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Wakulla County Board of County Commissioners 
Internal Audit 

Building Department Review 
 

                                                                                                                                   November 2024     
 

The Internal Audit Department (IA) completed a review of the Wakulla County (County) Board of County 
Commissioners Building Department (Building). The review focused on the operations of the building permit 
process. This review did not include an examination of the inspection process itself. The review is solely about 
the financial and operating side of applying for building permits and the reporting requirements involved with 
those permits. To complete the review, County staff met with IA and shared their process. A sample selection 
of permits was made and evaluated. Reports and statutes were examined.      
 
Observations  
 
Building processed approximately 2,300 permits in Fiscal Year 2022-2023 (FY 22-23) and 2,200 through July 
of Fiscal Year 2023-2024 (FY 23-24). This equated to approximately $745,000 in permit revenue in FY 22-23 
and $729,000 through July of FY 23-24. Of these permits, less than 10% involved private providers. Private 
providers are defined in Florida Statute (FS) 553.791 and the County must allow private providers if the 
property owner or the contractor authorized by the property owner chooses to use one. A total sample of 20 
permits was selected, three of these samples were specifically selected from private provider permits.  
 
The 20 samples were compared against the Schedule of Fees for permits which was adopted by the County 
with Resolution 13-61 on November 4, 2013. Each sample had the appropriate permit fees based on this 
resolution. The three private provider permits had the required documents on file with Building. Building is in 
the process of uploading all paperwork to Citizenserve, the online portal where permit information can be 
viewed by the public. Not all the documentation has been uploaded yet, which was the case for these three 
samples. Private providers have electronic access to upload their inspection schedules and results but are not 
utilizing this access to the full extent available, making some of the tracking more difficult for Building. 
 
Another part of the permit process is the surcharges that are applied to each permit. The surcharge collection 
is set by FS 468.631 and FS 553.721. FS 468.631 requires the collection of funds for the Building Code 
Administrators and Inspectors Fund (BCAIF) and requires a surcharge of 1.5% on all permits, with a minimum 
amount of $2 on each permit. Building is required to retain 10% of the surcharges collected to be spent 
specifically for the participation in national and state building code adoption processes and education related 
to the enforcement of the Florida Building Code (FBC).  
 
FS 553.721 requires the collection of 1% on all permits with a minimum of $2 on each permit. This amount 
goes towards funding the Department of Business and Professional Regulation’s (DBPR) enforcement of the 
FBC. Similarly, 10% is to be retained by Building for code adoption and education activities. The surcharges 
for both BCAIF and DBPR are paid quarterly to DBPR by the Clerk of the Court’s Finance Department 
(Finance) based on the report submitted by Building. The report is sent to Finance by Building after it is 
processed through DBPR’s online system and certified by the building official.   
 
The surcharge quarterly report is one of the reports that was reviewed by IA. The amounts on the quarterly 
reports were outside of the expected amounts, so additional supporting documentation was requested from 
Building. A spreadsheet used for tracking permits and submitting the quarterly reports was provided. The 
spreadsheet included data from January 2021 onwards. Reports were reviewed from January 2021 through 
June 2024, the ending date of the most recently submitted quarterly report during the review period. These 
reports revealed that the data submitted on these quarterly reports was from the wrong cells on the spreadsheet 
for several quarters resulting in DBPR being underpaid. One of the quarters used data from four months instead 
of three months causing DBPR to be overpaid. Amounts due to DBPR are typically between $4,000 and $6,000 
and of the 14 quarters reviewed, six had an overpayment or an underpayment of over $2,000. An estimated 
$16,750 is owed to DBPR. The breakdown can be found in Appendix A. 
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Surcharge calculations were tested on the 20 samples. The eight samples that owed the minimum surcharge, a 
total of $4 on each permit, were correct. The remaining samples that were calculated based on a percentage of 
the permit fees were not correct. In July 2017 the surcharge amount was reduced from 1.5% to 1% in FS 
553.721. It appears this percentage was not reduced in Building’s system, and all permits that have been 
processed since July 2017, except those charged the required minimum, were overcharged. The twelve samples 
overcharged were approximately $30 in total. The total amount overcharged between January 1, 2021 and June 
30, 2024 was approximately $12,670. The breakdown of this can be found in Appendix B.  
 
To evaluate the accuracy of the revenue and liability reported into the accounting software, MIP, deposit 
reports were reviewed. Some of the numbers in MIP did not match the expected values. An inspection of the 
deposit reports from FY 22-23 and FY 23-24 through July 2024 revealed that some of the values were entered 
on the wrong line of the summary page by Building. This summary page is used by Finance to input the deposit 
details into MIP. This changed the amount MIP showed for several accounts, including permits and surcharges.  
 
Building’s permit tracking spreadsheet was also reviewed to make comparisons between data in MIP and on 
the reports submitted to DBPR. There were some typos found in the tracking spreadsheet, for example one of 
the surcharge amounts was mistakenly entered as $35,395 rather than $35.95 resulting in a surcharge total 
significantly higher than expected in April 2023. The surcharge totals each month are around $2,000. This 
particular column is not used to add data to the DBPR report, but should be used as a check against the data 
entered on line 9 of the DBPR report. See Appendix C for a sample report.  
 
