected by 12/31/2011. 

Take action 

70 Yellow River Soil and Water 

Conservation District  

(Okaloosa) 

2, 4 1, 4, 5, 

7 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report* 
(if audit threshold met) 

No response received to 11/10/2011 

letter. 

Take action 

71 Zephyr Ridge CDD  (Pasco) 10, 11, 

12 

44, 45, 

46, 48, 

60, 61, 

62 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per registered agent on 12/2/2011, audit 

is suspended due to lack of funds. 

Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(DEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

1 Arcadia, Housing Authority of 

The City of  (DeSoto) 

17 72 FY 2009-10 AFR* No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 
Take action 

2 Avon Park Housing Authority  

(Highlands) 

17 77 FY 2009-10 AFR December 31 fiscal year-end (no DEO 

letter sent yet since report not due until 

12/31/2011). 

Take action 

3 Columbia County Industrial 

Development Authority  

(Columbia) 

3, 14 10, 11 FY 2008-09 AFR No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. Take action 

4 Eatonville Community 

Redevelopment Agency, Town 

of  (Orange) 

19 36 FY 2009-10 Audit 

Report;** 

FY 2007-08 AFR 

Per Mayor, reports are expected to be 

submitted by 1/31/2011 DEO extension 

date. 

Take action 

5 Fort Myers Housing Authority  

(Lee) 

37 73 FY 2009-10 AFR* No response received to 11/14/2011 

letter. 
Take action 

6 Fort Pierce Redevelopment 

Agency  (St. Lucie) 

26 78 FY 2009-10 AFR Spoke with Agency staff on 11/22/2011. 
Take action 

7 Gadsden County Industrial 

Development Authority  

(Gadsden) 

6 7, 8, 9 FY 2009-10 AFR* 

and Audit Report 

No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. Take action 

8 Hardee County Industrial 

Development Authority  

(Hardee) 

17 66 FY 2009-10 AFR* 

and Audit Report;** 

FY 2008-09 AFR* 

and Audit Report 

Per Auditor General update, audit is in 

progress – expected by 12/31/2011. 
Take action 
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LIST 2: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(DEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

9 Lakeland, Housing Authority of 

The City of  (Polk) 

10 64 FY 2009-10 AFR* December 31 fiscal year-end (no DEO 

letter sent yet since report not due until 

12/31/2011). 

Take action 

10 Ormond Beach Housing 

Authority  (Volusia) 

8 26 FY 2009-10 AFR* No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. 
Take action 

11 Polk County Health Facilities 

Authority  (Polk) 

10, 15, 

17 

63, 64, 

65, 66 

FY 2009-10 AFR* 

and Audit Report 

Spoke with Authority staff on 

11/21/2011. 
Take action 

12 Riviera Beach Housing 

Authority  (Palm Beach) 

29 84 FY 2009-10 AFR;* 

FY 2008-09 AFR 

Spoke with registered agent on 

12/2/2011.  Checking with auditor on 

status of audit. 

Take action 

13 Sanford Housing Authority  

(Seminole) 

22 33 FY 2009-10 AFR* No response received to 11/15/2011 

letter. 
Take action 

14 Springfield Community 

Redevelopment Agency  (Bay) 

4 6 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Per CPA, reports expected to be 

submitted by 1/9/2012.  (component 

unit of City of Springfield) 

Take action 

15 Westwood Dependent Tax 

District  (Hillsborough) 

16 56 FY 2009-10 AFR Spoke with registered agent on 

12/1/2011.  Answered questions about 

AFR and referred him to DFS. 

Take action 

 
Legend: 

(*) Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the AFR until December 28, 2011, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S. 

(**) Department of Economic Opportunity has approved an extension to submit the audit report until January 31, 2012, pursuant to s. 189.421(1), F.S. 
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LIST 3: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

1 Bella Verde Golf CDD  (Pasco) 10, 11, 

12 

44, 45, 

46, 48, 

60, 61, 

62 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2007-08 Audit 

Report 

In August 2010, previous Committee Chairs 

approved a delay of state action until a later date 

since District has filed for foreclosure in fall 

2009 & was unable to pay for an audit due to 

lack of funding. Negotiations are ongoing with 

all relevant parties to redress situation. One 

developer has filed bankruptcy. 

 

 At 4/4/2011 meeting, Committee approved to 

continue to delay state action until a later date 

since District's situation has not changed. 

Correspondence received from registered agent 

on 9/30/2011 indicates that the District’s 

situation has not changed. 

 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 12/1/ 2011 requested an extension 

until 6/30/2012, since pledge of funds from 

landowners/potential new owners not yet 

received to complete audit. 

Continue to delay 

action until July 2, 

2012 

2 Chapel Creek CDD  (Pasco) 12 61 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 12/1/ 2011 requested an extension 

until 6/30/2012, since pledge of funds from 

landowners/potential new owners recently 

received to complete audit. 

Delay action until 

July 2, 2012 



Page 18 of 24 

 

LIST 3: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

3 CrossCreek CDD  (Manatee) 18, 21, 

23 

67, 68, 

69 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 AFR 

and Audit Report 

In June 2011, Chairs approved to delay action 

indefinitely; the CDD is unable to pay for the 

cost of an audit due to lack of funding; some 

foreclosure actions are being taken. 

 

Correspondence received from registered agent 

on 9/30/2011 indicates that the District’s 

situation has not changed. 

 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 12/1/ 2011 requested an extension 

until 6/30/2012, since pledge of funds from 

landowners/potential new owners not yet 

received to complete audit. 

Continue to delay 

action until July 2, 

2012 

4 Highland Meadows CDD  

(Polk) 

15 65 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 AFR 

and Audit Report 

In June 2011, Chairs approved delay of state 

action until a later date since District is unable 

to pay for an audit due to lack of funding and 

some foreclosure actions are being taken. 

 

Correspondence received from registered agent 

on 9/30/2011 indicates that there may be some 

movement toward releasing funds to address 

maintenance and utility issues; if this happens, 

funds are also expected to be released to enable 

District to become statutorily compliant. 

 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 12/1/ 2011 requested an extension 

until 6/30/2012, since pledge of funds from 

landowners/potential new owners recently 

received to complete audit. 

Continue to delay 

action until July 2, 

2012 
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LIST 3: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

5 New River CDD  (Pasco) 12 61 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 12/1/ 2011 requested an extension 

until 6/30/2012, since pledge of funds from 

landowners/potential new owners recently 

received to complete audit. 

Delay action until 

July 2, 2012 

6 Palm River CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

10, 12, 

16, 18 

47, 55, 

56, 57, 

58, 59, 

60, 61, 

62, 63, 

67, 68 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 12/1/ 2011 requested an extension 

until 6/30/2012, since pledge of funds from 

landowners/potential new owners not yet 

received to complete audit. 

Delay action until 

July 2, 2012 
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LIST 4: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

1 Cordoba Ranch CDD  

(Hillsborough) 

12 60 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 AFR 

and Audit Report 

At April 4, 2011 meeting, Committee approved 

to delay state action until a later date since 

correspondence from registered agent in April 

2011 stated that there is currently no Board, it 

hasn't met since 2008, and District has filed for 

foreclosure. Progress is finally being made, and 

they anticipate more normal operations in next 6 

to 9 months, depending on foreclosure litigation.  

 

Correspondence received from registered agent 

on 9/30/2011 indicates that the District’s 

situation has not changed. 

 

Per discussion with registered agent on 

12/2/2011, District’s situation has not changed. 

Continue to delay 

action 
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LIST 4: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

2 Santa Rosa Bay Bridge 

Authority  (Santa Rosa) 

2, 4 1, 3 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 Audit 

Report 

At April 4, 2011 meeting, Committee approved 

to delay state action until a later date since 

correspondence from registered agent in April 

2011 stated that Authority does not have funds 

to pay for an audit and expects that soon there 

will not be sufficient funds for bond payments. 

Same situation as in previous years (Authority 

only has restricted funds, which cannot be used 

to pay for an audit. DOT's Inspector General's 

Office compiles financial statements for 

Authority and also staffs day-to-day operations 

of Authority.)  

 

On June 30, 2011, the Authority was unable to 

make its $5 million bond payment, and the 

trustee alerted the bondholders to the default. 

Since the bonds were not backed by the full 

faith and credit of the state the state is not liable 

for the debt. DOT continues to operate and 

maintain the bridge. 

Continue to delay 

action 
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LIST 4: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

3 Southbay CDD  (Manatee) 18, 21, 

23 

67, 68, 

69 

FY 2007-08 Audit 

Report 

In August 2010, previous Chairs approved delay 

of state action until a later date since District is 

unable to pay for an audit due to lack of 

funding.  Negotiations are ongoing with all 

relevant parties to redress situation. 

 

At April 4, 2011 meeting, Committee approved 

to continue to delay state action until a later date 

since District's situation has not changed. 

Correspondence received from registered agent 

on 9/30/2011 indicates that the District’s 

situation has not changed. 

 

Correspondence from CDD management 

company on 11/15/ 2011 stated that the 

District’s situation has not changed. 

Continue to delay 

action 
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LIST 4: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

4 Tidewater Preserve CDD  

(Manatee) 

18 55 FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 Audit 

Report 

In August 2010, previous Committee Chairs 

approved no state action since District is in 

process of dissolving. 

 

 At April 4, 2011 meeting, Committee approved 

to delay state action until a later date since 

correspondence from registered agent in March 

2011 stated that City of Bradenton has passed an 

ordinance to allow dissolution of the District 

subject to no objection by Manatee County. The 

County has objected for reasons addressed in his 

letter, which has delayed the dissolution.  

 

Correspondence received from registered agent 

on 9/30/2011 indicates that the County still has 

objections. The city attorney will be attempting 

to mediate a resolution shortly which will allow 

the County to withdraw its objections. 

 

Sent letter to Manatee County on 10/13/2011, 

requesting status of dissolution; as of 12/2/2011, 

no response has been received from the County. 

 

Per correspondence received from registered 

agent on 11/17/2011 , no change in District’s 

situation; he has not heard from the County 

either. 

Continue to delay 

action 
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LIST 4: 
 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

(INDEPENDENT) 

 
 District Name (County) Senate 

District 

House 

District 

Financial Report(s) 

Not Submitted 

Comments Staff 

Recommendation 

5 Vizcaya in Kendall CDD  

(Broward) 

33, 34, 

35, 36, 

38, 39, 

40 

102-

104, 

106-

120 

FY 2009-10 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2008-09 AFR 

and Audit Report; 

FY 2007-08 Audit 

Report 

In August 2010, previous Committee Chairs 

approved delay of state action until a later date 

since developer has filed bankruptcy and bank is 

looking at property, but no agreement yet. No 

funds for audit now, but anticipate having audit 

performed once situation is resolved.  
 

At April 4, 2011 meeting, Committee approved 

to continue to delay state action until a later date 

since District's situation has not changed. Per a 

telephone conversation with the District’s 

registered agent on 10/13/2011, the District is in 

the process of finalizing agreements with the 

District’s two new owners. Once everything is 

finalized and the District returns to active 

development, he expects progress to be made 

toward getting all financial requirements of the 

District current. 
 

Per telephone conversation with registered agent 

on 10/13/2011, District is in process of 

finalizing agreements with its new owners, and 

he expects progress to be made toward getting 

all financial requirements of the District current 

once active development is underway. 
 

Per correspondence from registered agent on 

12/2/2011, new developer is providing funds to 

cover costs of audits for FY 2007-08 through 

FY 2010-11.  Audits should be starting soon. 

