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Item 6F: Audit Report 
Auditor General’s Tentative Findings 
UNF’s Responses 
 
PRELIMINARY AND TENTATIVE FINDINGS 
Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding No. 1: 
New Information Technology System 
With the changes in university governance in Florida, universities must replace existing administrative 
systems that were previously provided by the State. The University’s Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) 
system implementation will be a multi-year effort to modernize its finance, human resources, student, and 
other support systems. The University contracted with SCT Software and Management Corporation for 
software licenses and services related to the implementation of the ERP system in the amount of 
$5,059,222. The agreement was effective September 30, 2002, and the three major phases are to be 
completed within 36 months, as follows: Finance, July 1, 2004; Human Resources, January 1, 2005; and 
Student and Financial Aid, September 30, 2005. The implementation portion of the agreement is a fixed-
price arrangement totaling $3,930,810, provided that no modifications or customizations are made to the 
vendor’s standard software packages. Payments are scheduled to be made quarterly, in advance, with 12 
payments during the 36-month contract period. The University has also identified other implementation 
costs of approximately $6 million related to hardware, infrastructure, staffing, and other miscellaneous 
expenses. The projected three-year cost of the ERP system is $11.2 million and, including a $2.2 million 
contingency, the total project budget is $13.4 million. As noted above, payments are scheduled to be 
made quarterly, in advance, during the 36-month contract period. The agreement provides for acceptance 
provisions related to various project deliverables; however, payment of fees is based upon a 
predetermined payment schedule rather than upon receipt of specific deliverables. It is the University’s 
intent to ensure the project is timely completed within budget through active participation in all phases of 
the implementation, with close monitoring of the vendor’s progress toward meeting the project’s 
milestones, and by changing its business processes as required to conform to the vendor’s standard 
software packages. However, absent a contingent relationship between deliverables and payment of fees, 
the University may be limited in its ability to control the vendor’s performance on the project. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University maintain its commitment to the successful implementation of 
the new ERP system by continuing its efforts in changing its business processes to conform to the 
software, actively participating in the implementation process, and closely monitoring 
the vendor’s performance.  
 
University’s Response: 
The University continues to maintain its commitment to the successful implementation of the new 
ERP system.  The University is undergoing a business process analysis with each module to 
evaluate our current processes.   It is also exploring the benefits Banner offers and modifying 
processes as appropriate.  The University is actively involved in every stage of the implementation 
process. 
 
UNF disagrees with the audit finding that there is not a contingent relationship between 
deliverables and payment of fees.  In fact, this issue was thoroughly addressed during negotiations 
and SCT agreed to changes to the contract language in Section 5 “Delivery”, to the satisfaction of 
UNF prior to execution of the contract. 



 
The contract as executed includes a comprehensive document detailing SCT milestones and 
deliverables.  Signoff on deliverables is required by UNF subject to terms set forth in both the 
Software License & Services Agreement and also in the Scope of Services.  Signoff by UNF is also 
required to authorize quarterly payments.   If deliverables are not provided on the quarterly 
schedule, UNF may choose to disapprove quarterly payments until deficiencies are corrected.  UNF 
also negotiated a dispute resolution mechanism to aid in resolving these types of issues with SCT.  
In addition, UNF controls this process by employing a centralized individual Project Manager 
throughout the entire SCT implementation, who is responsible for ensuring both the acceptance of 
deliverables and the vendor’s performance, and the corresponding payment approval. 

 
Finding No. 2: 
University Center Collections 
The University Center (Center) operates as an auxiliary service for the purpose of providing 
technologically advanced seminar facilities. The Center reported revenues of approximately $1.275 
million during the audit period. Our review of the Center’s collection procedures disclosed the following 
deficiencies: Written policies and procedures for Center collections were not prepared until April 2003, 
subsequent to our inquiries. Such procedures describe the duties and  responsibilities of each employee in 
the collections process.   Mail receipt logs were not routinely maintained during the audit period, and 
were discontinued during the period September 2002 through December 2002. Additionally, when the 
logs were maintained, only check collections were recorded. A properly maintained mail receipt log 
establishes accountability for all receipts at the initial point of collection and provides a record for 
verifying that collections were timely deposited. A similar finding was noted in audit report No. 01-145.   
Effective internal controls require that the recordkeeping function be separate from the asset custody 
function; however, the Center accountant performed the incompatible duties of receiving and receipting 
collections, preparing bank deposits, invoicing Center clients, and maintaining the Center’s accounting 
records. Under these circumstances, collections were exposed to unnecessary risk such that errors or fraud 
could occur and not be timely detected. Our tests indicated that certain cash collections may not have 
been deposited into the University’s official accounts during the audit period. We noted that the 
composition of cash and check collections as listed on four Center deposit slips included in our tests 
differed from the Central Cashier’s validated deposit slips by the amount of the reported cash collections. 
In each instance, both deposit slips were prepared by the Center accountant, and the deposit slips prepared 
for the Central Cashier omitted the cash collections. Details of these discrepancies were provided to the 
University’s Inspector General and Center management for their review and investigation. Based on their 
review, Center collection procedures were revised to address the identified control weaknesses. As of July 
31, 2003, the investigation related to the cash collections was not complete, although the University had 
determined that collections of approximately $7,000 were unaccounted for. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University continue its efforts to ensure proper accountability for 
University Center collections.  
 
