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MISSION STATEMENT 
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class education with excellence and equity to empower each student to reach his 

or her highest potential with the most effective staff to foster the knowledge, 

skills, and ethics required for responsible citizenship and productive careers. 
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Audit of 
 

School Bus Safety Inspections 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

 

Pursuant to the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) 2015-16 Work Plan, we have audited the 

School Bus Safety Inspections during Fiscal Year 2016.  The primary objectives of this audit were 

to determine (1) if Post-Trip Passenger Check (Child Alert) and Video Surveillance Camera 

(Camera) Systems on school buses were in working conditions, (2) if school bus inspections were 

conducted by certified inspectors, and (3) if school buses were inspected within the required time 

interval.  The audit produced the following major conclusions. 

 

1. Child Alert and Camera Systems 
 

During the audit, OIG conducted two on-site observations to determine if the Post-Trip 

Passenger Check System (Child Alert) and Video Surveillance Camera (Camera) equipment 

on school buses were functioning as intended. 
 

The Child Alert System is required for all buses manufactured since 2005.  Specifically, 

Inspection Procedures A.16.d. of the Florida Department of Education’s (DOE) School Bus 

Safety Inspection Manual states “Check for proper operation of post-trip passenger check 

system (required on buses manufactured since 2005)”, and repair the system if it “does not 

operate according to manufacturer’s specifications, or is not working”. 
 

The requirements for the Child Alert System contained in the DOE’s School Bus 

Specifications, states that “The bus must be equipped with a system to require the driver to 

walk to the rearmost interior of the bus after each trip to deactivate the system via a push 

button and to ensure that no passengers are left on the bus.” 
 

I. OIG’s May 2016 On-Site Observations 
 

During May 11 through 24, 2016, OIG conducted on-site observations of the Child Alert 

and Camera Systems on 89 sample school buses at the District’s six bus compounds. 
 

Results:  65% of Child Alert Not Working and 35% of Child Alert Manually 

Disconnected/Disabled on Sample Buses.  Our observations found that 58 (65%) of the 

sample buses had non-working Child Alert, and six (7%) had non-working Camera.  

Furthermore, the Child Alert System on 31 (35%) of the sample buses with non-working 

Child Alert were manually disconnected/disabled by someone. 
 

Corrective Actions Reported by Transportation.  To ensure safety for all students and 

employees, on June 9, 2016, OIG provided observation results and preliminary conclusions to 

the Chief Operating Officer and Director of Transportation for immediate corrective actions.  

On August 9, 2016, Transportation informed the OIG that only 18 (2%) and nine (1%) buses 

had non-working Child Alert and Camera respectively 
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II. OIG’s Follow-Up On-Site Observations in September 2016 

 

On September 7 and 8, 2016, OIG performed a follow-up on-site observations of the safety 

devices for another 61 sample buses at all six bus compounds, in order to ascertain the 

status of corrective actions reported by Transportation.  These 61 sample buses were 

randomly selected from those buses that were in service and had been transporting students 

during those two days. 

 

Results:  21% Child Alert Not Working and 2% Child Alert Manually Disconnected.  The 

follow-up observations found that the non-working Child Alert equipment has reduced 

significantly from 65% down to 21% of the sample buses.  However, we noted that 11 

(18%) of the sample buses had non-working Child Alert, including 10 (16%) with system 

failure, and one (2%) manually disconnected; and two (3%) had non-working Camera; and 

two (3%) had both non-working Child Alert and Camera. 

 

Mandatory Monthly Safety Inspections Not Effective in Identifying Defective Devices.  

Both Child Alert and Camera Systems are part of the required monthly safety inspections.  

Our review of the latest Mandatory Safety Inspection Forms found that only two of the 13 

buses with non-working Child Alert observed by OIG were noted non-working devices on 

the Inspection Forms; all the other sample buses with non-working devices were not 

identified on the Inspection Forms. 

