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Executive Summary
Investigative Audit Report

E-Rate Program

Background (See page 9.)

The Universal Service Fund, also known as “E-Rate,” was created
as part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that all
eligible schools and libraries have affordable access to
telecommunications and information services.  All schools and
libraries qualify for the program and receive discounts according to
their level of economic disadvantage (based on the percentage of
students eligible for the national school lunch program) and their
location--rural or urban.  The school or library will receive
discounts of 20% to 90% on telecommunications services, internal
connections, and Internet access.

The legislative auditor previously reported findings that indicated
that the Union Parish School District awarded E-Rate contracts to
SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND), a company partially owned
by Union Parish School District employees.  In addition, the
legislative auditor received information that school districts located
in northeast Louisiana paid SEND for Internet services that were
not provided.  This investigative audit was performed to determine
the propriety of this allegation.

This investigative audit resulted in four findings concerning 13
northeast Louisiana school districts and their transactions with
SEND.

1. Two co-owners of SEND used their public employee
positions to connect SEND customers to the Monroe City
School District network infrastructure.

2. SEND charged and was paid for services that were not
actually provided.

3. SEND billed the school districts for high-speed
configurations while actually providing Internet service
through a lower-speed configuration.
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4. The school districts did not maintain documentation
necessary to ensure they received the network support
services for which they paid SEND.

Finding (See page 12.)

Mark Stevenson and Albert Sit, co-owners of SEND
Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND), used their positions as Monroe
City School District (MCSD) employees to authorize BellSouth
to connect SEND customers to MCSD’s Internet
infrastructure.  As a result, SEND was paid at least $89,565 for
Internet services that it provided using MCSD’s BellSouth
flexserv.

Before receiving E-Rate funding in 1998, MCSD provided Internet
access (ISP) service to several northeast Louisiana school districts.
Digital circuits (56/64K lines) were connected from the school
sites to a BellSouth flexserv.1  The flexserv connected the school
sites to MCSD’s networking infrastructure.

Former MCSD Management and Information Services Director
Mark Stevenson and Associate Director Albert Sit coordinated
MCSD’s ISP services.  Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit had remote
assess to the flexserv in order to manage the network, route traffic,
and monitor network performance.  In order to make changes
(add/remove lines) to the flexserv, BellSouth required
authorization from MCSD (Mr. Stevenson or Mr. Sit).

When E-Rate funding became available in 1998, MCSD
discontinued providing Internet services to other school districts.
On March 31, 1998, Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit, along with Union
Parish School District employees Tom Snell and Bobbye Earle,
formed SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND) as an ISP provider.
In April 1998, SEND contracted to provide Internet access to ten
northeast Louisiana school districts under the E-Rate program.

According to BellSouth records, SEND connected its offices to the
MCSD flexserv in July and August 1998.  SEND began providing
Internet access in July 1998.

From August 1998 to June 1999, 27 additional circuits were added
to the MCSD flexserv from sites in school districts that contracted
with SEND.

                                                
1 A flexserv is a load management switching device which can be remotely monitored and managed.

Highlights. . .Highlights. . .Highlights. . .Highlights. . .

Co-owners of SEND usedCo-owners of SEND usedCo-owners of SEND usedCo-owners of SEND used
their positions as schooltheir positions as schooltheir positions as schooltheir positions as school
district employees todistrict employees todistrict employees todistrict employees to
connect SEND customersconnect SEND customersconnect SEND customersconnect SEND customers
to MCSD’s Internetto MCSD’s Internetto MCSD’s Internetto MCSD’s Internet
infrastructure.infrastructure.infrastructure.infrastructure.
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SEND charged the school districts at least $100 per school site per
month for Internet services.  From August 1998 to August 2001,
SEND was paid $89,565 for services to these sites.  Based on this
information, it appears that Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit used their
positions as MCSD employees to provide Internet services through
their private company using MCSD’s flexserv account.

Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the Monroe City School Board establish and
implement controls to ensure that district funds and assets are not
used for personal purposes.

Finding (See page 15.)

SEND was paid $103,714 for Internet services not provided.

From April 1998 to June 1999, SEND was paid $49,354 in
Internet access charges for school sites that did not receive
Internet access.

During this period, SEND had contracted with Franklin, Madison,
and Tensas Parish School Districts to provide Internet access to
each district’s central office as well as a total of 28 school sites
within the three districts. The amounts charged each month for
Internet access was based on a $1,350 base charge for service to
the central office and an additional $100 per school site connected
to the network (central office).