University’s Response: 
At this time, the University has accounted for all collections.  To strengthen controls over cash, the 
University has revised written policies and procedures, reinstated the cash receipt logs and retains 
copies of all checks and credit card transactions.  The University has included additional staff in the 
process to ensure the separation of duties, thus eliminating the incompatibility of duties.   
 
Additionally, cash collections of nearly 95% will be eliminated by a new procedure implemented in 
conjunction with the Food Service provider for cash bar sales.  The Center no longer receives the 
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cash for bar sales from Chartwells.  Instead, the total amount collected in bar sales is deducted 
from the Food Service provider’s monthly invoice.  A safe deposit box will be provided as well as a 
convenience for customers and to secure payments received until a deposit is made. 
 
 
Finding No. 3: 
Auxiliary Enterprise Contract Monitoring 
The University entered into separate agreements with private contractors (vendors) to provide its 
bookstore, vending machine (snack and beverage), and food service operations. The agreements are for an 
initial term of 10 years and contain numerous terms and conditions describing the responsibilities of the 
parties relating to commissions and other deliverables, use of University facilities, insurance 
requirements, and required accounting records and audit provisions. As similarly noted in audit report No. 
01-145, our review indicated that the University had not established adequate procedures for monitoring 
vendor compliance with auxiliary agreement terms and conditions. For example:   The University did not 
receive its bookstore commission payments in a timely manner. The agreement required that the vendor 
make guaranteed minimum monthly payments of $50,000 by the first day of each month, and that late 
payments were subject to a 1.5 percent per month late fee. None of the vendor’s payments had been made 
timely, resulting in potential assessment of late fees totaling $28,000; however, the University was 
unaware of the late fee provision until it was brought to their attention by the University’s Inspector 
General. No late fees had been collected as of July 31, 2003, although the University was attempting to 
resolve the matter with the vendor.   The University did not adequately monitor the food service vendor’s 
capital investment expenditures. The agreement provided for several major food service capital 
improvements. The vendor is to provide $3 million of capital investments and the University is to 
contribute its first three years  of guaranteed commissions totaling $813,009. The University will pay for 
any costs in excess of $3,813,009. Our review indicated that the vendor generally exceeded the budgets 
for the various capital improvement projects completed. For example, vendor records indicate that four 
projects with estimated budgets totaling $1,129,450 actually cost more than $1.5 million to complete. In a 
memorandum dated April 18, 2003, the University’s Inspector General indicated, in part, that many of the 
vendor’s charges appeared excessive or inadequately supported, some items purchased could not be 
located, and two charges were dated four and one-half months prior to the effective date of the agreement. 
The Inspector General also indicated that the food service contract should be amended to specify closer 
monitoring of the capital investment expenditures. Excessive and unnecessary capital investment 
expenditures could result in additional costs to the University for agreed upon capital improvement 
projects. The University did not monitor the status of miscellaneous vendor deliverables relating to 
the bookstore and beverage agreements. For example, the bookstore agreement required that the vendor 
provide book scholarships of $3,000 per year, and the beverage agreement required that the vendor 
annually provide $25,000 for marketing support and 400 cases of complimentary products. The 
University’s Auxiliary Services Department did not maintain documentation of the status of these 
deliverables until after our inquiries. The Inspector General also indicated in reports dated September 30, 
2002, and March 7, 2003, relative to the bookstore and food service agreements, respectively, that some 
terms and conditions were either not present or not sufficiently clear to administer the agreements, and 
recommended that the agreements be amended to address and clarify the issues. The bookstore agreement 
was amended as of February 1, 2003, and the University was in the process of negotiating an amendment 
to the food service agreement as of July 31, 2003. We also noted that, other than cash receipts, none of the 
transactions related to these agreements were recorded in the University’s accounting records. Because of 
the complexity and long-term nature of these agreements, routine monitoring procedures are necessary to 
ensure vendor compliance with the specific terms and conditions. Recording all transactions related to 
these agreements in the budgeting and accounting records would assist the University in documenting its 
monitoring efforts.  
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Recommendation: 
We recommend that auxiliary agreements be appropriately monitored from their inception, and 
that the monitoring process be adequately documented. Additionally, budgeting and 
accounting records should be updated for all appropriate transactions. 
 