 

Daily Pre-Trip and Post-Trip Inspection Reports.  Pursuant to Florida Board of Education 

Rule 6A-3.0171, FAC, and Florida Statute Section 316.6135, bus drivers are required “to 

inspect the bus at least daily prior to the beginning of the first daily trip or more often as 

required by the school district” and “to perform a complete interior inspection of each bus 

after each run and trip to ensure no students are left on board.”  District’s procedures 

require bus drivers to perform daily Pre- and Post-Trip Inspections and document the 

inspection results on the Pre/Post-trip Inspection Report.  Our September 7 and 8, 2016, 

follow-up on-site observations found 13 (21%) of the 61 sample buses had non-working 

Child Alert.  On September 21, 2016, Transportation provided OIG with the September 7, 

2016, Pre/Post-trip Inspection Reports for 12 of the 13 buses.  All 12 Inspection Reports 

did not indicate that there were problems with the Child Alert, which were contrary to the 

OIG follow-up observation results. 

 

Management’s Response:  Management concurs.  Actions have been taken to correct the 

issues cited. 

 

 

2. 392 School Bus Safety Inspections at West Compound During July 2014 through May 

2016 Conducted by an Inspector With Expired Certification 

 

The review of 140 Safety Inspection Forms for 70 sample buses during Fiscal Year 2016 

disclosed that 24 sample inspections were conducted by an inspector with expired certification, 

and seven Safety Inspection Forms were not signed/initialed by the supervisor. 
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According to Florida Department of Education, the concerned inspector was previously 

certified but “His certificate expired on June 30, 2014, when he was reassigned.” 

 

Transportation’s records indicated that this non-certified inspector conducted 392 school bus 

safety inspections during July 2014 and May 2016, and did not conduct school bus safety 

inspection since May 12, 2016. 

 

Management’s Response:  Management concurs.  Certification status is now monitored daily 

by a Facility Management Support Technician. 

 

 

3. 5% of Sample Safety Inspections Performed Beyond the Maximum 30-School-Day 

Interval Requirement 

 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 6A-3.0171(8)(c) Responsibilities of School Boards for 

Student Transportation, requires, “Inspection of buses shall be scheduled and performed at a 

maximum interval of thirty (30) school days”. 

 

Transportation manages all District vehicles through the fleet maintenance management 

software, AssetWorks System.  We reviewed 240 random samples of safety inspection records 

for 120 buses during Fiscal Year 2016.  Based on the review of AssetWorks database and 

School Bus Safety Inspection Forms, we noted that 12 (5%) of the 240 sample inspections were 

performed beyond the maximum 30-school-day interval requirement, with delays ranging from 

one to three school days. 

 

Management’s Response:  Management concurs.  Transportation has put new procedures in 

place which schedules inspections within the 30-day window, to insure 100% compliance 

going forward. 
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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO: Honorable Chair and Members of the School Board 

 Robert M. Avossa, Ed.D., Superintendent of Schools 

 Chair and Members of the Audit Committee 
 

FROM: Lung Chiu, CPA, Inspector General 
 

DATE: May 19, 2017 
 

SUBJECT: Audit of School Bus Safety Inspections 
 

 

PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY 
 

Pursuant to the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) 2015-16 Work Plan, we have audited the 

School Bus Safety Inspections during Fiscal Year 2016.  The primary objectives of this audit were 

to determine (1) if Post-Trip Passenger Check (Child Alert) and Video Surveillance Camera 

(Camera) Systems on school buses were in working conditions, (2) if school bus inspections were 

conducted by certified inspectors, and (3) if school buses were inspected within the required time 

interval. 
 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 

The audit was performed in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing 

Standards promulgated by the Comptroller of the United States.  Those standards require that we 

plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient and appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable 

basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence 

obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objectives.  The audit included: 
 

 Interviewing staff 
 

 Conducting on-site observations of safety devices for sample school buses 
 

 Reviewing relevant rules and regulations, including: 
 

­ Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 6A-3, Transportation  

­ Florida School Bus Safety Inspection Manual, 2008 Edition 

­ Florida School Bus Specifications (Revised 2013) 

­ School Board Policy #2.29, Maintenance and Repair of Automotive Equipment 

­ School District’s School Bus Drivers and Bus Attendants Handbook 

­ Sample School Bus Safety Inspection Records 

THE SCHOOL DISTRICT OF LUNG CHIU, CIG, CPA SCHOOL BOARD 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA INSPECTOR GENERAL  CHUCK SHAW, CHAIRMAN 