Continue to delay 

action 

 



From: DAVID WARD
To: NORMAN.JIM.S12; Mayfield, Debbie; 
cc: DUBOSE.KATHY; WHITE.DEBORAH; 
Subject: 2009-10 FY Section 11.45(7)(a), FS, Notification
Date: Friday, November 18, 2011 3:44:16 PM
Attachments: Attachment A and B for LAC.xlsb 

Pursuant to Section 11.45(7)(a), Florida Statutes, this letter is to notify you of the results of our determination as to 
which local governmental entities were required to provide for an audit for the 2009-10 fiscal year but failed to 
do so.  A separate notification regarding district school boards, charter schools, and charter technical career centers 
that failed to provide for an audit for the 2009-10 fiscal year was made to you in an email dated September 9, 2011.  
A recap of our determination for local governmental entities as of November 17, 2011, is as follows: 

Description Counties Municipalities Special Total
 (1) (1) Districts  
     

Individual Entity Reports Received 66 389 765 1,220
     

Included in Another Entity's Audit Report (2) n/a n/a 442        442
     

Not Required to File (3) n/a 9 229     238
     

Unable to Determine Whether Audit Was
Required (4)

n/a 2 29 31

     
Did Not File Required Audit Report 0 11 60 71

     
Total Entities 66 411 1,525 2,002
     
     

(1)  The consolidated city/county government of Jacksonville/Duval County is classified as a municipality for purposes 
of this letter.
     
(2)  Includes dependent special districts that were included in audit reports of counties or municipalities.
     
(3)  Entities did not meet the threshold for required submission of audit reports.
     
(4)  Unable to obtain sufficient information to determine whether these entities met the threshold requiring submission of 
audit reports.

 
For the 2009-10 fiscal year, pursuant to Section 218.39(1), Florida Statutes (2010), the following entities were 
required to provide for an annual financial audit of their accounts and records within 12 months after the end of 
their respective fiscal year:

•         Each county
•         Each municipality with revenues, or the total of expenditures and expenses, in excess of $250,000 
•         Each municipality with revenues, or the total of expenditures and expenses, between $100,000 and 
$250,000 that has not been subject to a financial audit for the two preceding fiscal years
•         Each special district with revenues, or the total of expenditures and expenses, in excess of  $100,000
•         Each special district with revenues, or the total of expenditures and expenses, between $50,000 and 
$100,000 that has not been subject to a financial audit for the two preceding fiscal years

Section 218.39(8), Florida Statutes (2010), requires that any financial audit report required under Section 218.39(1), 
Florida Statutes (2010), be submitted to the Auditor General within 45 days after delivery of the audit report to 
the local governmental entity, but no later than 12 months after the end of the fiscal year of the local governmental 
entity.  The following is a summary of those local governmental entities that did not submit audit reports to us:

•         A total of 71 local governmental entities that were required to provide for an audit for the 2009-10 fiscal 
year have not submitted an audit report to us.  These local governmental entities are listed on Attachment A.

•         An additional 31 local governmental entities may have been required to provide for an audit for the 2009-10 
fiscal year, but have not submitted an audit report to us. Because sufficient financial information was not readily 

mailto:DAVIDWARD@AUD.STATE.FL.US
mailto:/O=FLA GOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=NORMAN.JIM
mailto:/O=FLA GOV/OU=LEG01/cn=Mayfield.Debbie-00cf26e1-8ef1-4b20-a124-09a788aa77cb
mailto:/O=FLA GOV/OU=LEG01/cn=Recipients/cn=DUBOSE.KATHY
mailto:/O=FLA GOV/OU=LEG01/cn=Active Users and Computers/cn=OLS/cn=Legislative Auditing/cn=WHITE.DEBORAH

Att A

				Alphabetical List of Local Governmental Entities		Attachment A

				For Which 2009-10 Fiscal Year Audit Reports

				Have Not Been Received - Audit Was Required

						Applicable

						Note

				MUNICIPALITIES

		1		Alford, Town of		1

		2		Belle Glade, City Of		1, 2

		3		Boynton Beach, City Of		1

		4		Campbellton, Town of		1, 2

		5		Caryville, Town Of		1

		6		Ebro, Town of		1

		7		Noma, Town Of		1

		8		Pahokee, City Of		1, 2

		9		Springfield, City of		1

		10		St. Lucie Village, Town Of		1

		11		Vernon, City of		1, 2

				INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS

		1		Amelia Island Mosquito Control District		1

		2		Aqua Isles Community Development District		2

		3		Avelar Creek Community Development District		1, 2

		4		Bella Verde Golf Community Development District		1, 3, 5

		5		Broward Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		6		Buckeye Park Community Development District		1

		7		Chapel Creek Community Development District		1, 2

		8		City Center Community Development District		1

		9		Cordoba Ranch Community Development District		1, 5

		10		CrossCreek Community Development District		1, 3, 5

		11		Cypress Creek of Hillsborough County Community Development District		1

		12		Dorcas Fire District		1

		13		Eastpoint Water And Sewer District		1

		14		Fallschase Community Development District		1

		15		Freedom Walk Community Development District		1

		16		Gateway Services Community Development District		1, 2

		17		Glen St. Johns Community Development District		1

		18		Grand Bay at Doral Community Development District		1

		19		Greater Lakes/Sawgrass Bay Community Development District		1

		20		Hammock Bay Community Development District		1, 2

		21		Heritage Plantation Community Development District		1

		22		Highland Meadows Community Development District		1, 3, 5

		23		Highlands Community Development District		1, 2

		24		Lafayette Soil & Water Conservation District		2

		25		Leon Soil & Water Conservation District (f/k/a Ochlockonee River)		1

		26		Lexington Community Development District		1, 2

		27		Longleaf Community Development District		1, 2

		28		Magnolia Creek Community Development District		1

		29		Morningside Community Development District		1

		30		New River Community Development District		1, 2

		31		Northwood Community Development District		1, 2

		32		Orange Hill Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		33		Osprey Oaks Community Development District		1

		34		Palm River Community Development District		1, 2

		35		Panther Trace Community Development District		1, 2

		36		Panther Trace II Community Development District		1, 2

		37		Paseo Community Development District		1

		38		Pembroke Harbor Community Development District		1, 2

		39		Preserve at  Wilderness Lake Community Development District		1, 2

		40		River Bend Community Development District		1, 2

		41		River Glen Community Development District		1

		42		Rivercrest Community Development District		1, 2

		43		Santa Rosa Bay Bridge Authority		1, 3, 5

		44		Six Mile Creek Community Development District		1, 2

		45		South Bay Community Development District (Hillsborough County)		1

		46		South Fork East Community Development District		1, 2

		47		Spring Ridge Community Development District		1, 2

		48		Sterling Hill Community Development District		1

		49		Tampa Bay Area Regional Transportation Authority		1, 2

		50		Tidewater Preserve Community Development District		4, 5

		51		Tradition Community Development District No. 10		1

		52		Trails Community Development District		1

		53		Vizcaya in Kendall Community Development District		1, 5

		54		Walton/Okaloosa/Santa Rosa Regional Utility Authority		2

		55		Zephyr Ridge Community Development District		1



				DEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS

		56		City of Belle Glade Community Redevelopment Agency		1, 2

		57		Hardee County Industrial Development Authority		1, 2

		58		Housing Finance Authority of Volusia County		2

		59		Springfield Community Redevelopment Agency		1, 2

		60		Town of Eatonville Community Redevelopment Agency		1



				NOTES

		(1)		Based on previous audit reports or other financial reports filed by the entity, the entity was required to provide for an audit for the 2009-10 fiscal year.

		(2)		Entity indicated that the audit was in progress; however, as of November 17, 2011, we had not received the audit report.

		(3)		Entity responded that no funds are available to obtain an audit.

		(4)		Entity indicated it is in the process of dissolving.

		(5)		The Legislative Auditing Committee has delayed State action indefinitely.









































































































































Attch B

				Alphabetical List of Local Governmental Entities		Attachment B

				For Which 2009-10 Fiscal Year Audit Reports

				Have Not Been Received - Audit May Have Been Required

						Last Audit

				MUNICIPALITIES		Received

		1		Islandia, City of		1

		2		Jacob City, City of		2007-08



				INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS

		1		Alachua Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		2		Baker Fire District		2007-08

		3		Bermont Drainage District		1

		4		Charlotte Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		5		Clay Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		6		Flagler Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		7		Flow Way Community Development District		1

		8		Hamilton County Development Authority		2005-06

		9		Harbour Lake Estates Community Development District		2004-05

		10		Huntington Community Development District		2005-06

		11		Lake Beluthahatchee Community Development District		1

		12		Lee Soil & Water Conservation District		2005-06

		13		Moultrie Creek Community Development District		2

		14		Naples Reserve Community Development District		1

		15		Orange Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		16		Osceola County Expressway Authority		1

		17		Polk Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		18		Seminole Soil & Water Conservation District		2005-06

		19		Southern Hills Plantation III Community Development District		2007-08

		20		State Road Community Development District		1

		21		Sumter Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		22		Vizcaya Community Development District		2007-08

		23		Wakulla Soil & Water Conservation District		1

		24		Yellow River Soil & Water Conservation District		2008-09



				DEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS

		25		City of Lakeland Historic Preservation Board		1

		26		Gadsden County Industrial Development Authority		2002-03

		27		Hialeah Redevelopment Agency		1

		28		Polk County Health Facilities Authority		1

		29		Volusia County Industrial Development Authority		2007-08



				NOTES

		(1)		No record of audit received for the 2000-01 through 2008-09 fiscal years.

		(2)		Entity indicated it is in the process of dissolving.







available, it was not practical for us to determine whether an audit was required.   These local governmental 
entities are listed on Attachment B.

Please advise if you or your staff have any questions regarding this information.
 
 
 
Attachments
 
 
 
David T. Ward, CPA
Audit Supervisor 
Auditor General, State of Florida
111 West Madison Street, 401A
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1450
Office  (850) 488-0960   
FAX    (850) 488-4403   
 
In the event your response contains information that may be considered sensitive or confidential pursuant to Federal or State law, 
please do not send that information via e-mail.  Please contact me to make alternative arrangements to provide the information.
 
 



Alphabetical List of Local Governmental Entities Attachment A
For Which 2009‐10 Fiscal Year Audit Reports
Have Not Been Received ‐ Audit Was Required

Applicable
Note

MUNICIPALITIES
1 Alford, Town of 1
2 Belle Glade, City Of 1, 2
3 Boynton Beach, City Of 1
4 Campbellton, Town of 1, 2
5 Caryville, Town Of 1
6 Ebro, Town of 1
7 Noma, Town Of 1
8 Pahokee, City Of 1, 2
9 Springfield, City of 1

10 St. Lucie Village, Town Of 1
11 Vernon, City of 1, 2

INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS
1 Amelia Island Mosquito Control District 1
2 Aqua Isles Community Development District 2
3 Avelar Creek Community Development District 1, 2
4 Bella Verde Golf Community Development District 1, 3, 5
5 Broward Soil & Water Conservation District 1
6 Buckeye Park Community Development District 1
7 Chapel Creek Community Development District 1, 2
8 City Center Community Development District 1
9 Cordoba Ranch Community Development District 1, 5

10 CrossCreek Community Development District 1, 3, 5
11 Cypress Creek of Hillsborough County Community Development District 1
12 Dorcas Fire District 1
13 Eastpoint Water And Sewer District 1
14 Fallschase Community Development District 1
15 Freedom Walk Community Development District 1
16 Gateway Services Community Development District 1, 2
17 Glen St. Johns Community Development District 1
18 Grand Bay at Doral Community Development District 1
19 Greater Lakes/Sawgrass Bay Community Development District 1
20 Hammock Bay Community Development District 1, 2
21 Heritage Plantation Community Development District 1
22 Highland Meadows Community Development District 1, 3, 5
23 Highlands Community Development District 1, 2
24 Lafayette Soil & Water Conservation District 2
25 Leon Soil & Water Conservation District (f/k/a Ochlockonee River) 1
26 Lexington Community Development District 1, 2
27 Longleaf Community Development District 1, 2
28 Magnolia Creek Community Development District 1
29 Morningside Community Development District 1
30 New River Community Development District 1, 2
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Alphabetical List of Local Governmental Entities Attachment A
For Which 2009‐10 Fiscal Year Audit Reports
Have Not Been Received ‐ Audit Was Required

