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SUMMARY
What We Did
We conducted an audit of the Agreement
(“contract”) between Martin County and
the Humane Society of the Treasure Coast,
Inc. (“Humane Society”) to provide
reasonable assurance of compliance with
the terms and conditions of the contract,
the Martin County Code of Ordinances and
established policies and procedures. We
reviewed programmatic reports and
financial data submitted by the Humane
Society; remittances from the Martin
County Tax Collector (“Tax Collector”);
and best practices.
What We Found
We found that although the Humane
Society
provides
valuable
animal
sheltering operations on behalf of Martin
County, opportunities for improvement
exist in the following areas:
Chapter 9 – Animals – Martin County
Code of Ordinances
Section 9.62.J. requires that the proceeds
accruing from the sale of cat or dog
(“animal”) license/identification tags
“shall be turned over to the Clerk of the
Chapter 9, Martin County Code of Ordinances, defines
“Division” as “the Animal Control and Care Division of Martin
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Circuit Court to be placed in a fund
designated as the ‘Animal Care Fund.’ The
proceeds shall be used to pay Division1
expenses. Any excess at the end of the
fiscal year shall be placed in the General
Fund.” Our review identified that the
funds accruing from the sale of animal
license/identification tags are being
placed directly into the County’s General
Fund, in violation of the Martin County
Code of Ordinances.
Martin County should ensure that all
proceeds accruing from the sale of animal
license/identification tags are placed into
the “Animal Act Fund;” or in the
alternative, revise Chapter 9, Martin
County Code of Ordinances, to reflect
current government practices.
Accountability and Transparency
The contract includes a clause allowing
Martin County to audit the grant funds
expenditures of the Humane Society for a
period of five years after expiration of the
contract. However, the scope of services
section of the contract does not list specific
animal sheltering operation expenditures
that can paid with the grant funds. As

County, including any Animal Control and Care Division within
the Martin County Sheriff’s Department.”
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such, a detailed audit of the expenditure of
funds could not be adequately performed.
Additionally, Martin County receives
animal license/identification tags fees
from the Tax Collector and impoundment
fees from the Humane Society; however,
Martin County is not receiving detailed
documentation supporting the fees
received.
The lack of detailed
documentation
does
not
support
accountability or transparency of public
funds.
The contract does not include all the
services being performed
Martin County Code of Ordinances
requires that an “impoundment” fee be
assessed to owners whose animal is taken
into custody by an Animal Care & Control
officer and delivered to the Humane
Society. Prior to regaining possession of
the animal, its owner must pay the accrued
impoundment fee and any other
associated fees.

Ambiguous contract language
The following three areas of the contract
contain ambiguous verbiage that is open
to interpretation: minimum insurance
requirement; monthly financial reports;
and, documentation of all funds remitted
to the Tax Collector. Specifically, we
identified:


Minimum Insurance Requirement: the
contract requires the Humane Society
to maintain insurance for injuries,
occurrences, loss and damages, etc.;
however, it does not specify the
minimum levels that need to be
maintained. The lack of specific,
minimum, insurance levels could
result in unacceptable risk levels to
Martin County.



Monthly Financial Reports: the contract
requires the Humane Society to submit
“monthly financial reports;” however,
the contract does not adequately
describe the type of financial detail
contemplated. Therefore, with its
monthly programmatic report, the
Humane Society submits a “profit &
loss” statement. The profit & loss
statement does not provide detail
demonstrating how the grant funds
were spent. As mentioned previously,
the scope of services section of the
contract is deficient in that it does not
provide detailed guidance outlining
acceptable expenditure for Martin
County’s grant funds.



Documentation of Funds Remitted to
the Tax Collector: the contract permits
the Humane Society to seek
reimbursement for the animal