  DEBRA L. ROBINSON, M.D., VICE CHAIRWOMAN 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL  MARCIA ANDREWS 
3318 FOREST HILL BLVD., C-306  FRANK A. BARBIERI, JR., ESQ. 
WEST PALM BEACH, FL 33406  KAREN M. BRILL 
  BARBARA MCQUINN 
(561) 434-7335     FAX: (561) 434-8652  ERICA WHITFIELD 
www.palmbeachschools.org 
  ROBERT M. AVOSSA, Ed.D., SUPERINTENDENT 
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Draft audit findings were sent to staff for review and comments.  Management response is included 

in the Appendix.  We appreciate the courtesy and cooperation extended to us by District staff 

during the audit.  The final draft report was presented to the Audit Committee at its May 19, 2017, 

meeting. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

Mission of Transportation Services Department.  As stated in Transportation Department’s 

website, “Our mission is to deliver students safely, efficiently, and on time to their destinations in 

a frame of mind ready to learn.”  According to the School District’s Facts at a Glance Brochure 

(revised 9-1-2016)(1), the School District transports 60,000 students daily, covering approximately 

13 million miles per year.  As of August 9, 2016, the District had 804 school buses assigned to six 

bus compounds in the county: 

 

 

Bus Compound # of Buses 

North 157 

South 185 

East 114 

Royal Palm 103 

Central 186 

West 59 

Total 804 
Source: Transportation 

 

 

Mandatory School Bus Safety Inspection.  To ensure the safety for transporting students, all school 

buses are required to complete a safety inspection by certified inspectors, at a maximum interval 

of 30 school days, in accordance with Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 6A-3.0171 and the 

State of Florida School Bus Safety Inspection Manual, 2008 Edition.  Deficiencies identified 

during the safety inspection shall be documented on the School Bus Safety Inspection Form, and 

follow-up repairs of all safety related items be made and documented before the bus is returned to 

service. 

 

 

  

                                                 
(1) The brochure is available at https://www.palmbeachschools.org/communications/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2016/04/District-Facts-Brochure.pdf. 

https://www.palmbeachschools.org/communications/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2016/04/District-Facts-Brochure.pdf
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CONCLUSIONS  
 

The audit produced the following major conclusions. 

 

 

1. Child Alert and Camera Systems 

 

To determine if the Post-Trip Passenger Check System (Child Alert) and Video Surveillance 

Camera System (Camera) on school buses were functioning as intended, OIG conducted two 

on-site observations of the devices in a total of 150 sample buses during the audit. 

 

Child Alert System.  The Child Alert System is required for all buses manufactured since 2005.  

Specifically, Inspection Procedures A.16.d. of the Florida Department of Education’s (DOE) 

School Bus Safety Inspection Manual states “Check for proper operation of post-trip 

passenger check system (required on buses manufactured since 2005)”, and repair the system 

if it “does not operate according to manufacturer’s specifications, or is not working”. 

 

The requirements for the Child Alert System contained in the DOE’s Florida School Bus 

Specifications, states that “The bus must be equipped with a system to require the driver to 

walk to the rearmost interior of the bus after each trip to deactivate the system via a push 

button and to ensure that no passengers are left on the bus.” 

 

Camera System.  Each school bus is equipped with a Camera System.  The Camera starts 

automatically in approximately 20 seconds after the bus ignition is turned on; and the LED 

amber light on the Camera’s panic button will flash, indicating that the system is recording.  

The bus driver is required to check the panic button of the Camera before and after every trip 

to ensure the Camera System is in working condition. 

 

 

I. OIG’s May 2016 On-Site Observations 

 

During May 11 through 24, 2016, OIG conducted on-site observations of the Child Alert 

and Camera Systems on 89 sample school buses at the District’s six bus compounds. 

 

Results 

 

65% of Child Alert and 7% of Cameras Not Working.  Our observations revealed that the 

Child Alert devices were not working for 58 (65%) of the sample buses; and the Cameras 

were not working for six (7%) of the sample buses. 