Applicable
Note

31 Northwood Community Development District 1, 2
32 Orange Hill Soil & Water Conservation District 1
33 Osprey Oaks Community Development District 1
34 Palm River Community Development District 1, 2
35 Panther Trace Community Development District 1, 2
36 Panther Trace II Community Development District 1, 2
37 Paseo Community Development District 1
38 Pembroke Harbor Community Development District 1, 2
39 Preserve at  Wilderness Lake Community Development District 1, 2
40 River Bend Community Development District 1, 2
41 River Glen Community Development District 1
42 Rivercrest Community Development District 1, 2
43 Santa Rosa Bay Bridge Authority 1, 3, 5
44 Six Mile Creek Community Development District 1, 2
45 South Bay Community Development District (Hillsborough County) 1
46 South Fork East Community Development District 1, 2
47 Spring Ridge Community Development District 1, 2
48 Sterling Hill Community Development District 1
49 Tampa Bay Area Regional Transportation Authority 1, 2
50 Tidewater Preserve Community Development District 4, 5
51 Tradition Community Development District No. 10 1
52 Trails Community Development District 1
53 Vizcaya in Kendall Community Development District 1, 5
54 Walton/Okaloosa/Santa Rosa Regional Utility Authority 2
55 Zephyr Ridge Community Development District 1

DEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS
56 City of Belle Glade Community Redevelopment Agency 1, 2
57 Hardee County Industrial Development Authority 1, 2
58 Housing Finance Authority of Volusia County 2
59 Springfield Community Redevelopment Agency 1, 2
60 Town of Eatonville Community Redevelopment Agency 1

NOTES
(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)

Based on previous audit reports or other financial reports filed by the entity, the entity was required to 
provide for an audit for the 2009‐10 fiscal year.
Entity indicated that the audit was in progress; however, as of November 17, 2011, we had not received the 
audit report.
Entity responded that no funds are available to obtain an audit.
Entity indicated it is in the process of dissolving.
The Legislative Auditing Committee has delayed State action indefinitely.
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Alphabetical List of Local Governmental Entities Attachment B
For Which 2009‐10 Fiscal Year Audit Reports

Have Not Been Received ‐ Audit May Have Been Required

Last Audit
MUNICIPALITIES Received

1 Islandia, City of 1
2 Jacob City, City of 2007‐08

INDEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS
1 Alachua Soil & Water Conservation District 1
2 Baker Fire District 2007‐08
3 Bermont Drainage District 1
4 Charlotte Soil & Water Conservation District 1
5 Clay Soil & Water Conservation District 1
6 Flagler Soil & Water Conservation District 1
7 Flow Way Community Development District 1
8 Hamilton County Development Authority 2005‐06
9 Harbour Lake Estates Community Development District 2004‐05

10 Huntington Community Development District 2005‐06
11 Lake Beluthahatchee Community Development District 1
12 Lee Soil & Water Conservation District 2005‐06
13 Moultrie Creek Community Development District 2
14 Naples Reserve Community Development District 1
15 Orange Soil & Water Conservation District 1
16 Osceola County Expressway Authority 1
17 Polk Soil & Water Conservation District 1
18 Seminole Soil & Water Conservation District 2005‐06
19 Southern Hills Plantation III Community Development District 2007‐08
20 State Road Community Development District 1
21 Sumter Soil & Water Conservation District 1
22 Vizcaya Community Development District 2007‐08
23 Wakulla Soil & Water Conservation District 1
24 Yellow River Soil & Water Conservation District 2008‐09

DEPENDENT SPECIAL DISTRICTS
25 City of Lakeland Historic Preservation Board 1
26 Gadsden County Industrial Development Authority 2002‐03
27 Hialeah Redevelopment Agency 1
28 Polk County Health Facilities Authority 1
29 Volusia County Industrial Development Authority 2007‐08

NOTES
(1)
(2)

No record of audit received for the 2000‐01 through 2008‐09 fiscal years.
Entity indicated it is in the process of dissolving.
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11.40 Legislative Auditing Committee.— 
 
    (2) Following notification by the Auditor General, the Department of 
Financial Services, or the Division of Bond Finance of the State Board of 
Administration of the failure of a local governmental entity, district school 
board, charter school, or charter technical career center to comply with 
the applicable provisions within s. 11.45(5)-(7), s. 218.32(1), or s. 
218.38, the Legislative Auditing Committee may schedule a hearing to 
determine if the entity should be subject to further state action. If the 
committee determines that the entity should be subject to further state 
action, the committee shall:  
    (a) In the case of a local governmental entity or district school board, 
direct the Department of Revenue and the Department of Financial 
Services to withhold any funds not pledged for bond debt service 
satisfaction which are payable to such entity until the entity complies with 
the law. The committee shall specify the date such action shall begin, and 
the directive must be received by the Department of Revenue and the 
Department of Financial Services 30 days before the date of the 
distribution mandated by law. The Department of Revenue and the 
Department of Financial Services may implement the provisions of this 
paragraph. 
    (b) In the case of a special district, notify the Department of Economic 
Opportunity that the special district has failed to comply with the law. 
Upon receipt of notification, the Department of Economic Opportunity shall 
proceed pursuant to s. 189.4044 or s. 189.421. 
    (c) In the case of a charter school or charter technical career center, 
notify the appropriate sponsoring entity, which may terminate the charter 
pursuant to ss. 1002.33 and 1002.34. 
 



 
189.4044 Special procedures for inactive districts.—  
 
    (1) The department shall declare inactive any special district in this 
state by documenting that:  
    (a) The special district meets one of the following criteria:  
    1. The registered agent of the district, the chair of the governing body 
of the district, or the governing body of the appropriate local general-
purpose government notifies the department in writing that the district 
has taken no action for 2 or more years; 
    2. Following an inquiry from the department, the registered agent of 
the district, the chair of the governing body of the district, or the 
governing body of the appropriate local general-purpose government 
notifies the department in writing that the district has not had a governing 
board or a sufficient number of governing board members to constitute a 
quorum for 2 or more years or the registered agent of the district, the 
chair of the governing body of the district, or the governing body of the 
appropriate local general-purpose government fails to respond to the 
department’s inquiry within 21 days; 
    3. The department determines, pursuant to s. 189.421, that the 
district has failed to file any of the reports listed in s. 189.419; or 
    4. The district has not had a registered office and agent on file with 
the department for 1 or more years. 
    (b) The department, special district, or local general-purpose 
government published a notice of proposed declaration of inactive status 
in a newspaper of general circulation in the county or municipality in 
which the territory of the special district is located and sent a copy of such 
notice by certified mail to the registered agent or chair of the board, if 
any. Such notice must include the name of the special district, the law 
under which it was organized and operating, a general description of the 
territory included in the special district, and a statement that any 
objections must be filed pursuant to chapter 120 within 21 days after the 
publication date; and 
    (c) Twenty-one days have elapsed from the publication date of the 
notice of proposed declaration of inactive status and no administrative 
appeals were filed. 
    (2) If any special district is declared inactive pursuant to this section, 
the property or assets of the special district are subject to legal process 
for payment of any debts of the district. After the payment of all the debts 
of said inactive special district, the remainder of its property or assets 
shall escheat to the county or municipality wherein located. If, however, it 
shall be necessary, in order to pay any such debt, to levy any tax or taxes 
on the property in the territory or limits of the inactive special district, the 
same may be assessed and levied by order of the local general-purpose 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0189/Sections/0189.421.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0189/Sections/0189.419.html
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government wherein the same is situated and shall be assessed by the 
county property appraiser and collected by the county tax collector. 
    (3) In the case of a district created by special act of the Legislature, 
the department shall send a notice of declaration of inactive status to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President of the Senate. 
The notice of declaration of inactive status shall reference each known 
special act creating or amending the charter of any special district 
declared to be inactive under this section. The declaration of inactive 
status shall be sufficient notice as required by s. 10, Art. III of the State 
Constitution to authorize the Legislature to repeal any special laws so 
reported. In the case of a district created by one or more local general-
purpose governments, the department shall send a notice of declaration of 
inactive status to the chair of the governing body of each local general-
purpose government that created the district. In the case of a district 
created by interlocal agreement, the department shall send a notice of 
declaration of inactive status to the chair of the governing body of each 
local general-purpose government which entered into the interlocal 
agreement. 
    (4) The entity that created a special district declared inactive under 
this section must dissolve the special district by repealing its enabling laws 
or by other appropriate means. 
History.—s. 10, ch. 89-169; s. 10, ch. 97-255; s. 143, ch. 2001-266; s. 17, ch. 2004-305; s. 12, 
ch. 2011-144. 
 



 
189.421 Failure of district to disclose financial reports.—  
 
    (1)(a) If notified pursuant to s. 189.419(1), (4), or (5), the 
department shall attempt to assist a special district in complying with its 
financial reporting requirements by sending a certified letter to the special 
district, and, if the special district is dependent, sending a copy of that 
letter to the chair of the local governing authority. The letter must include 
a description of the required report, including statutory submission 
deadlines, a contact telephone number for technical assistance to help the 
special district comply, a 60-day deadline for filing the required report 
with the appropriate entity, the address where the report must be filed, 
and an explanation of the penalties for noncompliance. 
    (b) A special district that is unable to meet the 60-day reporting 
deadline must provide written notice to the department before the 
expiration of the deadline stating the reason the special district is unable 
to comply with the deadline, the steps the special district is taking to 
prevent the noncompliance from reoccurring, and the estimated date that 
the special district will file the report with the appropriate agency. The 
district’s written response does not constitute an extension by the 
department; however, the department shall forward the written response 
to:  
    1. If the written response refers to the reports required under s. 
218.32 or s. 218.39, the Legislative Auditing Committee for its 
consideration in determining whether the special district should be subject 
to further state action in accordance with 1s. 11.40(5)(b). 
    2. If the written response refers to the reports or information 
requirements listed in s. 189.419(1), the local general-purpose 
government or governments for their consideration in determining 
whether the oversight review process set forth in s. 189.428 should be 
undertaken. 
    3. If the written response refers to the reports or information required 
under s. 112.63, the Department of Management Services for its 
consideration in determining whether the special district should be subject 
to further state action in accordance with s. 112.63(4)(d)2. 
    (2) Failure of a special district to comply with the actuarial and 
financial reporting requirements under s. 112.63, s. 218.32, or s. 218.39 
after the procedures of subsection (1) are exhausted shall be deemed final 
action of the special district. The actuarial and financial reporting 
requirements are declared to be essential requirements of law. Remedy 
for noncompliance shall be by writ of certiorari as set forth in subsection 
(4). 
  

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0189/Sections/0189.419.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.32.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.39.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0000-0099/0011/Sections/0011.40.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0189/Sections/0189.419.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0189/Sections/0189.428.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0112/Sections/0112.63.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0112/Sections/0112.63.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0100-0199/0112/Sections/0112.63.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.32.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0200-0299/0218/Sections/0218.39.html
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    (3) Pursuant to s. 11.40(2)(b), the Legislative Auditing Committee 
shall notify the department of those districts that fail to file the required 
reports. If the procedures described in subsection (1) have not yet been 
initiated, the department shall initiate such procedures upon receiving the 
notice from the Legislative Auditing Committee. Otherwise, within 60 days 
after receiving such notice, or within 60 days after the expiration of the 
60-day deadline provided in subsection (1), whichever occurs later, the 
department, notwithstanding the provisions of chapter 120, shall file a 
petition for writ of certiorari with the circuit court. Venue for all actions 
pursuant to this subsection is in Leon County. The court shall award the 
prevailing party attorney’s fees and costs unless affirmatively waived by 
all parties. A writ of certiorari shall be issued unless a respondent 
establishes that the notification of the Legislative Auditing Committee was 
issued as a result of material error. Proceedings under this subsection are 
otherwise governed by the Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
    (4) Pursuant to s. 112.63(4)(d)2., the Department of Management 
Services may notify the department of those special districts that have 
failed to file the required adjustments, additional information, or report or 
statement after the procedures of subsection (1) have been exhausted. 
Within 60 days after receiving such notice or within 60 days after the 60-
day deadline provided in subsection (1), whichever occurs later, the 
department, notwithstanding chapter 120, shall file a petition for writ of 
certiorari with the circuit court. Venue for all actions pursuant to this 
subsection is in Leon County. The court shall award the prevailing party 
attorney’s fees and costs unless affirmatively waived by all parties. A writ 
of certiorari shall be issued unless a respondent establishes that the 
notification of the Department of Management Services was issued as a 
result of material error. Proceedings under this subsection are otherwise 
governed by the Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
History.—s. 10, ch. 79-183; s. 79, ch. 81-259; s. 27, ch. 89-169; s. 80, ch. 92-279; s. 55, ch. 92-
326; s. 961, ch. 95-147; s. 32, ch. 96-410; s. 20, ch. 97-255; s. 21, ch. 2004-305; s. 23, ch. 
2011-34; s. 16, ch. 2011-144. 
1Note.—Redesignated as s. 11.40(2)(b) by s. 12, ch. 2011-34. 
Note.—Former s. 189.008. 
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218.32 Annual financial reports; local governmental entities.—  
 