We identified that since at least fiscal year
20062, the Humane Society has been
collecting, and subsequently remitting,
impoundment fees to the County.
However, the two most recent Humane
Society contracts do not address
impoundment fees.
All services performed by the Humane
Society should be included in its contract.
Such services should be described in
sufficient detail to support accountability
and transparency.
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license/identification tag fees it remits
to the Tax Collector.
To be eligible for reimbursement, the
Humane Society must send a
“quarterly
report,
including
documentation of all funds remitted to
the Tax Collector, setting forth the
number of license/identification tags
and the amount of fees collected…” To
satisfy this requirement the Humane
Society submits a one page invoice
(one for each month) with the required
elements. However, this information is
reported in aggregate, without
sufficient detail that would allow
Martin County to verify the number of
animal license/identification tags sold,
and the corresponding fees received,
by the Humane Society.
Compensation
We reviewed 22 requests for payment
from the Humane Society. Our review
identified that, in every instance, the
Humane Society requested payment prior
to completion of the required monthly
services.
This appears to violate provisions of the
contract that state “disbursements will not
be made prior to the month of service” and
“final payment shall be withheld until all
required reports have been submitted…”
Furthermore, paying for services prior to
completion thereof, does not support good
government practices.
Programmatic Reports
The contract requires the Humane Society
to submit monthly programmatic reports
listing the number of animals delivered to
the shelter by Animal Care & Control and
County residents. However, the reports

are deficient in that: (1) it does not list all
of the animals delivered to the shelter by
County residents; (2) it lists animals being
delivered from locations outside of the
County; and, (3) it includes animals that
were cared for at its clinic.
The County should ensure it is receiving
programmatic reports that satisfy the
scope of service requirements; or in the
alternative, develop a scope of services
that is consistent with current goals and
objectives.
Contract Monitoring
Martin
County
has
a
“Grants
Management Policy” that establishes
responsibilities for grant administration,
when the County acts as the grantor
(provider) and grantee (recipient) of funds.
The policy contains procedures for various
elements
including:
assessment,
application, award, fund set up,
compliance,
records
management,
disbursements, billing, reporting, closeout
and training.
However, the procedures associated with
these elements do not contemplate
contracts when the County is acting as the
grantor (provider) of funds. Additionally,
regular contract monitoring reviews were
not performed by County staff.
Regular contact monitoring reviews could
have identified the deficiencies described
in the Opportunities for Improvement
section of this report.
What We Recommend
Our report contains seven Opportunities
for
Improvement
and
13
Recommendations, that if implemented,
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will ensure compliance with the Martin
County Code of Ordinances, strengthen
contracting practices and provide effective
contract oversight by enhancing contract
monitoring activities.

We
agree
with
Martin
County
management that this recommendation is
best addressed globally. Therefore, the
Clerk’s internal audit activity will monitor
the County’s progress in implementing
this recommendation.

On December 9, 2016, we received Martin
County’s response to this audit
(Attachment
A).
Martin
County
management agreed with 12 of the 13
recommendations.
However,
for
recommendation number 13, Martin
County stated that it “reserves the right to
respond to this recommendation at a
future date and in consideration of the
possible reorganization of personnel…
across a broader spectrum of contracts.”
BACKGROUND
The Florida Constitution established the clerk of the circuit court
as the local constitutional officer who serves as the public
trustee for the county. In addition to serving as the clerk to the
courts, the clerk provides a county level system of checks and
balances through services as the county comptroller, clerk to the
board of county commissioners, guardian of public and official
records, clerk to the value adjustment board and internal
auditor of county funds.
Internal audit activity is established as a responsibility of the County Clerk & Comptroller by
Florida Constitution Article VIII, §1, cl.(d) as the “ex officio clerk of the board of county
commissioners, auditor, recorder and custodian of all county funds.” The internal audit
activity is administered on the government operations of the Martin County Clerk &
Comptroller, and its functional divisions, and the Martin County Board of County
Commissioners, and its functional divisions, as specified in the State Constitution, State
Statutes and decisions and opinions of the State Judiciary.
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The Humane Society was incorporated in 1955 as
an independent, tax exempt, not‐for‐profit
corporation in the State of Florida. Its mission is
to assure a better life for companion animals by
providing shelter, finding loving homes and
promoting respect for their place in the lives of
humans. The mission is accomplished by
providing progressive adoption programs,
aggressive spay and neuter programs, humane
education in schools and through establishing
community partnerships. The low cost spay and
neuter programs serve the community and encourage responsible pet ownership while
preventing overpopulation. The humane education and pet therapy programs promote
literacy programs in schools and therapy programs in hospitals, senior centers, assisted care
facilities and community centers. Finally, the Humane Society partners with over a dozen
local non‐profit organizations in providing programs that showcase the joy of relationships
with domestic pets and the resulting positive impact on daily life.
Annually, the Humane Society has audited financial statements prepared, in accordance with
auditing standards generally accepted in the United States, by a local certified public
accounting firm. For fiscal year ending September 30, 2015, it had “TOTAL PUBLIC SUPPORT
AND OTHER REVENUES” of approximately $2.986 million for the Humane Society’s animal
sheltering, adoption and humane education operations.
Martin County has an ongoing contractual relationship with the Humane Society to provide
grant funding that assists in offsetting expenditures related to its animal sheltering
operation. For fiscal years 2015 and 2016, the County provided (committed) grant funding
of approximately $545,000 and $560,000, respectively.
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY
The Martin County Board of County Commissioners (“County Commission”) is responsible
for establishing and implementing adequate internal controls over expenditures of public
funds. The objective of this audit is to perform a compliance review of the contract between
Martin County and the Humane Society to determine if:
1. Program objectives are being achieved;
2. Required tasks and services were completed; and,
3. Grant funds were properly expended.
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The scope of this audit includes reviewing the programmatic reports, fiscal reports, and
payment requests submitted by the Humane Society during the period of October 1, 2014
through June 30, 2016. Audit procedures include, but are not limited to:


Reviewing monthly reports of animals delivered to the Humane Society’s shelter by
Animal Care and Control and Martin County residents;



Reviewing selected monthly financial reports submitted to Martin County;



Reviewing reimbursement requests of the animal license/identification tag fees
remitted to the Tax Collector;



Interviewing appropriate personnel in order to gain an understanding of established
controls and evaluate operational compliance;



Evaluating compliance with established policies and procedures; and,



Evaluating compliance with applicable county ordinances, rules and regulations.

The audit was planned and performed to obtain sufficient, appropriate, evidence to provide
a reasonable basis for our comments and conclusion based upon the audit objectives. This
audit report is intended to provide management and those charged with governance and
oversight with information to improve program performance and operations, reduce cost,
facilitate decision‐making by parties with responsibility to oversee or initiate corrective
action and contribute to public accountability. We believe that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for our comments and conclusions based upon our stated
objectives.
OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Opportunity for Improvement (1)
Animal license/identification tag fees are not being placed into a separate accounting
fund as required by Chapter 9 of the Martin County Code of Ordinances.
Chapter 9 – Animals – Martin County Code of Ordinances,
Chapter 9, Section 9.62.J. states, “Proceeds accruing to the County from the sale of animal
license/identification tags shall be turned over to the Clerk of the Circuit Court to be placed
in a fund designated as the ‘Animal Act Fund.’ The proceeds shall be used to pay Division1
expenses. Any excess at the end of the fiscal year shall be placed in the General Fund.”
Internal Audit Review
For the audit period of September 2014 through June 2016, we reviewed all of the proceeds
received by the County from the sale of animal license/identification tags by the Humane
Society. Our review identified that all the proceeds received, without exception, were placed
directly into the County’s General Fund.
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Moreover, it is noted that the County does not receive animal license/identification tag
proceeds directly from the Humane Society. Rather the Humane Society remits the funds to
the Tax Collector, monthly, in arrears, with certain required supporting documentation.
After processing the animal license/identification tag information, the Tax Collector remits
the funds, electronically, to the County. The funds are transferred from the Tax Collector
directly into the County’s General Fund. Furthermore, the County is not being provided with
documentation, from either the Humane Society or the Tax Collector, supporting the
proceeds received.
Recommendations:
1. Martin County should ensure all proceeds accruing from the sale of animal
license/identification tags are placed into the ‘Animal Act Fund’ as required by Martin
County Code of Ordinances, Section 9.62.J.; or in the alternative, revise Chapter 9, Martin
County Code of Ordinances to reflect current government practices.
2. Martin County should ensure it receives detailed documentation supporting the amount
of animal license/identification tag fees received. Supporting documentation provides
an audit trail of the funds received.
Management Response:
Martin County agrees with our recommendations.
Management stated that it would recommend an amendment to Chapter 9, Martin County
Code of Ordinances, allowing it to place the proceeds from the sale of animal
license/identification tags directly into the General Account. Moreover, management stated
that any future contract would include an agreement between all parties for a reporting
system that provides adequate documentation of the funds received.
Opportunity for Improvement (2)
The contract between Martin County and the Humane Society of the Treasure Coast,
Inc. does not support accountability or transparency of public funds.
Article 9. Public Records/Audit
Article 9 of the contract states, in part, that the “contractor gives Martin County the right,
until the expiration of five fiscal years after expenditure of funds under this contract, to audit
the use of monies paid hereunder… All required records shall be maintained until an audit
is completed and all questions arising there from are resolved, or until the expiration of five
(5) years after the expenditure of funds.”
Internal Audit Review
The scope of work section of the contract states that “the Humane Society shall be the
exclusive provider of shelter, board and care for all animals other than livestock… until the
animal is returned to its owner, adopted or otherwise disposed of at the discretion of the
Humane Society and in accordance with state and local law.” As such, it appears this
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provision of the contract contemplates that County grant funds will be used to offset
expenses of the Humane Society’s animal sheltering operations. Although the audit
provision allows the County to review expenditures of the funds paid, it does not provide
sufficient guidance detailing acceptable, or unacceptable, expenditures.
We reviewed the Humane Society’s audited financial statements, and accompanying notes,
for fiscal year ending September 30, 2015. Of particular interest is “Note K – Government
Contract,” prepared by an independent accounting firm, which presents selected
expenditures related to the Humane Society’s “Animal Sheltering Operations.” The firm
states that “the columns labeled ‘County Contract Allocation’ represent the application, for
illustrative purpose only [emphasis added], the funds provided by Martin County for the
years September 30, 2015 and 2014.” The following table was extracted from the financial
statements:

This illustration demonstrates that the County provided funding for 33% of the “Animal
Sheltering Operations” expenditures in 2015 and 35% in 2014. Because the contract does
not provide the Humane Society with specific guidance as to what expenditures the County
deems acceptable, or unacceptable, the grant funds were allocated, for illustration purposes
only, equally to each expenditure line item.
Failing to describe specific animal sheltering operation expenditures that can be paid with
County grant funds does not support accountability or transparency of public funds.
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Recommendations:
3. To support accountability and transparency the contract between the Humane Society
and Martin County should describe specific “Animal Sheltering Operations” expenditures
that can be paid with grant funds.
Management Response:
Martin County agrees with our recommendation.
Management stated that contract negotiations can provide a method to list the specific
expenditures that can be paid with grant funds; whether the vendor is selected procedurally
via the Purchasing Manual or by direct appointment by the County Commission.
Opportunity for Improvement (3)
The contract between Martin County and the Humane Society of the Treasure Coast,
Inc. does not include all of the services currently being performed.
Impoundment
According to Chapter 9, Section 9.31. – Impoundment – Martin County Code of Ordinances:
“Any animal received or taken into custody by an animal care and control
officer shall be properly delivered to the designated impoundment facility for
handling and disposition in accordance with this chapter and any contractual
agreement between the County and the operator of such facility.”
Additionally, the ordinance states that an impounded animal cannot be regained by its owner
without the owner paying the accrued impoundment fee, actual veterinary charges, and any
other fees associated with the impoundment.
Internal Audit Review
Since at least fiscal year 2006, the Humane Society has been remitting monthly “impound”
fees to the County; however, the two most recent contracts3 do not specifically address the
collection of “impound” fees. The collection of impoundment fees appears to have been
contemplated because both contracts require the Humane Society to provide programmatic
reports that include a list of the owners to whom animals were returned. But the report is
deficient in that it does not include information such as the length of impoundment and the
daily fee charged, which would allow the County to reconcile the reports with the funds
submitted.
Moreover, reconciliation is further hampered because the Humane Society’s monthly
request for payment, monthly programmatic report (including impound fee data) and
financial report information, is submitted to the County separately from the impound fee
remittance.
3 The last two contracts between the County and the Humane Society were negotiated in FY2011 and FY2014. Each agreement contained
two (2) one‐year renewals.
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Recommendations:
4. All services being performed on behalf of Martin County by vendors should be fully
described in the contractual agreement.
5. Martin County should ensure that it is receiving sufficient documentation that supports
the impound fees being remitted by the Humane Society of the Treasure Coast, Inc.
Management Response:
Martin County agrees with our recommendations.
Management stated that the specific services, and the requirement to be able to account for
the funds provided by a contract for such services, shall be noted in an invoice template
created by the vendor and approved by the County; and, reports regarding impoundment
shall reflect sufficient information to enable reconciliation of funds received to services
delivered.
Opportunity for Improvement (4)
The contract entered into between Martin County and the Humane Society of the
Treasure Coast, Inc. contains unclear language that is open to interpretation.
The following provisions of the contract are unclear and open to interpretation:
Article 10. Minimum Insurance Requirement
According to the Minimum Insurance Requirement provision of the contract, “[t]he
Contractor must maintain insurance for such injuries, occurrences, loose (sic) and damages
that constitute a reasonable risk of such programs and services. Contractor shall provide
County a certificate of Insurance naming the County as an additional named Insured. The
Contractor shall provide proof of worker’s compensation insurance as required by law, if
applicable.”
Internal Audit Review
Although the contract requires the Humane Society to maintain insurance protecting the
County against certain losses and worker’s compensation insurance claims, it does not
specify the minimum levels required. Without incorporating the minimum levels of
insurance to be maintained, the County could be increasing its liability risk.
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To identify potential liability to the
County, we obtained information from
the Humane Society documenting its
current
level
of
worker’s
compensation insurance, commercial
general liability insurance and
commercial
automobile
liability
insurance. We compared it with the
minimum
levels
of
insurance
incorporated in contracts prepared by