 

35% of Child Alert Devices Manually Disconnected/Disabled.  Furthermore, our 

observations noted that the Child Alert System was manually disconnected/disabled by 

someone on 31 of the 58 sample buses with a non-working Child Alert (please see Exhibit 

1 on page 11 for pictures with Child Alert wiring manually disconnected). 
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Table 1 

Summary of OIG Observation Results 

Observations During May 11 through 24, 2016 

 

  # of Sample Buses With Non-Working Systems 

Bus 

Compound 

No. of Sample 

Buses 

Inspected 

Non-Working 

Camera 

Non-Working Child Alert System 

System 

Failure 

Manually 

Disconnected 

Total 

Non-Working 

North 15 1 3 6 9 

South  14 1 2 7 9 

East 15 1  8 0 8 

Royal Palm  15 1 2 8 10 

Central 15 2 4 8 12 

West 15 0 8 2 10 

Total 89 (100%) 6 (7%) 27 (30%) 31 (35%) 58 (65%) 

Source: OIG On-Site Observations May 11-24, 2016 

 

OIG Observation Results Provided to Staff for Immediate Corrective Actions.  To ensure the 

safety for all students and employees, on June 9, 2016, OIG provided all observation results 

and preliminary conclusions to the Chief Operating Officer and Director of Transportation for 

immediate corrective actions. 

 

Corrective Actions Reported by Transportation.  On August 9, 2016, Transportation 
informed the OIG that only 18 (2%) and nine (1%) buses had non-working Child Alert and 

Camera respectively (Table 2), and those buses with non-working safety devices were not put 

in service transporting students, until after the devices have been repaired. 

 

Table 2 

Status of Bus Safety Devices as of August 9, 2016 

Reported by Transportation 

 
Source: Transportation Services Department 
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II. OIG’s Follow-Up On-Site Observations in September 2016 

 
Subsequent to Transportation’s August 9, 2016, Corrective Action Report, on September 7 and 

8, 2016, OIG performed a follow-up on-site observations of the safety devices for another 61 

sample buses at all six bus compounds, in order to ascertain the status of the reported corrective 

actions.  These 61 sample buses were randomly selected from those buses that had been 

transporting students during those two days. 

 

Results 

 

The follow-up observations of the 61 sample buses found that the non-working Child Alert 

equipment has reduced significantly from 65% down to 21% of the sample buses.  However, 

the follow-up observations found that: 

 
(a) Eleven (18%) of the sample buses had non-working Child Alert: 10 with system failure, 

and one manually disconnected. 

 

(b) Two (3%) of the sample buses had non-working Camera. 
 

(c) Two (3%) of the sample buses had both non-working Child Alert and Camera. 

 

Table 3 

Summary of OIG Follow-up Observation Results 

September 7 and 8, 2016 

 
  Number of Buses With Non-Working Devices 

  Child Alert System Non-

Working 

Camera 

(only) 

Both 

Camera & 

Child Alert 

Non-Working 

Bus 

Compound 

No. of 

Sample 

Buses 

System 

Failure 

Manually 

Disconnected 

Total Non-

Working Child 

Alert (only) 

North 10 1 – 1 – 2 

South  10 – – – 1 – 

East 10 – – – – – 

Royal Palm  11 4 – 4 – – 

Central 10 2 – 2 – – 

West 10 3 1 4 1 – 

Total 61 (100%) 10 (16%) 1 (2%) 11 (18%) 2 (3%) 2 (3%) 

Source: OIG’s Follow-up On-Site Observations on September 7 and 8, 2016 

 

Buses With Non-Working Child Alert and Camera Referred to Transportation for 

Immediate Corrective Actions.  To ensure safety for all students and employees, the list of 

vehicles identified with non-working Child Alert and Camera was provided to the Chief 

Operating Officer and Director of Transportation on September 12, 2016, for immediate 

corrective actions. 
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Mandatory Monthly Safety Inspections Not Effective in Identifying Defective Devices.  