    (1)(a) Each local governmental entity that is determined to be a 
reporting entity, as defined by generally accepted accounting principles, 
and each independent special district as defined in s. 189.403, shall 
submit to the department a copy of its annual financial report for the 
previous fiscal year in a format prescribed by the department. The annual 
financial report must include a list of each local governmental entity 
included in the report and each local governmental entity that failed to 
provide financial information as required by paragraph (b). The chair of 
the governing body and the chief financial officer of each local 
governmental entity shall sign the annual financial report submitted 
pursuant to this subsection attesting to the accuracy of the information 
included in the report. The county annual financial report must be a single 
document that covers each county agency. 
    (b) Each component unit, as defined by generally accepted accounting 
principles, of a local governmental entity shall provide the local 
governmental entity, within a reasonable time period as established by 
the local governmental entity, with financial information necessary to 
comply with the reporting requirements contained in this section. 
    (c) Each regional planning council created under s. 186.504, each 
local government finance commission, board, or council, and each 
municipal power corporation created as a separate legal or administrative 
entity by interlocal agreement under s. 163.01(7) shall submit to the 
department a copy of its audit report and an annual financial report for 
the previous fiscal year in a format prescribed by the department. 
    (d) Each local governmental entity that is required to provide for an 
audit under s. 218.39(1) must submit a copy of the audit report and 
annual financial report to the department within 45 days after the 
completion of the audit report but no later than 9 months after the end of 
the fiscal year. 
    (e) Each local governmental entity that is not required to provide for 
an audit under s. 218.39 must submit the annual financial report to the 
department no later than 9 months after the end of the fiscal year. The 
department shall consult with the Auditor General in the development of 
the format of annual financial reports submitted pursuant to this 
paragraph. The format must include balance sheet information used by 
the Auditor General pursuant to s. 11.45(7)(f). The department must 
forward the financial information contained within the annual financial 
reports to the Auditor General in electronic form. This paragraph does not 
apply to housing authorities created under chapter 421. 
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    (f) If the department does not receive a completed annual financial 
report from a local governmental entity within the required period, it shall 
notify the Legislative Auditing Committee and the Special District 
Information Program of the Department of 1Economic Opportunity of the 
entity’s failure to comply with the reporting requirements. 
    (g) Each local governmental entity’s website must provide a link to 
the department’s website to view the entity’s annual financial report 
submitted to the department pursuant to this section. If the local 
governmental entity does not have an official website, the county 
government’s website must provide the required link for the local 
governmental entity. 
    (2) The department shall annually by December 1 file a verified report 
with the Governor, the Legislature, the Auditor General, and the Special 
District Information Program of the Department of Economic Opportunity 
showing the revenues, both locally derived and derived from 
intergovernmental transfers, and the expenditures of each local 
governmental entity, regional planning council, local government finance 
commission, and municipal power corporation that is required to submit 
an annual financial report. The report must include, but is not limited to:  
    (a) The total revenues and expenditures of each local governmental 
entity that is a component unit included in the annual financial report of 
the reporting entity. 
    (b) The amount of outstanding long-term debt by each local 
governmental entity. For purposes of this paragraph, the term “long-term 
debt” means any agreement or series of agreements to pay money, 
which, at inception, contemplate terms of payment exceeding 1 year in 
duration. 
    (3) The department shall notify the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of any municipality that has not 
reported any financial activity for the last 4 fiscal years. Such notice must 
be sufficient to initiate dissolution procedures as described in s. 
165.051(1)(a). Any special law authorizing the incorporation or creation of 
the municipality must be included within the notification. 
History.—s. 2, ch. 73-349; s. 15, ch. 77-165; s. 46, ch. 79-164; s. 5, ch. 79-183; s. 4, ch. 79-589; 
s. 42, ch. 80-274; s. 18, ch. 81-167; s. 16, ch. 83-55; s. 2, ch. 83-106; s. 43, ch. 89-169; s. 55, 
ch. 91-45; s. 93, ch. 92-152; s. 90, ch. 92-279; s. 55, ch. 92-326; s. 36, ch. 94-249; s. 18, ch. 
96-324; s. 8, ch. 2000-152; s. 5, ch. 2000-264; s. 62, ch. 2001-266; s. 26, ch. 2004-305; s. 25, 
ch. 2011-34; s. 85, ch. 2011-142; s. 18, ch. 2011-144. 
1Note.—The reference to the Department of Economic Opportunity was substituted for a reference 
to the Department of Community Affairs by the editors. Section 65, ch. 2011-142, transferred the 
Special District Information Program to the Department of Economic Opportunity from the 
Department of Community Affairs. 
 



 
218.39 Annual financial audit reports.—  
 
    (1) If, by the first day in any fiscal year, a local governmental entity, 
district school board, charter school, or charter technical career center has 
not been notified that a financial audit for that fiscal year will be 
performed by the Auditor General, each of the following entities shall have 
an annual financial audit of its accounts and records completed within 9 
months after the end of its fiscal year by an independent certified public 
accountant retained by it and paid from its public funds:  
    (a) Each county. 
    (b) Any municipality with revenues or the total of expenditures and 
expenses in excess of $250,000, as reported on the fund financial 
statements. 
    (c) Any special district with revenues or the total of expenditures and 
expenses in excess of $100,000, as reported on the fund financial 
statements. 
    (d) Each district school board. 
    (e) Each charter school established under s. 1002.33. 
    (f) Each charter technical center established under s. 1002.34. 
    (g) Each municipality with revenues or the total of expenditures and 
expenses between $100,000 and $250,000, as reported on the fund 
financial statements, which has not been subject to a financial audit 
pursuant to this subsection for the 2 preceding fiscal years. 
    (h) Each special district with revenues or the total of expenditures and 
expenses between $50,000 and $100,000, as reported on the fund 
financial statement, which has not been subject to a financial audit 
pursuant to this subsection for the 2 preceding fiscal years. 
    (2) The county audit report must be a single document that includes a 
financial audit of the county as a whole and, for each county agency other 
than a board of county commissioners, an audit of its financial accounts 
and records, including reports on compliance and internal control, 
management letters, and financial statements as required by rules 
adopted by the Auditor General. In addition, if a board of county 
commissioners elects to have a separate audit of its financial accounts and 
records in the manner required by rules adopted by the Auditor General 
for other county agencies, the separate audit must be included in the 
county audit report. 
    (3)(a) A dependent special district may provide for an annual financial 
audit by being included in the audit of the local governmental entity upon 
which it is dependent. An independent special district may not make 
provision for an annual financial audit by being included in the audit of 
another local governmental entity. 
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    (b) A special district that is a component unit, as defined by generally 
accepted accounting principles, of a local governmental entity shall 
provide the local governmental entity, within a reasonable time period as 
established by the local governmental entity, with financial information 
necessary to comply with this section. The failure of a component unit to 
provide this financial information must be noted in the annual financial 
audit report of the local governmental entity. 
    (4) A management letter shall be prepared and included as a part of 
each financial audit report. 
    (5) At the conclusion of the audit, the auditor shall discuss with the 
chair of the governing body of the local governmental entity or the chair’s 
designee, the elected official of each county agency or the elected official’s 
designee, the chair of the district school board or the chair’s designee, the 
chair of the board of the charter school or the chair’s designee, or the 
chair of the board of the charter technical career center or the chair’s 
designee, as appropriate, all of the auditor’s comments that will be 
included in the audit report. If the officer is not available to discuss the 
auditor’s comments, their discussion is presumed when the comments are 
delivered in writing to his or her office. The auditor shall notify each 
member of the governing body of a local governmental entity, district 
school board, charter school, or charter technical career center for which 
deteriorating financial conditions exist that may cause a condition 
described in s. 218.503(1) to occur if actions are not taken to address 
such conditions. 
    (6) The officer’s written statement of explanation or rebuttal 
concerning the auditor’s findings, including corrective action to be taken, 
must be filed with the governing body of the local governmental entity, 
district school board, charter school, or charter technical career center 
within 30 days after the delivery of the auditor’s findings. 
    (7) All audits conducted pursuant to this section must be conducted in 
accordance with the rules of the Auditor General adopted pursuant to s. 
11.45. Upon completion of the audit, the auditor shall prepare an audit 
report in accordance with the rules of the Auditor General. The audit 
report shall be filed with the Auditor General within 45 days after delivery 
of the audit report to the governing body of the audited entity, but no 
later than 9 months after the end of the audited entity’s fiscal year. The 
audit report must include a written statement describing corrective actions 
to be taken in response to each of the auditor’s recommendations included 
in the audit report. 
    (8) The Auditor General shall notify the Legislative Auditing 
Committee of any audit report prepared pursuant to this section which 
indicates that an audited entity has failed to take full corrective action in 
response to a recommendation that was included in the two preceding 
financial audit reports.  
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    (a) The committee may direct the governing body of the audited 
entity to provide a written statement to the committee explaining why full 
corrective action has not been taken or, if the governing body intends to 
take full corrective action, describing the corrective action to be taken and 
when it will occur. 
    (b) If the committee determines that the written statement is not 
sufficient, it may require the chair of the governing body of the local 
governmental entity or the chair’s designee, the elected official of each 
county agency or the elected official’s designee, the chair of the district 
school board or the chair’s designee, the chair of the board of the charter 
school or the chair’s designee, or the chair of the board of the charter 
technical career center or the chair’s designee, as appropriate, to appear 
before the committee. 
    (c) If the committee determines that an audited entity has failed to 
take full corrective action for which there is no justifiable reason for not 
taking such action, or has failed to comply with committee requests made 
pursuant to this section, the committee may proceed in accordance with 
1s. 11.40(5). 
     (9) The predecessor auditor of a district school board shall provide 
the Auditor General access to the prior year’s working papers in 
accordance with the Statements on Auditing Standards, including 
documentation of planning, internal control, audit results, and other 
matters of continuing accounting and auditing significance, such as the 
working paper analysis of balance sheet accounts and those relating to 
contingencies. 
    (10) Each charter school and charter technical career center must file 
a copy of its audit report with the sponsoring entity; the local district 
school board, if not the sponsoring entity; the Auditor General; and with 
the Department of Education. 
    (11) This section does not apply to housing authorities created under 
chapter 421. 
    (12) Notwithstanding the provisions of any local law, the provisions of 
this section shall govern. 
History.—s. 65, ch. 2001-266; s. 924, ch. 2002-387; s. 28, ch. 2004-305; s. 2, ch. 2006-190; s. 2, 
ch. 2009-214; s. 20, ch. 2011-144. 
1Note.—Redesignated as s. 11.40(2) by s. 12, ch. 2011-34. 
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24.123 Annual audit of financial records and reports.—
(1) The Legislative Auditing Committee shall contract with a certified public accountant licensed pursuant 

to chapter 473 for an annual financial audit of the department. The certified public accountant shall have no 
financial interest in any vendor with whom the department is under contract. The certified public accountant 
shall present an audit report no later than 7 months after the end of the fiscal year and shall make 
recommendations to enhance the earning capability of the state lottery and to improve the efficiency of 
department operations. The certified public accountant shall also perform a study and evaluation of internal 
accounting controls and shall express an opinion on those controls in effect during the audit period. The cost of 
the annual financial audit shall be paid by the department. 

(2) The Auditor General may at any time conduct an audit of any phase of the operations of the state 

lottery and shall receive a copy of the yearly independent financial audit and any security report prepared 
pursuant to s. 24.108. 

(3) A copy of any audit performed pursuant to this section shall be submitted to the secretary, the 

Governor, the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and members of the 
Legislative Auditing Committee. 

History.—s. 23, ch. 87-65; s. 4, ch. 2001-89. 