the Martin County Purchasing
Department (Table 1).
Our analysis indicates the Humane
Society appears to be maintaining
sufficient levels of insurance as
required in other contracts awarded by the County Commission; however, to reduce the risk
of liability the County should ensure that minimal levels of insurance are sufficiently
described in all applicable contracts.
Exhibit “A” – Scope of Services/Price Schedule
Exhibit “A” – Price Schedule – requires that prior to payment of any funds, the Humane
Society must provide the County with:
1. Regular [monthly] program reports and monthly financial reports [emphasis
added]; and,
2. A quarterly report, including documentation of all funds remitted to the Tax
Collector [emphasis added], setting forth the number of license/identification tags
and amount of fees collected pursuant to Section 9.62.J., General Ordinances, Martin
County Code.
Internal Audit Review ‐ Monthly Financial Reports
The requirement of providing “monthly financial reports,” is intended to provide some level
of assurance concerning the Humane Society’s expenditure of grants funds. However, the
phrase is vague and this requirement by itself provides neither accountability nor
transparency over the Humane Society’s expenditure of grant funds.
Currently, the Humane Society provides a monthly “profit and loss” statement with its
programmatic report. A “profit and loss” statement is a high level summary of revenue and
expenses for a specific period of time. Because the contract does not describe acceptable or
unacceptable expenditures, requiring the Humane Society to provide monthly financial
reports, albeit well‐intended, does not provide an adequate level of checks and balances over
the expenditure of grant funds. However, as discussed in Opportunity for Improvement
(2), describing specific expenditures that can be paid with grant funds, in addition to the
financial report requirement, will enhance accountability and transparency.
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Internal Audit Review ‐ Funds Remitted to the Tax Collector
Martin County Code of Ordinances,
section 9.62.A., states “all owners of
dogs and cats in Martin County shall
obtain
a
Martin
County
license/identification tag for each dog
and cat they own…” and section
9.62.E. allows such owners to
purchase a license from the Humane
Society. The funds collected by the
Humane Society are remitted to the
Tax Collector, monthly, in arrears,
with the necessary documentation
required for processing.
After
deducting its processing fee, the Tax
Collector remits the remaining funds
to the County.
The funds are
electronically delivered into the
County’s General Fund.
According to the contract, the County
reimburses the Humane Society for
the animal license/identification tag
fees it remits to the Tax Collector. To
obtain reimbursement from the
County, the Humane Society is
required to submit a quarterly report,
including documentation of the funds it remitted to the Tax Collector. Reimbursements in
fiscal year 2015 totaled $7,173.50; fiscal year 2016, through April, totaled $4,022.50.
We reviewed 100% of the animal license/identification tag reimbursement requests
(“invoice”) submitted by the Human Society. Each invoice specifies the number of licenses
issued by the Humane Society and the fees it remitted to the Tax Collector. The invoice is
reduced by two expenses: (1) a $3.25 per license processing fee payable to the Tax Collector;
and, (2) a $1.00 per license fee payable to Martin County veterinarians and the Humane
Society. The $1.00 amount is considered to be a “commission” for selling the
license/identification tags. There is no documentation attached to the invoice that supports
the number of licenses issued or the fees remitted.
Furthermore, we reviewed the Tax Collector’s payment to the County of the animal
license/identification tag fees remitted by the Humane Society. Each month the Tax
Collector provides the County two documents in support of the amount being transferred.
The first document, titled Accounting, General Report, is a summary of the
license/identification tags sold by each physical location of the Tax Collector and each
“Agent.” Agent is a term used by the Tax Collector to describe third‐party entities that sell
license/identification tags, e.g. Humane Society and veterinarians. This document identifies
items such as: number of tags sold; amount collected; Tax Collector fee; and, third‐party
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commission. The second document is an aggregate summary of the amount remitted to the
County. This document includes items such as: total license fees; total penalties collected;
total revenue collected; commission fees paid to veterinarians; tax collector fee; and, the
“net” amount remitted.
Although neither document provides an adequate audit trail of the number of animal
license/identification tags issued, or the corresponding fees received by the Humane Society,
no discrepancies were identified between the invoices sent to the County by the Humane
Society, and the documentation remitted by the Tax Collector. However, the lack of backup
documentation supporting the number of license/identification tags issued and the
corresponding fees, does not support accountability or transparency of public funds.
Recommendations:
6.