Another example is from August 2022 where $4,132 was entered instead of $41.32 in the “Permit Fees Over 
Min Surcharge” column. This total amount is typically less than $2,000 so the amount was significantly higher 
than normal. Again, this column is not used to enter the amounts into the DBPR report, but should be used as 
a check for the report for the total of the amounts on line 3 and 7. All cells were not checked for accuracy by 
IA, only the columns with significant outliers in the total were examined closer.  It was also noted that journal 
entry requests made by Building to Finance to transfer funds from other County departments to cover permit 
fees and surcharges for projects for those departments were not included on the permit tracking spreadsheet.  
 
At the end of FY 22-23 Finance made a journal entry in MIP to move $14,787.13 from the surcharge account 
(208030 in MIP) to the account used for the 10% Building is required by statute to retain (341801 in MIP). 
The correct amount for FY 22-23 was approximately $2,200. Based on the amount of $28,814 in MIP as the 
total surcharge fees received in FY 22-23, such a large transfer amount should have been a red flag that there 
was an issue warranting closer inspection. This journal entry was not requested by Building, it was a year-end 
entry initiated by Finance.       
 
In addition to the samples and reports, statutes related to Building were reviewed. In 2019, Chapter 2019-121 
modified FS 553.80 requiring counties to add a building and inspection utilization report to their website by 
December 31, 2020. FS 553.80 7(b) outlines the requirements for the report. This report must be updated prior 
to the fee schedule being adjusted. Since the County has not made any changes to the fee schedule since 2013, 
only one report needs to be on the County’s website. At the time this review began, this report was not on the 
website. 
 
Though the Planning & Community Development Department (Planning) was not the main focus of this 
review, the department falls under the same umbrella of the Assistant County Administrator for Planning & 
Community Development, so a review was done of a related statute. FS 125.379 requires counties to publish 
on their website a listing of real property that it owns and is available that would be appropriate for affordable 
housing. The inventory list of this property is to be adopted by resolution by the counties. At the time of this 
review, this was not available on the website. The County did look at real property owned and no property fit 
into this category.       
 
Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations are provided to address the issues identified above. Some of these 
recommendations apply to processes of the County and some to Finance. The department a recommendation 
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applies to will be identified prior to the recommended action.  
 
For Building: 
 

• FS 553.791 requires the County to allow private providers for plan reviews and/or inspections.  
Reference to the statute and the process for the use of a private provider being placed on the County’s 
website could help citizens understand the process. It is recommended that the County consider 
establishing standard operating private provider audit procedures that are required prior to completing 
audits of private providers by statute. An occasional audit may help ensure builders that prefer private 
providers are meeting all building code standards. Providing detailed instructions to private providers on 
the use of Citizenserve may be beneficial to Building. The use of Citizenserve would allow more 
information to be available to citizens faster. It would also make the enforcement of required steps by 
private providers easier for staff.      
 

• The weekly deposit sheet needs to be reviewed closer prior to being sent to Finance to ensure that 
amounts are on the correct lines. Having a second person review the deposit sheet is recommended. A 
quick review to make sure amounts on each line appear reasonable is all that is needed. For example, if 
there were permit fees, there should be surcharge fees and vice versa. Permit fees should always be a 
greater amount than surcharge fees. When a month ends in the middle of a week, two deposits should be 
sent to Finance so revenue is recorded in the proper month. This will allow MIP to match up to reports 
submitted to DBPR.    
 

• Surcharge amounts that have been charged since July 1, 2017, have been overcharged per amounts set 
in FS 553.721. This .5% difference will not impact the average home owner that made minor 
improvements or repairs to their property because typically this surcharge falls into the minimum 
required amount of $4. Additionally, it has been the policy of Revenue Collections to not process refunds 
for sewer deposits under $10 unless specifically requested by the customer. This policy aligns with FS 
717.117(1)(h) related to unclaimed funds that have to be submitted to the State of Florida each year and 
reduces the amount of processing of checks that many customers do not deposit.  

 
Any amount not refunded would be transferred to revenue, which in this case has already been done by 
the journal entry at the end of FY 22-23 by Finance. It would make sense to follow a similar process in 
this situation, but it is advised that legal counsel be consulted to verify this same situation would apply 
here. Most refunds that will need to be processed apply to new construction and typically involve a 
contractor that builds residential and commercial structures frequently in the county. It would be a 
cleaner process to cut a check to any person or business that paid a total of $10 or more in surcharge fees 
than they should have been charged since 2017 rather than providing a credit. If the County prefers not 
to refund these amounts dating back to 2017, it is advised that legal counsel be consulted, since amounts 
are set by statute. 
 

• The quarterly reports that are submitted with payments to DBPR need to be reviewed to assess the 
amount Building determines has been underpaid. DBPR should be consulted to determine how far back 
the County needs to review. In the future the report should be checked for reasonableness. The amounts 
of surcharges on the report should match up to what Building’s permit tracking spreadsheet shows. 
Having a second individual double check that the correct numbers have been used to calculate the report 
is also recommended.  