University’s Response: 
Some of the issues addressed in this finding were identified internally by UNF personnel and 
brought to the attention of the UNF Office of Inspector General.  The University has analyzed the 
food service capital investment expenditures and the University is ensuring that full value is 
received from the vendor. 
 
In order to formalize the monitoring process, Auxiliary Services has implemented tracking and 
monitoring systems through spreadsheets and will be developing a “Contract Deliverables 
Checklist” for each contract, including documentation requirements.  In regard to non-cash terms 
and conditions, they will be tracked for vendor compliance through the deliverables checklist and 
be accounted for in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles. 
 
 
Finding No. 4: 
Campus Concession Funds 
Section 1011.91, Florida Statutes, provides, in part, that moneys received by the University from vending 
machine collections may be appropriated and expended as set forth in detailed budgets approved by the 
State Board of Education. Chancellor’s Memorandum CM-D-32.00 requires that the University establish 
and maintain procedures to provide for proper accountability, budgeting, and expenditure of concession 
funds, to ensure that expenditures serve a university purpose, and to document the description and 
purpose of the expenditure.  During the 2002 calendar year, University expenditures of campus 
concession funds totaled $122,154. Our review of expenditures totaling $33,717 disclosed the following: 
 
Documentation for certain charges totaling $3,376 did not provide sufficient evidence that the purposes 
served the interests of higher education. These expenditures included the rental of tables, chairs, tent, and 
water coolers, as well as the purchase of office supplies, an employee get well gift, and employee meals. 
Without sufficient documentation, University records do not demonstrate how the expenditures benefited 
the University and served higher education. 
 
An expenditure of $2,802 was a duplicate payment to the University’s food service provider for catering 
services. Details of the duplicate payment were provided to the University and the excess charge was 
reimbursed. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University revise its procedures to ensure that expenditures from campus 
concession funds are adequately documented to evidence the purpose and benefit serving higher 
education. 

 
University’s Response: 
Currently, the Concession Fund Information and Justification Form requires individuals expending 
concession funds to identify how the event served the interests of higher education.  The University 
will ensure that this form is completed with sufficient detail prior to making reimbursements.  
 
 
 
 

 4 



Finding No. 5: 
Salary Overpayments 
Our review of salary payments to 22 University employees disclosed overpayments to 2 employees 
totaling $1,754 and $3,052, respectively. The overpayments resulted from errors made in processing 
changes to employment status. One employee changed from full-time status to part-time, but the 
salary was not adjusted for the reduced work schedule  The other employee went on extended leave 
without pay, but received an additional salary payment before the required form was submitted and 
processed. Details of the overpayments were provided to University personnel and the employees were 
notified of the overpayments; however, as of July 31, 2003, the overpayments had not been recovered. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend the University enhance its procedures to ensure that changes in employment 
status are promptly and accurately processed to preclude overpayments. The University should 
also continue its efforts to recover the overpayments. 
 
University’s Response: 
The University has recovered the $3,052 overpayment in full and $1,503.86 of the $1,754 
overpayment.  The University will continue its efforts to collect the remaining monies due. 
 
The Payroll Office in coordination with the Office of Human Resources and the Center for 
Professional Development Training will offer departmental training to on-campus departments to 
explain and re-enforce University policies and procedures and the importance of accuracy in the 
processing of payroll certifications.   
 
 
Finding No. 6: 
Bonus Payments 
State Board of Education Rule 6C-5.915(6)(e), Florida Administrative Code, provides that a university 
may make lump-sum payments to recognize the successful completion of a special project or assignment 
which is in addition to the employee's regularly assigned duties, or a documented significant increase in 
productivity or productivity goal achievement including a group incentive program. On June 10, 2002, the 
former University president approved special lump-sum bonuses in amounts ranging from $1,000 to 
$5,000 to 14 employees, primarily Vice Presidents, Directors, and other individuals who reported to the 
former President. However, University records did not document that these employees had completed a 
special project or assignment, or achieved a significant increase in productivity or a productivity goal. In 
these circumstances, it was not apparent upon what basis the bonus payments were made. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University enhance its procedures to ensure that bonus payments are 
made in accordance with applicable rules. 
 