The contract between Martin County and the Humane Society should incorporate
minimum levels of insurance for worker’s compensation insurance, commercial
automobile liability insurance and commercial general liability insurance.

7.

The contract between Martin County and the Humane Society should incorporate
specific expenditure language that would support an audit trail of the funds provided by
Martin County.

8.

Martin County should ensure it is receiving sufficient documentation to support the
license/identification tag reimbursements being made to the Humane Society.
Supporting documents should provide an audit trail of the expenditure of public funds;
thereby, promoting accountability and transparency.

Management Response:
Martin County agrees with our recommendations.
Management stated it would (a) include in any future contract the minimum amounts of
coverage as required by County policy; (b) future monthly financial reports will be modified
to provide the accounting for specific expenditures and the correlation of that expenditure
to the appropriate fund source; and, (c) that a procedure would be developed and
implemented to satisfy audit and transparency requirements.
Internal Audit Response:
Internal Audit agrees with management that the cost of such a procedure should not exceed
its benefits.
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Opportunity for Improvement (5)
The Humane Society of the Treasure Coast, Inc. is receiving compensation prior to
completion of all required tasks and services.
Article 7. Compensation
Article 7. Compensation states: “County shall pay contractor upon Contractor’s
completion of, and County’s acceptance of, the services [emphasis added] required herein,
in the amounts and times specified in the Scope of Services/Price Schedule attached hereto
as Exhibit A. Prices shall remain firm for the duration of the contact. Final payment shall
be withheld until all required reports have been submitted [emphasis added].”
Moreover, Exhibit “A” – Price Schedule – states, “upon completion of regular written program
and monthly financial reports, including an invoice, disbursement will be made on a monthly
basis…for twelve (12) months…Disbursements will not be made prior to the month of
service [emphasis added].”
Internal Audit Review
We reviewed 22 payment requests sent to the County by the Humane Society. In 214 of the
22 requests, the Humane Society requested payment prior to completion of the required
services. Specifically, for each payment request the Humane Society included the current
month’s invoice, the prior month’s programmatic report, and a financial report for the month
preceding the month of the programmatic report.
For example, in June 2016, the Humane Society requested payment for June 2016, submitted
the May 2016, programmatic report and submitted its April 2016, profit and loss statement
to the County’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The OMB reviews the information
and approves the request for payment. However, the Humane Society’s process of
requesting, and the OMB’s practice of approving, payment prior to completion of the
required services appears to violate the following provisions of the contract: (1) County shall
pay contractor upon Contractor’s completion of, and County’s acceptance of, the services; (2)
final payment shall be withheld until all required reports have been submitted; and, (3)
disbursements will not be made prior to the month of service.
Recommendations:
9.

Martin County should ensure it is adhering to the provisions of its contract with the
Humane Society of the Treasure Coast, Inc. by not advancing funds prior to the
completion of required services; or in the alternative, develop contractual language that
would allow such practice.