 
The spreadsheet itself should be reviewed for reasonableness to prevent significant typos from affecting 
the numbers. Mistakes may occur because human error is inevitable but looking for an unexpectedly 
high or low number will help prevent significant errors. Conditional formatting is one easy way to do 
this. For example, select the “Surcharge” column, go to “Conditional Formatting” from the “Home” tab 
in excel. Select “Highlight Cell Rules” and select “Greater Than.” Enter a number that the majority of 
surcharges are less than, 50, for example. If conditional formatting is added to this column, it will 
highlight any amount over the typically highest surcharge amount. Though it may be a valid entry, it 
helps to easily investigate a number that is an outlier to make sure a typo is not entered.  
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The spreadsheet will need to be modified to keep track of the minimum surcharges separately. The 
minimum of $2 could apply for the 1% surcharge but the same permit may use 1.5% rather than the 
minimum of $2. For example, a permit that is $150 would have a surcharge of $4.25. $150 multiplied 
by 1% is only $1.50 so this surcharge would be $2, but the same permit multiplied by 1.5% would have 
a surcharge of $2.25. The surcharge is not 2.5% multiplied by the permit because it is governed by two 
different statutes so on the DBPR report there could be a different total for line 1 and line 5. The 
spreadsheet will need a way to track these two separate numbers. Software that could help Building track 
this data more effectively and efficiently than an excel could be included as part of the County’s existing 
plan to look at upgraded software options.   
 
It should also be noted that DBPR requires this report to be certified by the building official. The name 
listed on the report differs from the email address. There is some concern that the person listed as 
certifying the report is not the person submitting the report. There may be signatory permission in place, 
but since the prior office manager’s email has still been listed on the most recent reports, all of the 
permissions should be evaluated to ensure DBPR expectations are being followed. It is recommended 
that at least two people review the report prior to submission.     
 

• This report should be sent to staff in Finance responsible for processing the payment to DBPR as has 
been occurring, but also include the Finance staff that will be responsible for processing a journal entry 
to transfer the 10% of the surcharge that belongs to Building each quarter. 
 

• Permits that are processed through journal entry need to be added to the tracking spreadsheet. Other 
departments that are required to get permits also pay the surcharge so this amount needs to be included 
in the report and paid to DBPR.  

 
• Building should add the utilization report to the County’s website, if it has not recently been added, to 

get in compliance with FS 553.80. 
 

For Planning: 
 

• It is recommended that a resolution be passed showing the County has reviewed property for affordable 
housing, but that none exists. This best practice will demonstrate that the process has been completed. It 
should be done every three years to align with FS 125.379. If the status of available property changes, it 
is recommended that a new resolution be passed sooner.  

 
For Finance: 
 

• A journal entry should be processed each quarter to transfer Building’s 10% of the surcharge fees from 
208030 to revenue account 341801. This should coincide with the payment to DBPR. Journal entries 
should not be made for this account without proper backup to ensure only the funds Building is legally 
entitled to go to this revenue account. If an unexpectedly large amount is in 208030 after the payment 
and the journal entry, further review should be conducted. Notify Building of the staff members that 
should receive a copy of the report in addition to the accounts payable staff for journal entry processing.   
 

• When entering the deposit information from Building into MIP it is recommended that Finance do a 
quick review of the deposit to ensure the numbers make sense. Finance is not expected to validate the 
total for each line item, but if there were permit fees, there should be surcharge fees and vice versa. 
Permit fees should be greater than surcharge fees.  
 

• Finance writes the disbursement request to pay DBPR based on the report received from Building. 
Finance should run a report from MIP to verify the surcharge totals for the quarter are close to the 
numbers on the report as part of the Clerk of the Court’s auditor of the County role. They may not match 
perfectly due to timing issues but they should be close.  

 
There are links at the end of this report that go to the specific statutes and other items referenced in this report. 
If assistance is needed with excel formulas, please reach out to IA.  
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Management Response: 
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Links for Referenced Information (hover over the name with the mouse cursor, type “Ctrl” and click at the 
same time): 
 
FS 125.379  
 
FS 468.631  
 
FS 553.80  
 
FS 553.721  
 
FS 553.791  
 
FS 717.117  
 
CHAPTER 2019-121 
 
Surcharge Amount Change- FAQ  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?mode=View%20Statutes&SubMenu=1&App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=125.379&URL=0100-0199/0125/Sections/0125.379.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?mode=View%20Statutes&SubMenu=1&App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=468.631&URL=0400-0499/0468/Sections/0468.631.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?mode=View%20Statutes&SubMenu=1&App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=553.80&URL=0500-0599/0553/Sections/0553.80.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?mode=View%20Statutes&SubMenu=1&App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=553.721&URL=0500-0599/0553/Sections/0553.721.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0500-0599/0553/Sections/0553.791.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0700-0799/0717/Sections/0717.117.html
https://laws.flrules.org/2019/121
https://floridabuilding.org/fbc/Surcharges/Permit_Fee_Surcharge_QA_0717.pdf
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