During our examination, we noted that although SEND provided
Internet access to each school district’s central office, no more than
six of the 28 school sites in these districts received Internet access
throughout the entire funding year. In many cases, the school sites
did not receive Internet access until the last month of the funding
year.

Although many of the 28 school sites did not receive Internet
access during each month of the funding year, SEND billed each of
the school districts and Universal Service Administrative Company
(USAC) for the full contract amounts. These billings resulted in
overpayments to SEND totaling $47,429.

Highlights. . .Highlights. . .Highlights. . .Highlights. . .

SEND was paid $103,714SEND was paid $103,714SEND was paid $103,714SEND was paid $103,714
for Internet services notfor Internet services notfor Internet services notfor Internet services not
provided.provided.provided.provided.
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In addition, SEND contracted to provide Internet access to Webster
Parish School District.  Under this contract, SEND overcharged
USAC $1,925.

E-Rate records indicate that SEND was paid $54,360 for
Internet access services not provided to Lincoln, Tensas,
Webster, and Caldwell Parish School Districts during the
fourth E-Rate funding year (July 2001 to June 2002).

Lincoln Parish School District - SEND contracted with the school
district to provide T-1 Internet access to 18 school sites and the
central office during the fourth funding year at a cost of $94,800.
School district personnel stated that only 14 school sites received
Internet access from SEND and that only three of the district’s
school sites received Internet access through T-1 connections.  As
a result, it appears that the school district paid SEND at least
$5,625 for services not provided.

Tensas Parish School District - The school district contracted with
SEND to provide Internet access to the central office and five
school sites.  Although one of the school sites was closed, SEND
billed the school district and USAC a total of $12,840 for services
to the site.

Webster Parish School District - The school district’s contract with
SEND provided that SEND would upgrade the school district’s
connection to SEND as well as the school district’s routers.
School district personnel indicated that these services were not
provided during the funding period resulting in the school district
paying SEND $10,395 for services not provided.

Caldwell Parish School District - SEND contracted with the school
district to provide T-1 Internet access to each school site.
Although SEND billed the school district and USAC for the full
amount of the contract, T-1 upgrades were not installed in five
school sites during the period.  As a result, SEND was paid
$25,500 for services not provided.

It should be noted that after the legislative auditor began its
investigation, SEND issued credit memos to these school districts
totaling $89,670 for amounts that had already been billed to the
districts and USAC for services not provided.
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Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the school districts’ technology coordinators,
business managers, and members of the school districts’ finance
committees review all E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that
payments are made for only those services that are provided.

Finding (See page 31.)

SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service
Provider (ISP) charges ranging from $80,640 to $112,200 for
enhanced services (school sites connected directly to the ISP)
that were not provided.  SEND billed the districts for high-
speed configurations while actually providing Internet service
through a lower-speed configuration.

During the first two E-Rate funding years, SEND provided Internet
access to several school districts under a configuration consisting
of connections from each school site to the district central office
and a connection from the district central office to SEND. Under
this configuration, the central office provided Internet access to
each of the school sites. The average annual charges under this
configuration ranged from $27,000 to $30,600.

Annual Internet access charges to the same school districts
increased significantly during the third funding year to an average
of $60,000 per district. Internet access service orders provided by
school district personnel indicated that during this period, SEND
provided T-1 Internet access to the schools in each district.

SEND’s contracts for Internet access during the fourth funding
year indicated that SEND would provide Internet access under a
configuration by which the school sites in each district would have
their own direct connections to SEND.  This configuration would
allow each school site to bypass the central office to receive faster
Internet service. Annual charges under this configuration ranged
from $80,640 to $112,200.

Although SEND billed the school districts based on this enhanced
configuration, technology coordinators in Caldwell, Catahoula,
Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin, Lincoln, Morehouse, and Richland
Parish School Districts indicated that individual school sites in
their districts did not have separate T-1 links connecting directly to
SEND.

HighlightsHighlightsHighlightsHighlights. . .

SEND billed elevenSEND billed elevenSEND billed elevenSEND billed eleven
school districts forschool districts forschool districts forschool districts for
enhanced services thatenhanced services thatenhanced services thatenhanced services that
were not provided.were not provided.were not provided.were not provided.
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Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the school boards establish policies and
procedures to ensure the district is receiving the services under
contract.

Finding (See page 34.)

School Districts failed to maintain adequate documentation of
on-site Internet network support services performed by SEND.