University’s Response: 
While all bonus payments were made in accordance with applicable rules, the University failed to 
record the rationale for bonuses to fourteen employees.  Memos have been put in each of these 
employees’ files documenting the basis for those bonuses. 
 
 
 
 
Finding No. 7: 
New-Hire Verification Procedures 
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The University’s personnel policies and procedures require verification of education and experience as a 
condition of employment. Such procedures provide assurance that employees meet the minimum 
qualifications for the position and may be used in determining salary and related responsibilities. Our 
tests of the University’s verification of education and experience for five newly-hired administrative and 
professional employees disclosed that documentation  of such verification was not available for three 
employees. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend the University ensure that required documentation of education and 
experience is timely obtained and reviewed for newly-hired employees. 
 
University’s Response: 
University policy is to conduct reference checks as a requirement to any offer of employment.  The 
Office of Human Resources will partner with the Office of Equal Opportunity Programs to 
continue to work with all departments within the University to ensure thorough reference checks 
are being conducted and documented prior to offers of employment being made. The completion of 
documented reference checks will be added to the current Employment Recommendation package 
checklist effective September 2, 2003. 
 
 
Finding No. 8: 
Faculty Activity Reports 
Section 1012.945, Florida Statutes, requires each fulltime equivalent (FTE) teaching faculty member at a 
university, who is paid wholly from State funds, to teach a minimum of 12 classroom contact hours per 
week (12-Hour Law). The law also provides that these contact hours may be proportionately adjusted for 
other professional responsibilities and duties (noninstructional) assigned to the faculty member by 
the department chairperson or other appropriate university administrator. The law further states that in 
determining the appropriate hourly weighting of assigned duties, other than classroom contact hours, 
the universities shall develop and apply a formula designed to equate the time required for nonclassroom 
duties with classroom contact hours. The University’s publication, A Guide to Writing Faculty Activity 
Report (Guide), provides a methodology and formulae for equating classroom contact hours with FTE, 
and provides broad guidance for allocating noninstructional duties to FTE. The University has 
approximately 400 full-time teaching faculty members. Our tests of the University’s Faculty Activity 
Reports (Reports) for 47 faculty members for the Fall 2002 semester disclosed the following:   40 Reports 
were not approved until 46 to 122 days after the last day of the Fall 2002 term. Subsequent to our 
inquiries, the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs advised us that effective June 2003 the 
University will require that the Reports be submitted within five weeks after the end of the term.   21 
Reports with noninstructional activity assignments in lieu of classroom contact  hours did not include the 
narrative explanation for accomplished noninstructional activities. Such narrative explanations are 
necessary to evidence compliance with the minimum classroom contact hour requirements, and to 
confirm that planned activities were actually performed.   25 Reports with noninstructional activity 
assignments in lieu of classroom contact hours included narrative explanations; however, only one 
narrative included any objective measures or indicators of the amount of work completed or effort 
applied. The Guide indicates that most noninstructional activity narratives should include, but are not 
limited to, measures or  indicators such as the percentage of project completion, a rough estimate of time 
required to perform the activity, or the number of students or faculty served. Such information is 
necessary to document the reasonableness of the noninstructional FTE allocation, and may be used in 
modifying or justifying future noninstructional FTE allocations.   8 faculty members were assigned 
noninstructional activities and had total allocations of more than 1.0 FTE. Of these, 7 faculty members 
received supplemental compensation for additional instructional activities ranging from $1,000 to $5,500 
for the semester, and another faculty member received supplemental compensation of $5,000 for 
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additional noninstructional activities. Absent sufficient noninstructional activity narratives, the necessity 
for assigning and compensating these faculty members for more than 1.0 FTE was not readily apparent. 
Upon inquiry, we were advised by the University’s Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs that 
the University no longer required narrative explanations for the semester Faculty Activity Reports 
because such effort was duplicative of the annual evaluation process.   However, we requested, but were 
not provided, with documentation that the University formally discontinued the narrative explanation 
requirement for accomplished noninstructional activity assignments Without such narratives, the 
University lacks timely documentation and objective indicators of accomplished noninstructional 
activities to evidence compliance with the minimum classroom contact hour requirements. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that University management monitor Faculty Activity Reports to ensure that 
the Reports are properly completed and filed within the established deadline. We also 
recommend that the University review procedures for assigning noninstructional duties to ensure 
that the basis for FTE allocations are reasonable.   Additionally, the University should consider the 
benefits of requiring noninstructional activity narratives, including objective performance 
measures or indicators when possible, particularly when assigning a faculty member more than 1.0 
FTE. 
 