                     F.S. 24.123 

11/28/2011http://searchandbrowse.leg.fla.int/nxt/gateway.dll/Statutes/2011%20Stat/FS2011/chapters...
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AGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE ADMINISTRATION
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DETECTION SYSTEMS
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Audit Requirement

Auditor General Reports - Medicaid Fraud and Abuse Prevention and Detection Systems 2

Audit Requirement
Chapter 2010-144, Laws of Florida, requires the Auditor General
and OPPAGA review and evaluate the Agency for Health Careand OPPAGA review and evaluate the Agency for Health Care
Administration’s (Agency) Medicaid fraud and abuse prevention and
detection systems.

R t N 2012 021 f d t l ithi th Fl id• Report No. 2012-021 focused on controls within the Florida
Medicaid Management Information System (FMMIS) related to
the prevention and detection of improper Medicaid payments

d th h th f f i t t t f idmade through the fee-for-service payment structure for providers.
• Report No. 2012-035 focused on identifying opportunities for

improvement of the Agency’s processes for the prevention andp g y p p
detection of improper payments to facilities, including those that
may be attributable to the fraudulent preparation of Medicaid cost
reports.p

• OPPAGA efforts were focused on managed care payments.
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 Table 1 
 Medicaid Payments  By Service Type  Medicaid Payments, By Service Type 

2009-10 Fiscal Year 

Medicaid Service Type Payment Amount 
Percentage of 

Total Medicaid Service Type Payment Amount Total 

Fee-For-Service Payments     

Cost-Based Reimbursement Type Facilities 
(Hospitals  Nursing Homes  Intermediate (Hospitals, Nursing Homes, Intermediate 
Care Facilities for the Developmentally 
Disabled)  $ 9,749,349,110 53.96% 

Other Facility Types (Hospices, County 
H l h D  F d ll  Q lifi d Health Departments, Federally Qualified 
Health Centers, Rural Health Clinics, etc.) 646,477,808 3.58% 

Providers other than Facilities 4,396,982,574 24.34% 

T l F F S i  P     Total Fee-For-Service Payments 14,792,809,492  81.88% 

Managed Care Payments                   3,274,632,829  18.12% 

Total Payments  $18,067,442,321  100.00% 



A dit G l R tAuditor General Report 
No 2012-021No. 2012-021

AGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE ADMINISTRATIONAGENCY FOR HEALTH CARE ADMINISTRATION
FMMIS  CONTROLS AND THE PREVENTION OF

IMPROPER MEDICAID PAYMENTSIMPROPER MEDICAID PAYMENTS



Fee for Service Payment Structure
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Fee for Service Payment Structure
• In the fee-for-service payment structure, Medicaid service p y ,

providers must be approved and enrolled in the Medicaid 
Program.  Once the service has been performed, the 
provider is to submit claims for monetary compensationprovider is to submit claims for monetary compensation.  
These claims are generally in electronic format and are 
submitted through the FMMIS, which is administered by a 
ffiscal agent.



Findings and Recommendations – FMMIS Controls –

FMMIS Controls – Payments to Providers Other Than Facilities Auditor General Report No. 2012-021 6

g
Payments to Providers other than Facilities

FMMIS allows the use of electronic edits and audits to ensure that 
each submitted claim is from a valid Medicaid provider, for a valid 
recipient and for a valid Medicaid service that does not exceed 
Medicaid Program limitations. 

• 50 million claims, most of which are not subject to manual preaudit
or prepayment review.

• Edits and audits are first line of defense• Edits and audits are first line of defense.

• More cost beneficial to prevent improper payments than to chase 
improper payments.

As summarized in our findings, our audit found that processes that would 
reasonably ensure the timely implementation of edits and audits had not 
been established by the Agency.



Payments to Providers other than Facilities
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Payments to Providers other than Facilities

• Improper payment is any payment that should not have p p p y y p y
been made or that was made in an incorrect amount 
(including overpayments and underpayments) under 
statutory contractual administrative or other legallystatutory, contractual, administrative, or other legally 
applicable requirements.

• By reducing improper payments, the State can reduce 
fraud and abuse.
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Finding No. 1 – Risk Assessment

The Agency’s ineffective risk assessmentThe Agency s ineffective risk assessment 
processes contributed to the disbursement of 
improper payments.
• Risk assessment process provides for the identification and 

analysis of risks and a determination as to how to effectively 
manage them through the implementation of mitigating internalmanage them through the implementation of mitigating internal 
controls.

• Risk assessment that addresses which edits and audits are 
necessary to cost-effectively safeguard State and Federal funds isnecessary to cost-effectively safeguard State and Federal funds is 
an essential component of the Agency’s internal controls.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency review its internal g y

controls, including its risk assessment processes, as 
related to the prevention of improper payments for 
Medicaid services and implement effective controlsMedicaid services, and implement effective controls 
designed to ensure that improper payments are 
minimized to the greatest extent possible.



Finding No. 2 –
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g
Payment for Medicaid Services

A comprehensi e re ie of proced re codes andA comprehensive review of procedure codes and 
applicable audits had not been performed for all 
service types within the last several yearsservice types within the last several years.  
• A review of 10 Medicaid Service types and applicable FMMIS audits 

disclosed that for 7, FMMIS audits were deficient.
F 6 f h 7 l i id i f M di id i• For 6 of the 7, claims were paid in excess of Medicaid service 
limitations.  For these 6 service types our tests disclosed payment 
errors totaling over $17 million made to durable medical equipment 
and other service providersand other service providers. 

• Tests disclosed patterns in some payments that were indicative of 
fraud.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency continue its review of Medicaid 

i d li bl dit d dit t th t FMMISservices and applicable edits and audits to ensure that FMMIS 
contains all controls necessary to prevent payment of claims 
for services in excess of policy limitations.  This review should 
extend to all Medicaid services.  The Agency should give this g y g
project a high priority considering the likelihood that 
overpayments have and will be made until project completion.  
After project completion, the Agency should attempt to recover 
overpayments that were made in excess of program limitationsoverpayments that were made in excess of program limitations.

• We also recommend that the Agency implement procedures to 
ensure that whenever an existing policy is modified or a new 
policy is added, all applicable edits and audits are reviewed topolicy is added, all applicable edits and audits are reviewed to 
determine whether programming changes are needed.  
Additionally, procedures should be implemented to provide for 
the periodic review of edits and audits for each service type to 
ensure that all cost effective edits and audits are in place andensure that all cost-effective edits and audits are in place and 
programmed for the correct policy.



Finding No. 3 –
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Medicare Outpatient Crossover Claims
FMMIS was not programmed to ensure the properFMMIS was not programmed to ensure the proper 
payment of outpatient crossover claims.  Our review of 
286 claims disclosed that 182, or 64 percent, had been 
paid amounts in excess of authorized amounts.paid amounts in excess of authorized amounts.  
• 141 claims had already been paid by Medicare in an amount that 

exceeded what Medicaid would have paid, if sole payer.
• 25 claims had Medicare and Medicaid payments combined that• 25 claims had Medicare and Medicaid payments combined that 

exceeded what would have been due if Medicaid was sole payer.
• 16 claims had insufficient detail to determine what Medicaid’s 

payment would have been if Medicaid was sole payer and shouldpayment would have been if Medicaid was sole payer and should 
have been denied.

When the errors are projected to the total of amounts paid during the 
three fiscal years tested (2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10) the total y ( , , )
overpayments exceeded $117 million.



Recommendation

FMMIS Controls – Payments to Providers Other Than Facilities Auditor General Report No. 2012-021 13

Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency ensure that FMMIS is g y

programmed with the correct methodology for the 
payment of outpatient crossover claims.  Appropriate 
priority should be given to these programming changespriority should be given to these programming changes 
considering the likelihood that overpayments will continue 
until the changes have been implemented.  We also 
recommend the Agency review outpatient crossover 
claims and initiate recovery efforts for any payments 
made that were not consistent with Florida law.
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g
Medicare Professional Crossover Claims

• FMMIS was not programmed to correctly 
calculate the amounts due for some professional 
Medicare crossover claims Our audit testMedicare crossover claims.  Our audit test 
disclosed overpayments of approximately $14 
million.million.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency correct the payment 

methodology used by FMMIS to pay professional Part B 
Medicare crossover claims.  Any programming changes 
should be given an appropriate priority considering theshould be given an appropriate priority considering the 
likelihood that overpayments will continue to occur until 
the changes have been implemented.  We also 
recommend the Agency review professional crossoverrecommend the Agency review professional crossover 
claims and initiate recovery efforts for any payments 
made that were not consistent with Medicaid policy or 
Florida law.
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Finding No. 5 
Crossover Claims and Medicaid 

Assistance CategoryAssistance Category
• Medicare crossover claims were paid on behalf 
of recipients without consideration of whether theof recipients without consideration of whether the 
recipient was eligible for the assistance.  Related 
overpayments disclosed by our audit test totaledoverpayments disclosed by our audit test totaled 
approximately $26 million.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency ensure that MedicareWe recommend that the Agency ensure that Medicare 

crossover claims are calculated and paid with 
consideration of the recipient’s assistance category.  Any 
programming changes required to FMMIS should beprogramming changes required to FMMIS should be 
given a high priority due to the likelihood that 
overpayments will continue until the changes have been 
implemented.  

• We also recommend the Agency review crossover claims 
and initiate recovery efforts for any payments made onand initiate recovery efforts for any payments made on 
behalf of recipients who were not eligible for Medicaid 
payment of coinsurance and deductible amounts.
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g
Timeliness of FMMIS Programming Changes

• Without timely incorporation of edits and audits programmed 
for current policy, it is likely that improper payments will be 
made.
B f M di id S i ibl f id tif i• Bureau of Medicaid Services was responsible for identifying 
Medicaid Program changes and requesting changes to edits 
and audits be established in FMMIS.  Once documented, the 
Bureau of Medicaid Contract Management was responsible forBureau of Medicaid Contract Management was responsible for 
ensuring that the changes were effectively prioritized, 
programmed and implemented in a timely manner.

• During the period July 1, 2009, through September 30, 2010, g p y , , g p , ,
748 change orders related to edits or audits were initiated and 
implemented.  

• Our review of 28 FMMIS change orders disclosed that 21 were g
not timely implemented.  The range was 20 to 2,542 days and 
averaged 541 days.
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Recommendation
• We recommend the Agency strengthen procedures to g y g p

ensure that Medicaid policy changes are identified and 
any FMMIS programming changes required are timely 
communicated to Medicaid Contract Management forcommunicated to Medicaid Contract Management for 
timely implementation in FMMIS.
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g
Medicaid Program Integrity 

• The Bureau of Medicaid Program Integrity (MPI) is responsible 
f i ti th A i ti d d t ti f d l tfor assisting the Agency in preventing and detecting fraudulent 
and abusive behavior on the part of recipients and providers.  
To assist in the identification, MPI conducts audits and 
investigations that may employ computer-based data analysis, g y p y p y ,
sampling or other appropriate methods. 

• MPI may identify instances in which a new edit or audit in 
FMMIS may be needed or an existing audit may need y g y
modification.  MPI should direct its recommendation to the 
Agency Secretary and thereafter monitor implementation.

• MPI did not direct its recommendations to the Agency’s 
S t th th b itt d t M di id S iSecretary, rather they were submitted to Medicaid Services.  
For 58 recommendations made over three fiscal years, MPI 
was unable to determine which were actually forwarded to 
Medicaid Services and which were implemented.Medicaid Services and which were implemented.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency strengthen its procedures g y g p

for tracking MPI recommendations.  These procedures 
should include:
• Submission of recommendations to both the Agency Secretary and g y y

Medicaid Services for consideration.
• A requirement that edit or policy recommendations submitted 

include annual projected cost savings, if subject to reasonable 
ti tiestimation.

• Provisions for more accurate tracking of recommendations, 
including dates and final disposition of the recommendation.
To assist the Agency in consideration of the recommendation a• To assist the Agency in consideration of the recommendation, a 
requirement that Medicaid Services provide a formal response 
within a specified timeframe concerning its views regarding the 
recommendation.  If the recommendation will not be implemented, p
the reason(s) for the rejection should be included in the response.
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g
Provider Enrollment

• In order to be enrolled in and receive payments from Medicaid Florida law• In order to be enrolled in and receive payments from Medicaid, Florida law 
requires that providers have a valid professional license and that the license 
be maintained in good standing.  