4 The Office of Management Budget could not produce the March 2015, programmatic report for review. Moreover, the October 2014;
August 2015; and September 2015, monthly financial report submitted by the Humane Society could not be produced.
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Management Response:
Martin County agrees with our recommendation.
Management stated it would pursue improved coordination between departments to enable
a punctual review of the invoices/reports to ensure timely payments are made to the vendor
for actual services performed.
Opportunity for Improvement (6)
The programmatic reports prepared by the Humane Society of the Treasure Coast, Inc.
do not comply with contract requirements.
Scope of Services
Scope of services provision, item 3, requires the Humane Society to “provide the County with
a monthly record of all animals delivered to the… shelter by ACC [Animal Care & Control]
and residents of the County, and the number of animals returned to owners in the County,
including names and address of the residents who drop off animals and the owners to whom
the animals are returned…”
Internal Audit Review
The Humane Society provides the County with monthly programmatic reports listing the
number of animals delivered to the shelter by Animal Care & Control and residents of the
County; however, the report is deficient in that (1) it does not list all of the animals delivered
to the shelter by County residents; (2) it lists animals delivered from locations outside of the
County; and, (3) it includes animals that were cared for at its clinic.
The Humane Society stated that County staff instructed it to (1) include only a single entry
for an individual who delivered multiple animals to the shelter and (2) include all animals
delivered to the shelter, regardless of resident location in its monthly programmatic report.
Therefore, the programmatic reports submitted to the County do not represent the actual
number of animals delivered to the shelter by Animal Care & Control and County residents.
To gain a better understanding of
the number of animals delivered to
the Humane Society, we requested
that it provide the number of
animals delivered by Animal Care &
Control, County residents and from
locations outside Martin County.
Table 2 represents the number
animals delivered to the Humane
Society by Animal Care & Control
and County residents since fiscal
year 2011, and the County’s level of
grant funding.

2016‐A‐0003 ‐ Page 15 of 25

Martin County Clerk of the Circuit Court & Comptroller

Furthermore, Table 3 demonstrates
that since fiscal year 2011,
approximately 33,000 animals were
delivered to the Humane Society
from Animal Care & Control, County
residents and locations outside of
the County.
Therefore, for the period between
fiscal year 2011 and fiscal year
2015, the Tables demonstrate that
the number of animals delivered to
the shelter by Animal Care & Control
and County residents decreased by
12.6%5, and by 8.9%6 overall, and
grant funding has increased by
10.2%7.
Recommendations:
10. Martin County should ensure it is receiving programmatic reports that satisfy the
elements set forth in the scope of services; or in the alternative, develop scope of service
elements that are consistent with current goals and objectives.
Management Response:
Martin County agrees with our recommendation.
Management stated it would require vendors to provide monthly programmatic reports that
satisfy the elements included in the contract.
Opportunity for Improvement (7)
Martin County’s contract monitoring and oversight activities needs improvement.
Phases of Public Procurement
Generally, there are three phases of public procurement: Pre‐Award, Award and Post‐Award.
The Pre‐Award phase includes the determination of need, the development of the
requirements package (scope of services to be performed), and the selection of the
contracting method (ITB, RFP, Grant, etc.). The Award phase includes the solicitation of
vendors, receipt and evaluation of responses and contract award. The Post‐Award, or
contract administration, phase includes contract monitoring, ensuring the contractor is
meeting contractual requirements and contract closeout.
5

(Fiscal Year 2015) – (Fiscal Year 2011) / (Fiscal Year 2011) = (3,666 – 4,197) / 4,197 = ‐12.65%.

6

(Fiscal Year 2015) – (Fiscal Year 2011) / (Fiscal Year 2011) = (5,466 – 6,002) / 5,466 = ‐8.93%.

7

(Fiscal Year 2015) – (Fiscal Year 2011) / (Fiscal Year 2011) = ($545,387 – $495,000) / $545,387 = 10.18%.
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As mentioned, contract monitoring is part of the Post‐Award phase and according to the
State of Florida, Department of Management Services’ “Contract and Grant User Guide” is a
planned, ongoing periodic review of the contract/grant to ensure:






Compliance by the vendor with the contract/grant terms and conditions and
any applicable laws and regulations.
All required activities are being or have been performed in accordance with
the contract/grant.
Deliverables have been completed.
Funds have been accounted for and used appropriately, when applicable.
Program goals and objectives are being achieved.