Both Child Alert and Camera Systems are to be part of the required monthly(2) safety 

inspections by certified inspectors.  Our September 7 and 8, 2016, follow-up on-site 

observations found 15 (25%) of the 61 sample buses had non-working Child Alert or 

Camera. The latest Mandatory Monthly Safety Inspections for the 15 affected buses were 

completed by Transportation during July 6 and September 7, 2016.  However, our review 

of the Mandatory Safety Inspection Forms found that only two buses (#4015 and #6004) 

were identified having non-working Child Alert; all the other sample buses were not 

identified with non-working devices. 

 

Inconsistent Information Provided by Transportation 

 

Non-Working Child Safety Equipment.  As reported by Transportation during the audit, 

only 18 (2%) and nine (1%) buses had non-working Child Alert and Camera respectively 

as of August 9, 2016.  However, OIG’s September 7 and 8, 2016, follow-up on-site 

observations of 61 sample buses found 13 (21%) buses had non-working Child Alert and 

four (7%) buses with non-working Camera. 

 

Daily Pre-Trip and Post-Trip Inspection Reports.  Pursuant to Florida Board of Education 

Rule 6A-3.0171, FAC, and Florida Statute Section 316.6135, all bus drivers are required 

“to inspect the bus at least daily prior to the beginning of the first daily trip or more often 

as required by the school district” and “to perform a complete interior inspection of each 

bus after each run and trip to ensure no students are left on board.” 

 

District’s procedures require bus drivers to perform daily Pre- and Post-Trip Inspections 

and document the inspection results on the Pre/Post-trip Inspection Report (please see 

Exhibit 2 on page 12).  Our September 7 and 8, 2016, follow-up on-site observations found 

13 (21%) of the 61 sample buses had non-working Child Alert.  On September 21, 2016, 

Transportation provided OIG with the September 7, 2016, Pre/Post-trip Inspection Reports 

for 12 of the 13 buses.  All 12 Inspection Reports did not indicate that there were problems 

with the Child Alert, which were contrary to the OIG follow-up observation results. 

 

Recommendations 

 

To protect the safety and welfare of students and District employees, OIG recommends that: 

 

(A) Mandatory Monthly Safety Inspections be Conducted by Certified Inspectors 

 

 Mandatory monthly safety inspections should be conducted by certified inspectors. 

 

 Supervisory staff should conduct routine random checking of buses to ensure 

inspections are properly completed and all non-compliances are properly corrected 

in a timely manner. 

 

                                                 
(2) Monthly means “at a maximum interval of thirty (30) school days”, Rule 6A-3.0171, FAC, Subsection (8)(c). 
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(B) Safety Devices (Child Alert and Camera Systems) 
 

 Transportation should ensure all Child Alert and Camera Systems are in proper 

operational conditions when the buses are transporting students. 
 

 Transportation should establish a procedure to ensure proper compliance by bus drivers 

that no student is left on a bus after each trip. 
 

 Probable disciplinary measures should be considered for employees who disarmed 

Child Alert and/or Camera Systems. 
 

(C) Daily Pre/Post Trip Inspections by Bus Drivers 
 

 Transportation should enforce the requirements on Form PBSD 0454 (Rev. 7/20/2016) 

– Bus Driver and Attendance Pre/Post-trip Inspection Report, which has specific 

spaces to indicate defects with the Child Alert (box#30) and/or the Camera (box#20).  

The Pre/Post-trip Inspection Reports must be accurately completed by bus driver 

before and after each trip. 
 

 Transportation coordinators/supervisors should review and monitor the daily Bus 

Driver and Attendance Pre/Post-trip Inspection Report (PBSD 0454) to ensure full 

compliance with safety requirements and that all defects found are noted by drivers and 

are repaired accordingly before putting the buses back to service. 
 

Management’s Response:  Management concurs.  The following actions have been taken to 

correct the issues cited. 
 

(A) Mandatory Monthly Safety Inspections be Conducted by Certified Inspectors 
 

Certification status is now monitored daily by a Facility Management Support Technician. 
 

(B) Safety Devices (Child Alert and Camera Systems) 
 

Child Alert Systems have now been placed in an internal compartment so that connectors 

are no longer exposed.  Bus Drivers and Attendants found to be disarming the Child Alert 

and/or Camera Systems will be issued a memorandum.  A random bus selection process 

will be implemented for Sr. Coordinators to check (10) buses a day for any child 

alert/camera issues.  This process will be communicated to the Sr. Coordinators once 

finalized by the end of the 2016/17 school year. 
 