• During the 2009-10 FY, Florida Medicaid had over 70,000 enrolled providers.
Department of Health (DOH) notification of licensure actions is provided• Department of Health (DOH) notification of licensure actions is provided 
though the mailing of a final order to the Agency.  In addition the Agency 
receives daily an electronic file showing the status of all individuals licensed 
by DOH that may be used to automate the process associated with 
monitoring the license status of enrolled providers.  However this file is not g p
loaded into FMMIS and electronically compared to existing providers to 
determine whether any providers have had a license change that should 
preclude Medicaid participation.

• The Agency also screens new providers against the Federal Government’s 
f / ( ) fList of Excluded Individuals/Entities (LEIE) to verify that the providers have 

not been excluded from participation by the Federal Government.  This list is 
also available in a downloadable database.  The Agency had not developed a 
process by which the database could be loaded into FMMIS and 
automatically compared to currently enrolled providersautomatically compared to currently enrolled providers.

• The Agency has also not advised providers to screen their employees against 
the LEIE as required by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services.



Recommendation

FMMIS Controls – Payments to Providers Other Than Facilities Auditor General Report No. 2012-021 23

Recommendation
We recommend the Agency implement automated g y p
processes by which electronic files of license information 
and the LEIE can be uploaded into FMMIS and compared 
against currently enrolled Medicaid Providers We alsoagainst currently enrolled Medicaid Providers.  We also 
recommend the Agency modify the provider agreement to 
inform providers of their obligation to screen their 
employees against the LEIE and to explicitly require 
providers to agree to comply with this obligation as a 
condition of participation.p p
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g
Fiscal Agent Oversight

• In order to monitor fiscal agent performance, each month the Medicaid g p
fiscal agent, HP Enterprise Services (HPES), is scored on 90 
performance measures, organized into nine separate reporting areas.

• Each month a report card is prepared for each of the nine separate 
reporting areas. For each of the nine report cards, HPES can bereporting areas.  For each of the nine report cards, HPES can be 
assessed a penalty of $5,000 for scoring below a 77 and $10,000 for 
scoring below a 70. 

• Upon reviewing the scoring methodology, we noted that while many of 
the performance measures could receive a score of 100 the lowestthe performance measures could receive a score of 100, the lowest 
score that could be recorded for 84 of 90 performance measures was 
65.  By setting 65 as the lowest score possible, the effect of averaging a 
65 into the report card’s final score rather than a lower score, should it 
be warranted is to artificially inflate the report card’s overall score andbe warranted, is to artificially inflate the report card s overall score and 
allow the avoidance of monetary penalties.

• Additionally, the contract between the Agency and HPES provided for 
the assessment of monetary penalties that were relatively small in 
amountamount.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency take steps necessary to g y p y

revise its scoring methodology to subject each 
performance measure to a monetary penalty or allow 
scores of less that 65 should they be warranted We alsoscores of less that 65 should they be warranted.  We also 
recommend that the Agency amend the contract with the 
fiscal agent to provide for an escalation of monetary 

f f fpenalties for a continued failure to achieve satisfactory 
levels of performance.  The escalation of penalties should 
increase to an amount that encourages the contractor to g
timely correct performance deficiencies.
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Background
• Medicaid Program compensation paid to providers, such g p p p ,

as hospitals, nursing homes, and intermediate care 
facilities for the developmentally disabled (ICF-DDs) was 
based upon per diem reimbursement rates calculated bybased upon per diem reimbursement rates calculated by 
the Agency using data included in cost reports submitted 
by each of the applicable facilities.  
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Table 1 
Medicaid Program 
Cost Report-Based  

Payments to Facilities Payments to Facilities 

2009-10 Fiscal Year  

N b  f 
Provider Type Medicaid Payments 

Number of 
Facilities 

Hospital $5,851,114,834 241 Hospital $5,851,114,834 241 

Nursing Home 3,557,020,050 733 

ICF-DD 341,214,226 101 ICF DD 341,214,226 101 

     Total $9,749,349,110    
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Background
• The Medicaid State Plan includes for hospitals, nursing homes, and 

ICF DD i b i i h li ll bl hICF-DDs reimbursement provisions that list allowable costs that may 
be claimed in annual cost reports and that specify timeframes within 
which the facilities must submit their reports to the Agency.  Federal 
regulations require that the Agency provide for the periodic audits ofregulations require that the Agency provide for the periodic audits of 
facility financial and statistical records such as annual cost reports 
and supporting facility documentation.

• Objective of the audits is to provide reasonable assurance that the j p
reports are accurately prepared and that the costs and other data 
reported comply with the governing reimbursement plan requirements 
and other agency instructions.

• Florida law provides authority to the Agency to suspend or terminate a 
medical provider’s participation in Medicaid or to impose monetary 
sanctions against the provider for a variety of offenses, including the 
submission of a cost report to the Agency that contains materiallysubmission of a cost report to the Agency that contains materially 
false or incorrect information.
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Background
• The Agency contracted with independent certified public g y p p

accounting (CPA) firms to perform on-site nursing home 
and ICF-DD cost report audits and the Agency contracted 
with First Coast Service Options (FCSO) Inc to performwith First Coast Service Options (FCSO), Inc., to perform 
hospital cost report audits.  

• During the 2009-10 State fiscal year, the Agency paid CPA 
firms approximately $1.2 million to perform nursing home 
and ICF-DD cost report audits and FCSO approximately 
$1 8 million to perform hospital cost report audits$1.8 million to perform hospital cost report audits.
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g
Facility Cost Reports

• In the 2007 and 2008 Health Care Fraud and Abuse Control Program 
Annual Reports the United States Department of Health and HumanAnnual Reports, the United States Department of Health and Human 
Services (USDHHS) and the Department of Justice have included 
descriptions of provider settlements totaling millions of dollars in 
cases involving cost report fraud in a similarly administered program, 
the Medicare Program The USDHHS Office of the Inspectorthe Medicare Program.  The USDHHS, Office of the Inspector 
General, has also issued a Special Fraud Alert that addresses cost 
report fraud. 

• The Florida Agency for Health Care Administration was able to g y
identify only one instance in which a Florida hospital, nursing home, 
or ICF-DD had ever been referred by the Agency for further 
investigation of fraudulent Medicaid cost reporting.  MPI staff 
indicated that MPI did not investigate cost report fraud. g p

• Our audit of the controls over the cost report audit and review process 
disclosed several issues that should be corrected to strengthen the 
Agency’s ability to prevent and timely detect improper payments, 
including those that may be caused by fraudincluding those that may be caused by fraud.
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g
Cost Report Audit Coverage

The Agenc did not select for a dit facilit cost• The Agency did not select for audit facility cost 
reports at a frequency sufficient to reasonably 
ensure that improper payments were not made toensure that improper payments were not made to 
facilities due to overstated or inaccurate cost 
reports.p

• The Agency also generally did not request audits 
of succeeding periods for nursing home or ICF-
DD providers, including those whose cost report 
audits had resulted in rate decreases after 

ti f tcorrection of report errors.



Recommendation

Facility Cost Reports – Auditor General Report No. 2012-035 34

Recommendation
• The Agency should develop policies specifying the g y p p p y g

frequency with which each facility’s cost report shall be 
audited.  The policy should include provisions requiring 
the scheduling of follow up audits for those facilitiesthe scheduling of follow-up audits for those facilities 
whose previous cost reports have contained significant 
error and the imposition of sanctions when errors in the 
costs reported are knowingly repeated by the provider in 
subsequent cost reports.
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g
Cost Report Audit Timeliness

The Agency did not release cost reports in a timelyThe Agency did not release cost reports in a timely 
manner.  With respect to reports released by the Agency 
during the period July 2009 through September 2010:
• For 242 nursing home cost report audits released, the average 

length of time to release an audit, from the facility’s cost report 
fiscal year end, to the release date was 4.15 years.

• For 12 ICF-DD cost report audits released, the average length of 
time to release a report, from the facility’s cost report fiscal year 
end, to the release date was 7.34 years.

• For 80 hospital cost report audits, the average length of time to 
process a hospital cost report audit, from the facility’s cost report 
fiscal year end to the release date was 5.58 years.y y
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Recommendation
• We recommend:

• The Agency develop policies and procedures to provide for the 
timely release of cost report audits.  Those procedures should 
provide timeframes within which cost report audits are to be p p
reviewed and released.

• With respect to delays attributable to facilities failing to submit their 
cost report in a timely manner, the Agency finalize a rule, in p y , g y ,
development at the time of this audit, that subjects facilities to 
monetary penalties for failing to submit their cost reports within 
specified timeframes.
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g
Cost Report Audit Appeals Process

W f d th t i h d ICF DD f tl• We found that nursing homes and ICF-DDs frequently 
appealed the results of cost report audits.  Our analysis of 
nursing home and ICF-DD cost report audits released by 
th A d i th 2007 08 2008 09 d 2009 10the Agency during the 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10 
fiscal years found that 201 of 344 (58 percent) nursing 
home audit reports released and 19 of 42 (45 percent) 
ICF DD dit t l d l d b thICF-DD audit reports released were appealed by the 
facility.  Agency staff could not recall any instances in 
which a hospital had appealed the results of its cost report 

ditaudit.
• A total of 291 nursing home and ICF-DD appeals had 

been opened but not finalized as of December 2010 with p
24 of the open appeals dating to audits assigned during 
the 2002-03 fiscal year.
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Table 2 

Pending Cost Report Audit Appeals 

Fiscal Year in 
Which Nursing Which 

Assigned  
Nursing 
Homes ICF-DDs Total % of Total 

2002-03 24 0 24 8.2% 

2003 04 15 14 29 10 0% 2003-04 15 14 29 10.0% 

2004-05 5 5 10 3.4% 

2005-06 121 0 121 41.6% 

2006-07 56 0 56 19.2% 

2007-08 49 0 49 16.8% 

2008 09 1 0 1 0 3% 2008-09 1 0 1 0.3% 

2009-10 1 0 1 0.3% 

Total 272 19 291 100.0% 
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Table 3 
Analysis of Appeals Process on Audit Adjustments 

 
Adjustments Due to  

Documentation Deficiencies    Documentation Deficiencies   

Adjustments Due 
to Lack of 
Supporting 

Adjustments to 
Adjust Costs to 

Amounts All Other 
  

Supporting 
Documentation 

Amounts 
Documented 

All Other 
Adjustments Total 

Initial Audit Adjustments 146 488 327 961 

A di  Adj  R i d Audit Adjustments Revised 
Through Appeal 96 51 70 217 

% of Initial Adjustments Revised 
Through Appeal 65.8% 10.5% 21.4% 22.6% g pp
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Finding No. 3 – Cost Report Audit Appeals 
Process – (continued)

• Absent the timely disposition of appeals, there is an 
extended delay in the correction of reimbursement rate 
errorserrors.

• The delay in closing appeals, combined with issues in 
finding Nos. 1 and 2, results in conditions under which a 
nursing home, should it appeal a cost report audit, may 
avoid the calculation and application of a corrected 
reimbursement rate for periods of, on average, seven 
years after the fiscal year end of a cost report containing 
errors.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency pursue steps to reduce g y p p

the number of appeals and the length of time involved in 
closing appeals.  Steps to reduce the number of appeals 
should include the disallowance of those appeals thatshould include the disallowance of those appeals that 
seek to extend consideration of audit adjustments made 
in response to facility documentation deficiencies.
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g
Consideration of Cost Report Fraud

The Agenc had not de eloped ritten policies• The Agency had not developed written policies 
and procedures requiring further scrutiny or 
inquiry into the cost reports of facilities that mayinquiry into the cost reports of facilities that may 
contain indications of fraudulent preparation.
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Recommendation
• We recommend that the Agency develop and g y p

communicate to relevant staff written policies and 
procedures describing the steps to be followed should the 
results of cost report audits contain indication of facilityresults of cost report audits contain indication of facility 
fraud.
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g
Hospital Cost Report Oversight

• The level of oversight provided by the Agency 
over the hospital cost report audit process was 
not sufficient Increased Agency involvement innot sufficient.  Increased Agency involvement in 
the hospital cost report audit process could 
provide additional assurance that hospital costprovide additional assurance that hospital cost 
reports are accurate, complete, and free of 
material error.
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Recommendation
The Agency should increase the level of oversight g y g
provided for the hospital cost report audit process.  We 
recommend the Agency define and increase its role by:
• Documenting an understanding of the relationship between g g p

FCSO’s work as Medicare intermediary and FCSO’s review of 
hospital Medicaid cost reports as well as how that relationship 
impacts the prevention and detection of errors and fraud in the 
Medicaid cost reports of hospitalsMedicaid cost reports of hospitals.