Components of an effective monitoring program include, but are not limited to, training in
contract monitoring, written policies and procedures, contingency plans, communicating
clear expectations to vendors, contract administration plan, organized contract files, dispute
resolution procedures, contract closeout procedures and post‐contract review.
Internal Audit Review
Martin County has a “Grants Management Policy” that includes the following grant
requirement and responsibility elements: “assessment, application, award, fund set up,
compliance, records management, disbursements, billing, closeout and training.” Moreover,
the policy acknowledges that Martin County “participates as either a grantor [emphasis
added], the provider of funds to worthy participants; or as a grantee [emphasis added], the
recipient of funds to further wellbeing of constituents. As a grantor it is imperative to ensure
grant requirements are met by recipients in order to disburse and award funds in a
responsible and accountable manner.” Finally, according to the policy the OMB is
responsible for:
a) Providing regular compliance reviews of all grant awards and projects to
determine that they are in compliance with applicable laws, requirements
of the grant contract and applicable professional standards.
However, our review of the “procedure” section of the policy appears to only contemplate
instances when the County is the grantee (recipient) of funds. As such, the current policy
could be strengthened if it addressed the requirement and responsibility elements when the
County is the grantor (provider) of funds. Moreover, our review of the County’s contract
with the Humane Society determined that regular compliance reviews were not performed.
Regular compliance reviews could have identified the following deficiencies:
1. Animal license/identification tag fees were not placed into a separate accounting fund
as required by County Ordinance [Opportunity for Improvement (1)];
2. The Humane Society remitted “impoundment fees” to the County; however, such
service does not appear to be included in the existing contract [Opportunity for
Improvement (3)];
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3. Adequate documentation supporting the animal license/identification tag fees
remitted to the Tax Collector, was not provided, or forwarded, to the County.
[Opportunity for Improvement (4)];
4. Issuing payment to the Humane Society prior to it completing the required services
[Opportunity for Improvement (5)];
5. Programmatic reports did not comply with the scope of service requirements
[Opportunity for Improvement (6)]; and,
6. From at least October 2014 until March 2016, the programmatic reports submitted
by the Humane Society were not delivered to Animal Care & Control for its review.
The components used to monitor a contract is dependent upon multiple factors, including
the complexity of the service being provided, the contract amount and the risk to the County
if the work is not performed adequately. An adequately designed contract monitoring
program includes the policies and procedures used to ensure contract objectives are being
achieved and that the vendor is satisfying its responsibilities. Additionally, an effective
contract monitoring program will help to mitigate (reduce) the risk associated with poor
vendor performance that may negatively affect the County.
Recommendations:
11. Martin County should develop, or incorporate within its existing policy, a contract
monitoring policy for situations when it is acting as a grantor of funds that establishes
the direction and guidance for a comprehensive grants/contract monitoring policy.
Items may include:
(a) Development of a Contract Monitoring Plan – an effective plan will identify, but
not be limited to, the following: an analysis of the risk factors, scope of review,
staff assigned, dates of review, schedule, tools/guide, the type of monitoring,
processes for conducting monitoring, corrective action plans and documentation
of the results.
(b) Using a Standardized Monitoring Tool – using a standardized monitoring tool that
provides a consistent review throughout the monitoring process.
(c) Corrective Action Plans – a clearly defined procedure that will outline when
corrective action plans are required; how they are to be developed; how and
where to record them in the contract file; how they are reported to appropriate
staff; and, follow‐up process.
(d) Dispute Resolution – steps required to resolve vendor disputes in a timely
manner.
(e) Access and Storage of Contract Documents and Files – development of a standard
file format for the layout of contract documents, correspondence, monitoring
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reports, programmatic reports, etc. to provide uniformity and ease of review for
management.
(f) Closeout Contract procedures – a written document that ensures important
administrative, contractual and program elements are not overlooked.
12. Martin County should develop a contract monitoring procedure that specifies the
processes and steps required to effectively monitor the Humane Society of the Treasure
Coast, Inc. contract/grant agreement.
13. When acting as the grantor (provider) of funds, Martin County should determine which
department/division possesses the required knowledge, skills and abilities that would
allow it to perform an appropriate level of contract monitoring activities.
Management Response:
Martin County agrees with recommendation number 11 and 12.
Concerning recommendation number 11 and 12, management agrees that an effective
contract monitoring strategy needs to be developed and implemented for all of its Grants
and Aid Program contracts and other contracts funded through the Non‐Departmental Fund
accounts.
Management agrees with the spirit of the recommendation number 13; however, it would
like the ability to respond fully at a future date because implementation may result in an
organizational restructuring.
Internal Audit Response:
Internal Audit agrees with management that recommendation number 13 is best addressed
when considering the entire spectrum of County contracts. As such, Internal Audit will
monitor Martin County’s progress toward implementing this recommendation.
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