(C) Daily Pre/Post Trip Inspections by Bus Drivers 
 

Pre/Post trip forms are now reviewed daily by the supervisors at each facility for 

compliance.  Bus Drivers and Attendants found to not be filling out the forms will be issued 

a memorandum.  The importance and the consequences of not completing the forms will 

be emphasized at the in-service days.  A process will be implemented by the end of the 

2016/17 school year for the Foreperson to check buses daily for any child alert/camera 

issues before a bus is returned into service. 
 

(Please see page 15.) 
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2. 392 School Bus Safety Inspections at West Compound During July 2014 through May 

2016 Conducted by an Inspector With Expired Certification 
 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 6A-3.0171 requires that school bus safety inspection be 

conducted by technicians certified as school bus inspectors in accordance with the Florida 

School Bus Safety Inspection Manual.  Specifically, FAC 6A-3.0171 (8)(d), states, 
 

“School bus inspections shall be conducted by technicians certified as school bus 

inspectors in accordance with the State of Florida School Bus Safety Inspection 

Manual, 2008 Edition.  The requirement that inspections be performed by a 

certified school bus inspector may be waived for a period not to exceed six (6) 

months when an emergency condition exists, upon written notification to the 

Commissioner by the district superintendent.” 
 

The Florida School Bus Safety Inspection Manual, requires that all school bus safety 

inspection be documented on the School Bus Safety Inspection Form (please see Exhibit 3 on 

page 13), which is a checklist that includes all the safety items to be inspected monthly.  The 

Inspection Manual states, “The “Inspector’s Signature” must be completed on each 

inspection form”, and “The inspection form must be initialed by the service manager or his/her 

delegate.” 
 

We reviewed 140 Safety Inspection Forms for 70 sample buses during Fiscal Year 2016, and 

noted: 
 

 24 sample inspections were conducted by an inspector with expired certification 

 7 Safety Inspection Forms were not signed/initialed by the supervisor. 
 

Table 4 

Sample Mandatory Safety Inspections 

Completed by an Inspector With Expired Certification 
 

  Sample Safety Inspection Forms During Fiscal Year 2016 

Bus 

Compound 

# of 

Sample 

Buses 

Total # of Sample 

Inspections 

Reviewed 

# of Inspections Not 

Signed / Initialed by 

Supervisor 

# of Inspections Completed 

by the Inspector With 

Expired Certification 

Central 10 20 (100%) 2 (10%) – 

East 10 20 (100%) 1 (5%) – 

North 10 20 (100%) 2 (10%) – 

Royal Palm 10 20 (100%) 1 (5%) – 

South 10 20 (100%) – – 

West 20 (Note) 40 (100%) 1 (3%) 24 (60%) 

Total 70 140 (100%) 7 (5%) 24 (17%) 
Note:  Our review of the initial 20 safety inspections for 10 sample buses revealed that some inspections were completed by a 

non-certified inspector.  We expanded the sample size by 20 inspections for another 10 buses at the West Compound. 

 

According to Transportation, this inspector’s certification expired in June 2014.  OIG 

contacted the Florida Department of Education (FDOE) to verify the certification status of the 

concerned employee.  According to FDOE, “His certificate expired on June 30, 2014, when 

he was reassigned.” 
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According to Transportation, this non-certified inspector conducted 392 school bus safety 

inspections during July 2014 through May 2016 while he was not certified, and did not conduct 

school bus safety inspection since May 12, 2016. 

 

As indicated by the concerned employee in his May 27, 2016, written statement, 

 

“I have occasionally been directed to inspect buses, after which (my supervisor) 

reviewed the work and initialed the documents after his completion of the work due 

to our need to keep buses on the road and to promote safety.” 