• Documenting the extent of the Agency’s participation in the hospital 
cost reports selected for audit.
Re ie ing cost report a dits as the are recei ed to ens re that the• Reviewing cost report audits as they are received to ensure that the 
Agency is in agreement with the adjustments made by FCSO.

• Reviewing and approving of all adjustments made through the 
reopening processreopening process.
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2009 Legislature Expanded 2009 Legislature Expanded 
PostPost Adjudicatory Drug CourtsAdjudicatory Drug CourtsPostPost--Adjudicatory Drug CourtsAdjudicatory Drug Courts

$18.6 million in federal funds from the$18.6 million in federal funds from the$18.6 million in federal funds from the $18.6 million in federal funds from the 
Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Edward Byrne Memorial Justice 
Assistance GrantAssistance Grant
•• PrisonPrison--bound nonbound non--violent offenders who need violent offenders who need 

and agree to substanceand agree to substance--abuse treatmentabuse treatment
•• Current offense is a nonCurrent offense is a non--violent 3rd degree violent 3rd degree 

felony felony 
•• Sentencing score of 52 points or fewerSentencing score of 52 points or fewer•• Sentencing score of 52 points or fewerSentencing score of 52 points or fewer
•• Have violation of probation solely for a failed Have violation of probation solely for a failed 

drug testdrug test
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Expansion Drug Courts WereExpansion Drug Courts Were
Implemented in Eight CountiesImplemented in Eight CountiesImplemented in Eight CountiesImplemented in Eight Counties

Escambia
1

Escambia

2 3

Pinellas Polk

Orange

3

4

5 6 7
Broward
Escambia Pinellas PolkEscambia
Hillsborough
Marion
Orange

Broward
8Pinellas

Polk
Volusia
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Expansion Drug Courts Served Expansion Drug Courts Served 
Fewer Offenders than ProjectedFewer Offenders than ProjectedFewer Offenders than ProjectedFewer Offenders than Projected

Ad i i l th t dAd i i l th t dAdmissions were lower than expectedAdmissions were lower than expected
•• initial estimates were overstatedinitial estimates were overstated
•• too few counties were selected to reach too few counties were selected to reach 

goalsgoals
•• eligibility criteria restricted admissionseligibility criteria restricted admissions•• eligibility criteria restricted admissionseligibility criteria restricted admissions

In their first six months of operation, In their first six months of operation, 
i d t t l 4%i d t t l 4%expansion drug courts spent only 4% expansion drug courts spent only 4% 

of the funds appropriated  of the funds appropriated  
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Initially, Most Expansion Drug Court Initially, Most Expansion Drug Court 
Offenders Had Low Sentencing ScoresOffenders Had Low Sentencing ScoresOffenders Had Low Sentencing ScoresOffenders Had Low Sentencing Scores

44‐52 

22‐43 
points, 
48%

points, 
33%

48%
Below 
22 

points, 
19%

N = 323

Florida Legislature Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability 5



2011 Legislature Expanded 2011 Legislature Expanded 
the Eligibility Criteriathe Eligibility Criteriathe Eligibility Criteriathe Eligibility Criteria

Authorized courts to serve prisonAuthorized courts to serve prison--bound bound 
offenders offenders 
•• before the court for a nonbefore the court for a non--violent offense violent offense 
•• with a sentencing score of 60 points or fewerwith a sentencing score of 60 points or fewerwith a sentencing score of 60 points or fewerwith a sentencing score of 60 points or fewer
•• those who violate probation for reasons other those who violate probation for reasons other 

than a failed drug testthan a failed drug testthan a failed drug testthan a failed drug test

$19,469 in cost savings per offender $19,469 in cost savings per offender 
successfully diverted from prisonsuccessfully diverted from prison

Florida Legislature Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability 6
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Expansion Drug Courts Will Not Expansion Drug Courts Will Not 
Fully Expend Federal FundsFully Expend Federal FundsFully Expend Federal FundsFully Expend Federal Funds

Goal:  Serve 4,000 offendersGoal:  Serve 4,000 offenders

Admissions : 1 190 offendersAdmissions : 1 190 offendersAdmissions : 1,190 offendersAdmissions : 1,190 offenders

Percentage of funds spent: Percentage of funds spent: g pg p
39% ($7.2  of $18.6 million)39% ($7.2  of $18.6 million)

F di i d dF di i d dFunding period ends : Funding period ends : 
March 31, 2013March 31, 2013
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Sentencing Scores Varied Sentencing Scores Varied 
Widely Among Drug CourtsWidely Among Drug CourtsWidely Among Drug Courts Widely Among Drug Courts 

Expansion drug courts in Pinellas and Broward have 
d tl ff d ith 44 60 i tserved mostly offenders with 44 – 60 points

Most circuits served offenders with 23 – 43 points

80%

100%

Fewer than 23 Points 23‐43 Points 44 ‐ 52 points 53 ‐ 60 points1

40%

60%

80%

0%

20%
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The Percentage of Admissions for The Percentage of Admissions for 
PrisonPrison bound Offenders Has Increasedbound Offenders Has IncreasedPrisonPrison--bound Offenders Has Increased bound Offenders Has Increased 

Sentencing Scores of 
Participants

Fiscal Year 
2009-10

Fiscal Year 
2010-11

Fiscal Year 2011-12
(July – September)

1 – 22 19% 14% 11%1 22 19% 14% 11%

23 – 43 49% 46% 35%

44 52 32% 40% 29%44 – 52 32% 40% 29% 

53 – 601 NA NA 25%

Total Number ofTotal Number of 
Participants 350 707 132

1 Offenders with sentencing scores of 53 to 60 were not eligible for drug court prior to July 1, 2011.

S OPPAGA l i f d t f th Offi f th St t C t Ad i i t t f ff d ith t i
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Source:  OPPAGA  analysis of data from the Office of the State Courts Administrator for offenders with sentencing scores 
available. 



Early Completion Rates May Exceed Those of Early Completion Rates May Exceed Those of 
Other PostOther Post--Adjudicatory Drug CourtsAdjudicatory Drug CourtsOther PostOther Post--Adjudicatory Drug CourtsAdjudicatory Drug Courts

Completion Rate if All

County Percent of Unsuccessful 
Program Terminations

Completion Rate if All 
Remaining Participants 
Successfully Completed 

Program
Marion 25% 75%a o 5% 5%

Hillsborough 28% 72%

Orange 30% 70%

Broward 30% 70%Broward 30% 70%

Volusia 35% 65%

Pinellas 57% 43%

Escambia 64% 36%

Polk 68% 33%
Total 44% 56%
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Source:  OPPAGA analysis of data from the Office of the Drug Court Administrator for offenders who entered 
the expansion drug court on or before June 30, 2010, allowing at least 15 months follow-up.



Completion Rates Determine Completion Rates Determine 
Cost SavingsCost SavingsCost SavingsCost Savings

Cost savings to the stateCost savings to the state

33% l ti t33% l ti t33% completion rate:  33% completion rate:  
$6,425 per offender served$6,425 per offender served

65% completion rate: 65% completion rate: 
$12 655 ff d d$12 655 ff d d$12,655 per offender served$12,655 per offender served
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Factors Associated Factors Associated 
with Lower Termination Rateswith Lower Termination Rateswith Lower Termination Rateswith Lower Termination Rates

Availability of alternatives for Availability of alternatives for 
nonnon--compliant offenderscompliant offenders
•• residential programsresidential programs
•• inin--jail treatment, and jail treatment, and ja t eat e t, a dja t eat e t, a d
•• work release programswork release programs

Florida Legislature Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability 12



In SummaryIn Summaryyy

The admissions rate has not increased The admissions rate has not increased 
To date, only 39% of the federal grant To date, only 39% of the federal grant 
funds have been spentfunds have been spentfunds have been spentfunds have been spent
Expansion drug courts are increasingly Expansion drug courts are increasingly 
serving prisonserving prison bound offendersbound offendersserving prisonserving prison--bound offendersbound offenders
Completion rates of early participants are Completion rates of early participants are 
likely to exceed completion rates found in likely to exceed completion rates found in 
similar postsimilar post--adjudicatory courts adjudicatory courts 
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November 2011 Report No. 11-21 

Expansion Drug Courts Serving More Prison-Bound 
Offenders, but Will Not Fully Expend Federal Funds 
at a glance 
The 2009 Florida Legislature established eight post-
adjudicatory drug courts to divert drug-addicted, 
prison-bound offenders to treatment, thereby saving 
state prison dollars.  As of September 30, 2011, 
1,190 offenders had been admitted to the program.  
Despite actions by the 2011 Legislature, the Office 
of the State Courts Administrator reports that the 
courts are not likely to serve enough offenders to 
expend all federal grant funds before they expire in 
March 2013. 

While the number of prison-bound offenders served 
has continued to increase, only two of the eight 
expansion drug courts have had a majority of their 
participants facing mandatory prison sentences. 

Current data indicates that Florida expansion drug 
court completion rates for early program 
participants may slightly exceed the completion 
rates of other post-adjudicatory drug courts.

Scope _________________  
This report, the second review of eight post-
adjudicatory drug courts established with federal 
funds, examines program admissions, expenditures, 
and participant completion rates.1  Data are not yet 
available to evaluate participant recidivism. 
 
 

                                                          
1 Without Changes, Expansion Drug Courts Unlikely to Realize 

Expected Cost Savings, OPPAGA Report No. 10-54, October 2010. 

Background ____________  
In an effort to reduce prison costs, the 2009 
Legislature appropriated $18.6 million in federal 
funds from the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice 
Assistance Grant to establish eight post-
adjudicatory drug courts.2, 3  These courts were 
intended to divert drug-addicted offenders from 
prison to supervised community treatment, 
thereby reducing state corrections costs.  The 
program targets prison-bound, non-violent 
felony offenders who agree to drug treatment 
and to participate in the program.  The eight 
expansion counties were selected based on high 
numbers of prison admissions for eligible 
offenders.  Most of the expansion post-
adjudicatory drug courts were fully operational 
by February 2010.  As of September 30, 2011, 
1,190 offenders had been admitted to the 
program. 

The program’s federal grant funding expires in 
March 2013.  OPPAGA reported in October 2010 
that the program was not on track to spend the 
federal funds, and that a large number of the 
offenders being served by the program were  
not prison diversions.4  Subsequently, the 2011 
Legislature changed the law to expand the pool 
of eligible offenders to include more offenders 
likely to be sentenced to prison. 

                                                          
2 Chapter 2009-64, Laws of Florida.  
3 These eight drug courts are located in Broward, Escambia, 

Hillsborough, Marion, Orange, Pinellas, Polk, and Volusia counties. 
4 Without Changes, Expansion Drug Courts Unlikely to Realize 

Expected Cost Savings, OPPAGA Report No. 10-54, October 2010. 
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Questions and Answers  __  
Are expansion drug court admissions sufficient 
to fully expend available federal funds? 
Due to lower than expected admissions, 
expansion drug courts are not likely to expend 
the remaining federal funds before they expire.  
In general, Florida’s post-adjudicatory expansion 
drug courts have not served as many offenders as 
first projected.  We found in our October 2010 
report that the expansion drug courts were 
serving significantly fewer offenders than 
anticipated for several reasons.  First, initial 
estimates of the number of offenders who could 
be served in the expansion drug court were 
overstated; second, fewer counties were selected 
than needed to reach admissions goals; and third, 
restrictive program eligibility criteria limited 
program admissions. 