University Response: 
Chairpersons and Deans have been notified that faculty activity reports are to be completed and 
signed by the Chair and the Dean (or representative) no later than five weeks after the end of each 
instructional period (Fall, Spring, and Summer).  The Office of Academic Affairs will monitor 
compliance with this requirement.  
 
Chairpersons and the Deans regularly review faculty assignments to ensure that FTE allocations in 
teaching, research/scholarship, and public service are appropriate. 
 
The University has considered the benefits of requiring non-instructional activity narratives on 
faculty activity reports and has concluded that such narratives are not necessary.  We will continue 
to focus on the annual evaluations as the mechanism for documenting fulfillment of assigned duties 
and responsibilities for faculty and staff, while also complying with the requirements to provide 
effort reporting for purposes of 12-hour law compliance.    
 
 
Finding No. 9:   
Purchasing Cards 
The University participates in the State Purchasing Card program. Purchasing cards are designed to 
handle and expedite small purchases of materials, supplies, and certain services in an efficient manner 
with a significant reduction in overhead. The University issued 15 purchasing cards as of February 10, 
2003, and paid charges totaled $558,746 during the 2002 calendar year. The University has appointed a 
card administrator and adopted a comprehensive purchasing card manual (revised October 2002) that 
addresses purchasing card controls. The purchasing card manual (manual) addresses controls over routine 
small purchases made by University employees; however, actual purchasing card usage was primarily 
centralized with the University’s Controller and various Purchasing Office personnel. Such usage was not 
specifically addressed in the manual. The Controller’s card was used to facilitate University travel-related 
expenses totaling $314,260 and purchasing personnel used their cards for purchases totaling $235,114. 
The other cards were issued to Sponsored Research Department employees, who had minimal purchasing 
card usage totaling $9,372. Our tests disclosed that improvements were needed in the University’s 
purchasing card manual and its administration of the program as follows: Six employees’ purchase limits 
exceeded the maximum amounts established in the manual. The cardholders with the higher limits were 
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the Controller and purchasing personnel.  These employees had single and daily charge limits of $25,000 
or $35,000, and monthly charge limits ranging from $25,000 to $90,000, although the manual provided 
for single and daily purchase limits of $999 and a monthly charge limit of $2,500. 
 
Monthly purchasing card reconciliations were not prepared for any cardholder until October 
2002, and the reconciliations prepared thereafter were not properly completed. The monthly 
reconciliations are designed to ensure that purchasing card transactions are reviewed and approved, that 
paid charges are properly supported by vendor invoices, and that unpaid charges are monitored until paid.  
Absent timely and accurate reconciliations, the University is limited in its ability to detect inappropriate 
transactions prior to payment. 
 
Purchases were made that were not allowable under the specific guidance provided in the manual. The 
purchases were made by purchasing personnel and were allowable University expenditures; however, the 
manual did not allow for charging advance deposits, conference room rentals, promotional and 
employment advertising, software licenses, computer games, membership fees, internet services, etc. 
 
By limiting the distribution of purchasing cards, the University is not fully experiencing the benefits and 
efficiencies of the purchasing card program. For example, we noted instances in which purchase orders 
were initiated in departments and then processed and paid by purchasing personnel with a purchasing 
card. 
 
Three cardholders did not have a cardholder agreement on file. A signed cardholder agreement documents 
that an employee has been provided with a manual and has acknowledged an understanding of the related 
purchasing policies and guidelines. 
 
One purchasing card transaction reviewer did not have a reviewer application form on file. 
A completed reviewer application form documents that an employee has received training and was 
approved to review and authorize purchasing card transactions. A reviewer is also responsible for 
reconciling purchasing card receipts to charges in the accounting system. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University’s purchasing card manual address current procedures and that 
monthly reconciliations be timely and correctly prepared. Additionally, in connection with its 
Enterprise Resource Planning system implementation, we recommend that the University consider 
the benefits and efficiencies associated with an expanded distribution and use of purchasing cards. 