 

The related employee’s supervisor indicated in his May 26, 2016, written statement that, 

 

“Due to an occasional shortage of mechanical support as needed as well as the 

current workload, I permitted [the concerned staff] to bring buses into the shop, to 

check them out due to his mechanical knowledge and perform minimal repairs, 

given the urgent need. [He] was permitted to check several buses, conduct routine 

oil changes as well as minor reparations and I in return inspected ALL work for 

safety purposes without exception prior to vehicles being dispatched or leaving the 

compound or being placed back into service.  I, in return placed my certification 

ID inspection # on the work order and submitted them to my immediate 

Supervisor.” 

 

Recommendation 

 

To ensure the safety and welfare of students, District employees, and the general public, 

Transportation should comply with FAC 6A-3.0171(8) and Florida School Bus Safety 

Inspection Manual, that  

 

 All school bus safety inspection must be conducted by a certified school bus inspector. 

 

 School bus safety inspections should be documented on the Florida School Bus Safety 

Inspection Form, signed by the certified inspector and reviewed and approved by the 

service manager or responsible designee. 

 

Management’s Response:  Management concurs.  As of May 13th, 2016, all mechanics on staff 

are certified.  Certification status is now monitored daily by a Facility Management Support 

Technician.  Procedures are now in place to ensure the Florida School Bus Safety Inspection 

Form is signed by a certified inspector and reviewed and approved by the service manager or 

designee. 

 

One additional staff member, a Facility Management Support Technician, now monitors the 

Mandatory Safety Inspections (MSI) daily.  Today 100% of our Mechanics are State certified 

to conduct Mandatory Safety Inspections (MSI) on our school buses. 

 

(Please see page 16.) 
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3. 5% of Sample Safety Inspections Performed Beyond the Maximum 30-School-Day 

Interval Requirement 

 

Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 6A-3.0171(8)(c) Responsibilities of School Boards for 

Student Transportation, requires, 

 

“Inspection of buses shall be scheduled and performed at a maximum interval of 

thirty (30) school days” 

 

Transportation manages all District vehicles through the fleet maintenance management 

software, AssetWorks System.  We reviewed 240 random samples of safety inspection records 

for 120 buses during Fiscal Year 2016.  These samples included (a) 120 buses which were 

comprised of 20 buses from each of the six District’s bus compounds, and (b) two safety 

inspections for each of the 120 sample buses.  Based on the AssetWorks database and School 

Bus Safety Inspection Forms, we compared the date for each inspection with the date of the 

prior inspection.  Our examination of these 240 sample safety inspections revealed that 12 

(5%) of them were performed beyond the maximum 30-school-day interval requirement, with 

delays ranging from one to three school days. 

 

Table 5 

Sample Mandatory Safety Inspections 

Performed Beyond the Maximum 30-Day Interval Requirement 

During Fiscal Year 2016 
 

Location 
# of Sample 

Buses 

# of Sample 

Inspections Reviewed 

# of Inspections Beyond the 

30-Day Interval Requirement 

Central 20 40 (100%) 8 (20%) 

East 20 40 (100%) – 

North 20 40 (100%) – 

Royal Palm 20 40 (100%) 4 (10%) 

South 20 40 (100%) – 

West 20 40 (100%) – 

Total 120 240 (100%) 12 (5%) 
Source: Transportation Services’ AssetWorks System and School Bus Safety Inspection Forms. 

 

Recommendation 

 

To protect the safety and welfare of students, District employees, and the general public, 

Transportation should ensure all school bus safety inspections are completed within the 

maximum 30-day interval as required by Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 6A-

3.0171(8)(c). 

 

Management’s Response:  Management concurs.  Transportation has put new procedures in 

place which schedules inspections within the 30-day windows, to insure 100% compliance 

going forward.  (Please see page 16.) 

 

– End of Report – 
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Exhibit 1 

Sample Child Alert System with Manually Disconnected Wiring 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Child Alert with Disconnected Wiring 

 

 

 
 

Child Alert with Disconnected Wiring 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Corrective Action: Reconnected Wiring with a Zip-Tie 
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Exhibit 2 

Bus Driver and Attendant Pre/Post-trip Inspection Report 
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Exhibit 3 

School Bus Safety Inspection Form (Page 1 of 2) 
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Exhibit 2 

School Bus Safety Inspection Form (Page 2 of 2) 
 

  



Appendix 

 

Management’s Response 
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