While the Legislature took steps to address these 
issues, of the $18.6 million in federal funds 
appropriated in 2009, drug courts had only 
expended approximately 39% ($7.2 million) 
through September 2011.  The Office of the State 
Courts Administrator projects that there will be 
approximately $2 million in remaining grant funds 
at the end of federal grant in March 2013.  This 
projection is based on the assumption that the 
Legislature will continue to fund the program after 
the federal grant expires.  If the Legislature does 
not do so, the programs would stop taking new 
admissions approximately one year earlier, which 
would result in significantly more unexpended 
funds. 

Recent legislative changes expanded the potential 
pool of drug court participants, but preliminary 
data do not show an increase in admissions.  The 
2011 Legislature changed the law to better target 
prison-bound offenders by increasing the maximum 
sentencing score for program eligibility from 52 to 60 
points and allowing judges to transfer cases to drug 
court for offenders who violate their probation or 
community control with offenses other than a failed 
drug test.5, 6  Court personnel, including judges, 

                                                          
5 Under the Florida Criminal Punishment Code, offenders are assigned 

points for their crime and any past crimes, and these scores are used in 

drug court coordinators, state attorneys, and public 
defenders we spoke with were supportive of these 
changes to increase program participation. 

Despite the legislative action to expand eligibility 
criteria, preliminary data show that average 
monthly admissions slowed in the first three 
months of Fiscal Year 2011-12, from 59 admissions 
per month to 44 per month.  (See Exhibit 1.)  
According to stakeholders, turnover in local 
program staff contributed to reduced admissions 
in several counties. 

Exhibit 1 
Average Admissions Slowed in the First Three 
Months of Fiscal Year 2011-12 

Time Period   
Total 

Admissions 
Average Admissions 

per Month 
January 2010 – June 2010 350 58 
July 2010 – June 2011 707 59 
July 2011 – September 2011 133 44 

Source:  OPPAGA analysis of data from the Office of the State Courts 
Administrator for offenders admitted from January 1, 2010 through 
September 30, 2011, as of October 10, 2011. 

Are expansion drug courts targeting prison-
bound offenders? 
Expansion drug courts have admitted an 
increasing percentage of offenders with higher 
sentencing scores each year.  As shown in 
Exhibit 2, in each of the three fiscal years in which 
drug courts operated, the percentage of offenders 
admitted with sentencing scores in the target 
range requiring a prison sentence (scores of 44 
and above) has increased.  Conversely, the drug 
courts have admitted fewer offenders with 
sentencing scores below 23 points, who are 
eligible for prison only if deemed a danger to 
public safety by the court.  Serving offenders with 
higher sentencing scores increases the likelihood 
that they would have been sentenced to prison in 
the absence of drug court. 

                                                                                                  
sentencing.  Prison is mandatory for those scoring above 44 points 
unless one of the conditions specified for an exemption, or ‘downward 
departure’ is met.  If an offender’s total points are equal to or less than 
44, the lowest permissible sentence is a non-state prison sanction unless 
the court determines within its discretion that a prison sentence up to 
the statutory maximum can be imposed. 

6 Sections 948.06(2)(i)1.a. and b., F.S. 
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Exhibit 2  
The Percentage of Expansion Drug Court Participants with Sentencing Scores Over 44 That Mandate Prison 
Sentences Has Increased Each Year 

Sentencing Scores of Participants Fiscal Year 2009-10 Fiscal Year 2010-11 
Fiscal Year 2011-12 
(July – September) 

1 – 22 19% 14% 11% 

23 – 43 49% 46% 35% 

44 – 52 32% 40% 29% 

53 – 601 NA NA 25% 

Total Number of Participants 350 707 132 
1 Offenders with sentencing scores of 53 to 60 points were not eligible for drug court prior to July 1, 2011. 
Source:  OPPAGA analysis of Office of the State Courts Administrator data for offenders with sentencing scores reported.  The data does not include 
one offender for whom a sentencing score is not available.

Two primary factors contributed to offenders with 
higher sentencing scores participating in the 
program.  In September 2010, the Office of the State 
Courts Administrator issued guidelines directing 
expansion drug courts to certify that the offenders 
entering the program would have otherwise been 
sentenced to prison, and advising them that 
offenders with sentencing scores below 23 points do 
not meet statutory criteria for drug court admission.7  
In addition, the 2011 Legislature increased the 
sentencing score maximum for program eligibility 
from 52 to 60 points to allow expansion drug courts 
to serve more prison-bound offenders and reduce 
prison costs.  In the first three months of Fiscal Year 
2011-12, expansion drug courts in four counties 
admitted 33 offenders with sentencing scores in the 
52 to 60 point range.  As a result, just over half (54%) 
of the offenders admitted since the legislative 
changes became effective on July 1, 2011, had 
sentencing scores in the range for a mandatory 
prison sentence.  Serving offenders who clearly 
would have been sentenced to prison in the absence 
of drug court results in greater cost savings for the 
state. For each offender diverted from prison, the 
                                                          
7 The memo states, “Section 775.082(10), F.S. was amended effective  

July 1, 2009, to provide that for third degree felonies that are not forcible 
felonies as defined in section 776.08, F.S., excluding any third degree 
felony under chapter 810 committed on or after July 1, 2009, the 
sentencing court cannot impose a state prison sanction if the sentencing 
score is 22 points or fewer unless the sentencing court makes a written 
finding that a non-state prison sanction could present a danger to the 
public.  Thus, offenders scoring 22 points or fewer would not meet the 
‘prison bound’ requirement unless the court made a written upward 
departure.  However, if the court found that a non-state sanction could 
present a danger to the public, it would be difficult for the court to then 
justify that the offender would be suitable for a post-adjudicatory drug 
court program.” 

program potentially saves the state $19,469 a year, 
the annual cost of housing an offender in prison. 

Program participant sentencing scores vary across 
the expansion drug courts.  While the overall 
percentage of offenders with higher sentencing 
scores being served has increased, the scores vary 
among the expansion drug courts.  As shown in 
Exhibit 3, most of the expansion drug courts 
predominantly served offenders in the 23 to 43 
point range.  Although offenders with these 
sentencing scores are less likely to be sentenced to 
prison than those scoring 44 points or above, judges 
have discretion to impose a prison sentence on 
offenders in this score range.8  Two expansion drug 
courts, Broward and Pinellas, are serving a majority 
of the targeted offenders with higher scores. 

Are expansion drug court completion rates 
comparable to other post-adjudicatory drug 
courts? 
Some expansion drug courts may slightly exceed 
completion rates seen in other post-adjudicatory 
drug courts.  Because most participants have not 
had time to complete the program, it is too early to 
evaluate participant recidivism.  Therefore, a key 
measure of drug court success at this stage is 
completion rates.  Early participants in some circuits 
are doing well on this measure; however, program 
completion rates may change over time, as they may 
differ for offenders who enter the program later. 
                                                          
8 Office of Economic and Demographic Research data reported in 

OPPAGA Report No. 10-54 showed that only 3% of non-violent felony 
offenders with sentencing scores below 23 points and only 12% of 
offenders with scores between 23 and 44 points were sentenced to prison. 

54% 
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Exhibit 3  
Since July 1, 2010, Six of the Expansion Drug Courts Have Mostly Served Offenders with Sentencing Scores  
Below 44 Points 

 
1 Offenders with sentencing scores of 53 to 60 points were not eligible for drug court prior to July 1, 2011. 

Source:  OPPAGA analysis of data from the Office of the State Courts Administrator for offenders with sentencing scores reported for July 1, 2010 
through September 30, 2011.

To evaluate completion rates for the expansion 
drug courts, we used preliminary data on a cohort 
of participants who entered the expansion drug 
courts early in the program, at least 15 months 
before September 30, 2011.  Because it can take up 
to 18 months to complete the program, 28% of the 
351 participants in our study were still active in 
the program as September 30, 2011, but had three 
months or less remaining before they complete 
the program.  (See Exhibit 4.) 

Exhibit 4 
Preliminary Data for Expansion Drug Courts Show 
that 44% of Participants Are Unsuccessful 

Participant Status  
as of September 30, 2011 

Number (Percentage) 
of Participants 

Successful Program Completion  100 (28%) 
Active Program Participant 97 (28%) 
Unsuccessful Program Termination  154 (44%) 

Total  351 (100%) 
Source:  OPPAGA analysis of data from the Office of the State Courts 
Administrator for offenders who entered the expansion drug court 
on or before June 30, 2010, allowing at least 15 months follow-up. 

While an exact percentage of completions cannot 
be determined, if all remaining participants 
successfully complete the program, an overall 
successful completion rate of 56% could be 
achieved for these early drug court participants.  
Such a rate would be a modest improvement on 
the 49% average rate attained by other drug 
courts in our 2009 study.9 

The success of individual programs varies widely, 
as five of the eight drug courts could achieve rates 
of 65% or better.  (See Exhibit 5.)  However, even 
if all of the remaining participants in two of the 
expansion drug courts (Escambia and Polk) 
complete the program, their completion rates of 
36% and 33%, respectively, would be below the 
lowest completion rates in our prior study. 

                                                          
9 A 2009 OPPAGA analysis of participants in Florida’s non-expansion 
post-adjudicatory drug courts found 49% of program participants 
admitted to drug courts in 2004 successfully completed drug court while 
51% were terminated before completion.  Program completion rates for 
individual drug courts ranged from 39% to 74%. 
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Exhibit 5  
Five of the Eight Expansion Drug Courts Could Potentially Achieve Completion Rates Above 65% 

County 
Total Number of Participants 
Admitted by June 30, 2010 

Percent of Unsuccessful 
Program Terminations 

Completion Rate if All Remaining Participants 
Successfully Completed Program 

Marion 8 25% 75% 

Hillsborough 78 28% 72% 

Orange 50 30% 70% 

Broward 47 30% 70% 

Volusia  20 35% 65% 

Pinellas 46 57% 43% 

Escambia 22 64% 36% 

Polk 80 68% 33% 

Total  351 44% 56% 
Source:  OPPAGA analysis of data from the Office of the State Courts Administrator for offenders who entered the expansion drug court on or before 
June 30, 2010, allowing at least 15 months follow-up.

Although the program potentially saves the state 
$19,469 a year for an offender successfully diverted 
from prison, actual cost savings per capita depend 
on the successful completion rate.  With drug court 
costs currently paid for with federal funds, the cost 
savings to the state from a 65% successful 
completion rate would be $12,655 per offender 
served.  The cost savings to the state from a 33% 
successful completion rate would be $6,425 per 
offender served.  

Termination rates may vary among expansion 
drug courts due to the alternative resources and 
sanctions available for offenders who do not 
comply with program requirements.  For example, 
court personnel in Orange County said their  
work release program served as an alternative  
to program termination for non-compliant  
offenders who may have relapsed.  Staff  
from the Hillsborough County drug court also 

stated that they used their in-jail treatment 
program and residential beds as alternatives to 
program termination.  Conversely, a lack of 
resources may contribute to higher termination 
rates.  For example, Polk County court staff said 
that a limited number of residential beds limit the 
court’s ability to impose an immediate sanction on 
offenders who have violated the conditions of 
probation or drug court or have relapsed. 

Agency Response––––––– 

In accordance with the provisions of s. 11.51(5), 
Florida Statutes, a draft of our report was submitted 
to the Office of State Clerks Administrator to review 
and respond.  The State Court Administrator’s 
response has been reproduced in Appendix A.

 

OPPAGA supports the Florida Legislature by providing data, evaluative research, and objective analyses that assist legislative budget and policy 
deliberations.  This project was conducted in accordance with applicable evaluation standards.  Copies of this report in print or alternate accessible 
format may be obtained by telephone (850/488-0021), by FAX (850/487-3804), in person, or by mail (OPPAGA Report Production, Claude Pepper 
Building, Room 312, 111 W. Madison St., Tallahassee, FL  32399-1475).  Cover photo by Mark Foley. 

OPPAGA website:  www.oppaga.state.fl.us

Project supervised by Claire K. Mazur (850/487-9211) 
Project conducted by Sabrina Hartley and LucyAnn Walker-Fraser 

R. Philip Twogood, Coordinator 
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Appendix A 
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