 
University Response: 
Prior to October 2002, Purchasing Cards were in use only by the Purchasing Department and the 
Travel Office (airline tickets only).  Designated staff in these areas were considered institutional 
users and their cards were granted limits customarily available to them in their positions.  When 
campus usage was expanded to individual users, lower limits and additional controls were 
established.  These users were trained and received a manual applicable specifically to individual 
users.  This manual was amended in October 2002 to reflect both usage types.  All current 
cardholders have an agreement on file and all reviewers have applications on file. 
 
The Controller’s office has made changes to the monthly reconciliation report to facilitate the 
timely and correct preparation of the form.  The University is currently expanding the use of the 
purchasing card and as of August 26, 2003, UNF has a total of 33 active cards in the university 
community.  The University’s new Enterprise Resource Planning system accommodates the usage 
of purchasing cards and the University plans to take advantage of this functionality.  
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Finding No. 10:  Tangible Personal Property 
The University’s subsidiary property records contained 9,267 tangible personal property items with 
acquisition costs totaling approximately $29.3 million as of April 2003. Our review disclosed that 
improvements were needed in controls over tangible personal property as follows: 
  
The University did not complete its 2001-02 or 2002-03 fiscal year physical inventories of tangible 
personal property. Chapter 273, Florida Statutes, and Section 10.380, Rules of the Auditor General, 
require that tangible personal property be inventoried annually, that the inventory be compared with the 
tangible personal property records, and that all discrepancies be reconciled. Items not located during the 
inventory process are to be promptly reported to the property custodian so a thorough investigation may 
be made. As of June 30, 2003, approximately 2,500 property items with costs totaling $9.7 million had 
not been located, and property custodians had not been notified of unlocated items in order to begin the 
investigation process. A similar finding was noted in audit report No. 01-145. 
   
The University’s procedures for off-campus property were not always followed. In one department, 
Property Check-Out Forms were not prepared for 19 property items costing $41,616 located off-campus. 
Additionally, 8 of the 19 property items had not been inventoried for two or more fiscal years. 
 
Property Survey Forms documenting surplus property requests were not processed timely. 
The Property Survey Committee consists of five University employees from various departments, and is 
supposed to meet monthly. However, the Committee has only met twice since its inception in August 
2001.  We were advised by the University’s Senior Property Manager that he has attempted to obtain 
surplus property approvals through electronic mail, but one member quit responding. As of April 2003, 
there were 99 Property Survey Forms containing 407 property items, with acquisition costs of $1.2 
million, that were pending approval by the Property Survey Committee. 
  
Subsidiary property records were not timely updated for approved surplus property dispositions. We 
noted 117 property items approved as surplus by the Property Survey Committee from August 2001 
through November 2002 with acquisition costs totaling approximately $660,000 that had not been 
removed from the active subsidiary property records as of April 2003. Section 10.370, Rules of the 
Auditor General, requires that certain details of property dispositions be recorded in the tangible personal 
property records. 
 
The University’s failure to complete annual physical inventories and properly control off-campus 
property weakens its control over tangible personal property and increases the likelihood that losses could 
occur without timely detection. The failure to timely process surplus property requests and update 
tangible personal property records for dispositions further complicates the physical inventory process. 

 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University strengthen its procedures to provide for complete annual 
physical inventories of all tangible personal property, including appropriate follow-up for items not 
located, proper control of off-campus property, and timely processing of surplus property requests 
and updating of tangible personal property records for dispositions. 
 
University’s Response: 
The newly appointed Property Manager, under the direction of the Associate Controller, will 
review the University’s property procedures, making revisions as necessary to strengthen the 
annual inventory process.  The University plans to decentralize the process by appointing 
Departmental Custodians who are both accountable for their department’s inventory and 
responsible for performing an annual inventory, which will strengthen controls by placing 
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accountability at the lowest level.  These inventories will be subject to sampling by the Property 
Office as well as internal and external auditors.   
 
 
Finding No. 11: 
Leased Off-Campus Facilities 
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 1013.17, Florida Statutes, the University obtained a certification 
from the State Board of Education authorizing the leasing of educational facilities in its research and 
development park. The final lease was dated April 18, 2002, and provided for leasing 7,609 square feet of 
office space for five years. The space was leased for the University’s Florida Center for Public Policy and 
Leadership, which had outgrown its original space assignment of 820 square feet. Contrary to the terms 
of the lease agreement, the space was occupied before a certificate of occupancy was obtained from the 
City of Jacksonville. The lease provided for the lease term to commence on the date the vendor 
substantially completed the leasehold improvements, as documented by a certificate of occupancy from 
the local municipality. Although University personnel occupied the leased facilities on July 22, 2002, the 
City did not issue a certificate of occupancy until April 22, 2003, subsequent to our inquiries. 
 
Recommendation: 
For future lease agreements, we recommend that the University obtain a certificate of occupancy 
before taking possession of leased facilities. 
 
University’s Response: 
Per Section I of the lease, it was the obligation of the lessor to obtain the certificate of occupancy.  
The University was not the party able to obtain the certificate of occupancy.  In the future, the 
University will request a copy of the certificate of occupancy prior to occupying leased facilities, if 
required by the lease agreement.   
 
 
Finding No. 12: 
Portable Facilities 
During the audit period, the University leased 17 portable buildings with monthly lease payments 
ranging from $328 to $1,709 each, and annual payments totaling approximately $104,000. Our 
review of the University’s administration of portable building lease agreements indicated that such space 
was not always acquired in the most economical manner. Our review disclosed the following: 
State Board of Education Rule 6C- 18.050(7)(a), Florida Administrative Code, provides that when the 
university president determines, in writing, that the delay due to the competitive solicitation process is an 
immediate danger to the public health, safety, or welfare of the university, the university may 
proceed with the procurement of commodities or contractual services without a competitive solicitation. 
The University utilized emergency purchase procedures to enter into a four-year lease 
agreement for a 3,550 square foot portable building, with annual lease payments of $20,508, although an 
emergency situation did  not exist. The University’s former Vice President for Administration and 
Finance certified in writing that awarding the agreement on an emergency basis was justified, in part, 
because “. . . the Facilities Planning Office and Housing Staff have worked diligently with [the vendor] to 
design the Portable. [The vendor] also has promised to deliver the portable on time if a PO [purchase 
order] is issued promptly.” The justification does not evidence an emergency situation representing an 
immediate danger. Consequently, the University may have agreed to higher lease payments for the 
building than would have been available using a competitive process. Additionally, the University did not 
consider whether purchasing the building would have been more economical. 
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The University did not prepare a financial analysis comparing the costs of renewing 16 lease agreements 
versus the costs of purchasing the portable buildings at the end of the initial lease term. Eleven buildings 
have been leased for more than seven years. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University review and revise its procedures related to leased portable 
facilities to ensure they are acquired in the most economical manner. 
 
University’s Response: 
Decisions to lease or purchase are based on anticipated time needs and availability of funds to 
purchase.  Due to extensive funding cuts in recent years, funding for the purchase of portable 
buildings has not been available and renewing leases was the only viable option.  The University has 
informally performed analyses to ensure the most economical procurement of portable space.  The 
University’s Space Committee discusses and recommends these issues.  Available space on campus 
is very scarce and will continue to be so until additional new space is built or otherwise provided.   

 
 
Finding No. 13: 
Professional Selection Procedures 
The University’s procurement of professional services is governed by Section 287.055, Florida Statutes, 
which requires that professional selection procedures be followed for planning or study activities on each 
occasion when the fee for professional services exceeds $25,000, except in cases of valid public 
emergencies certified by the agency head pursuant to State Board of Education Rule 6C-18.050(7)(a), 
Florida Administrative Code. Contrary to the above requirements, the University contracted with a local 
engineering firm for three projects without using the professional selection process. We noted the 
following:  
 An engineering contract for the New North Access Road project was awarded on an emergency basis; 
however, University records did not document an immediate danger. The former University President 
entered into a $245,030 contract dated February 5, 2002, and certified in writing that awarding the 
contract on an emergency basis would “save a minimum of two months in a project that has an ambitious 
schedule. The compressed schedule is needed . . . in order to get the project under construction by the end 
of June 2002, thereby complying with the timeframes intended by this appropriation.” Notwithstanding 
the former President’s written certification, it was not evident that there was an immediate danger 
requiring emergency action. Absent an immediate danger to the public health, safety, or welfare of the 
University, the contract should have been subject to the professional selection process. 
   
The same engineering firm was awarded two additional service authorizations to the New 
North Access Road project; however, the additional services were not specifically related 
to the project. The University’s Director of Facilities Planning approved a $137,360 
service authorization dated October 17, 2002, for planning and permitting relating to the 
development of the University’s Eastern Ridge and a $120,780 service authorization dated March 14, 
2003, for a new 1,000 Space Parking Facility. Because each service authorization exceeded the $25,000 
threshold and related to separate projects, the University should have utilized the professional selection 
process specified in Section 287.055, Florida Statutes. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University implement procedures to ensure compliance with the 
professional selection requirements of Section 287.055, Florida Statutes. 
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University’s Response 
The University will implement procedures to ensure compliance with the Professional Services 
Selection Requirements of F.S 287.055.     
  
 
Finding No. 14: 
Architect and Engineer Payments 
Our review of four construction projects in progress during the audit period (Fine Arts Complex; Science 
and Engineering Building; Library Addition; and North Access Road) disclosed that improvements 
were needed in the University’s preaudit procedures for payments to architects and engineers as follows: 
 Some reimbursable expenses were not adequately supported to evidence the accuracy and propriety of 
the charges. Payments of $8,358 related to travel, $35,429 for hourly consulting fees, and $1,367 for 
miscellaneous expenses did not include details related to the names of the travelers or consultants, dates 
and times of travel or consulting work, or hourly fees charged. Additionally, receipts were not provided 
for some reimbursement claims.   The University paid reimbursable expenses to two firms that included 
mark-ups not authorized in the respective agreements. The mark-ups of 10 and 15 percent resulted in 
additional charges totaling $877.   Travel expenses incurred were reimbursed in excess of the amounts 
authorized in Section 112.061, Florida Statutes. Mileage charges for two projects were billed and paid at 
rates of 33 to 36 cents per mile, which exceeded the State rate of 29 cents per mile and resulted in excess 
reimbursements of $36. We also noted that reimbursements for meals on one project 
exceeded the State-authorized meal allowances by $327. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University enhance its preaudit procedures of invoices submitted by 
architectural and engineering firms to ensure that all charges are properly supported and 
authorized under contract terms and State law. Additionally, the University should obtain refunds 
of any improper charges. 
 
University’s Response: 
While some of the items were negotiated as part of a lump-sum contract, they were paid on a not-
to-exceed basis.  Required supporting documentation is not available.  The overpayments of $877 
for reimbursable expenses are being collected from the design firms noted.  In addition, the 
department has hired an accountant to assist with monitoring these construction contracts. 

  
 
Finding No. 15: 
Construction Contracts – Final Completion 
Our review of two University construction contracts indicated that the contracts did not contain a 
provision relating to the assessment of liquidated damages after the project reaches substantial 
completion. Absent such a provision, the University is limited in its ability to require that contractors 
bring the project to final completion. The final completion date represents the date the project, including 
the correction of all deficiencies noted at the substantial completion date, is totally completed to the 
satisfaction of the project architect and the University’s project manager. We noted that the construction 
contract for the Fine Arts Complex project required that the project be finally complete 67 days after 
substantial completion. 
The project was substantially complete on June 8, 2001; however, the project was not finally complete as 
of June 30, 2003, more than two years after the substantial completion date. The construction 
contract for the Science and Engineering Building project also lacked such a provision. The project was 
not substantially complete as of June 30, 2003.  
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Recommendation: 
We recommend, in the future, that the University’s construction contracts contain 
provisions for liquidated damages in the event that final project completion dates are not met. 
 
University’s Response: 
The University’s construction contracts are standard SUS contracts authorized and approved by 
Florida Board of Governors and State Board of Education and are based on American Institute of 
Architect documents.  The University’s contractual remedy to complete the building punch list is 
through contract retainage.     
 
The University disagrees with the recommendation regarding assessing liquidated damages after 
substantial completion.  UNF believes this approach would add unnecessary costs to construction 
pricing, does not follow best practice, and has been frowned upon in Florida case law.  
 
 
Finding No. 16: 
Pending Investigation 
The State Attorney’s Office is currently investigating alleged purchasing improprieties involving a former 
University employee. The purchases were made through the University of North Florida Foundation, 
Inc., while the individual was employed by the University. We were advised by the University’s 
Inspector General that the investigation was still in progress as of July 17, 2003, and that University 
departments have been advised to review all purchasing procedures and to ensure separation of 
duties for all purchasing transactions. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the University continue its efforts in assisting the State Attorney’s Office in 
this matter. 
 
University’s Response: 
University concluded its investigation of this matter in the spring of 2003 and the case was turned 
over to State Attorney for action.  University continues on regular basis to contact State Attorney 
for updates.   
 
Also in early 2003, the Foundation brought in an external auditor (KPMG) to review controls and 
ensure proper purchasing procedures.   KPMG reported to the University that there were adequate 
controls in place to protect the Foundation’s resources. 
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