From July 1999 to June 2000, SEND contracted with at least six
school districts to provide Internet on-site network support services
for a total contract cost of $405,600.  Of this amount, SEND was
paid $402,280 to provide each of the school districts with on-site
technical support for the districts’ network operations which
included programming, monitoring, and troubleshooting of routers
at each school site and school district central office.

During our review of the on-site network support contracts, we
noted that the school districts failed to maintain an adequate record
of on-site network services to support whether or not SEND
complied with the terms of the contract. Since the school districts
did not maintain documentation of the dates, times, or services
performed by SEND’s technicians, we were unable to determine if
the school districts received the services for which they paid.

Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the school boards establish policies and
procedures to ensure the district is receiving the services under
contract.

Additional Information (See Attachment I.)Additional Information (See Attachment I.)Additional Information (See Attachment I.)Additional Information (See Attachment I.)

The finding states that SEND billed eleven school districts for
enhanced services that were not provided.  SEND billed the
districts for high-speed configurations while actually providing
Internet service through a lower-speed configuration.

Several of the school districts responding to this finding have
interpreted “enhanced services” as Internet access through
upgraded T-1 connections.  The reference to “enhanced services”
relates to the configuration proposed in SEND’s contract during
the fourth funding year that provided for the schools within each

Highlights. . .Highlights. . .Highlights. . .Highlights. . .

School districts failedSchool districts failedSchool districts failedSchool districts failed
to maintain adequateto maintain adequateto maintain adequateto maintain adequate
documentation ofdocumentation ofdocumentation ofdocumentation of
services performed byservices performed byservices performed byservices performed by
SEND.SEND.SEND.SEND.
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district to bypass the central office and connect directly to SEND.
Under the proposed configuration, each school site would have its
own T-1 connection to SEND increasing its bandwidth and
ultimately the speed of Internet access to the schools.

The legislative auditor is aware that most of these school districts
received Internet access through T-1 connections to their
respective district central office during the third year. SEND’s ISP
service orders for the third funding year simply stated that SEND
would provide T-1 Internet access to all school sites.  However, a
review of school district and BellSouth records indicate that
several schools in these districts did not have T-1 service until the
fourth funding year.

As stated above, the school districts paid SEND between $80,640
and $112,200 for Internet access where the school sites were
connected to the central office and then routed to SEND.
However, we noted that at least one district received a proposal for
the fifth funding year (from a vendor other than SEND) for
comparable services at a cost of $34,500, substantially less than
that charged by SEND.
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Background and Methodology

The Universal Service Fund, also known as “E-Rate,” was created as part of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that eligible schools and libraries have affordable
access to telecommunications and information services.  All schools and libraries qualify for the
program and receive discounts according to their level of economic disadvantage (based on the
percentage of students eligible for the national school lunch program) and their location--rural or
urban.  The school or library will receive discounts of 20% to 90% on telecommunications
services, internal connections, and Internet access.

Under this program, the federal government pays a percentage (discounted portion) of the
allowable services and equipment. The school district is responsible for paying the non-
discounted portion of each contract.

The Federal Communications Commission authorized the Universal Service Administrative
Company (USAC) as the interim overall administrator of the E-Rate program.  On January 1,
1998, USAC began committing E-Rate funds to schools and libraries for authorized services.

The legislative auditor had previously reported findings that indicated that the Union Parish
School District awarded E-Rate contracts to SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND), a company
partially owned by school district employees.  In addition, the legislative auditor received
information that school districts located in northeast Louisiana paid SEND for Internet services
that were not provided.  The school districts included in this report are Caldwell, Catahoula,
Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin, Jackson, Lincoln, Madison, Monroe, Morehouse, Richland,
Tensas, and Webster Parishes.  This investigative audit was performed to determine the propriety
of this allegation.

The procedures performed during this investigative audit consisted of (1) interviewing
employees and officials of the school districts; (2) interviewing other persons as appropriate;
(3) examining selected school district records; (4) performing observations and analytical tests;
and (5) reviewing applicable state and federal laws and regulations.

The results of our investigation are the findings and recommendations herein.
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Findings
From April 1998 to June 2002, SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND) was paid at least
$3,510,822 to provide Internet access and internal connection services to at least 13 school
districts in northeast Louisiana under the federal E-Rate Program.  During this period of
time:

•  Mark Stevenson and Albert Sit, co-owners of SEND, used their positions as
Monroe City School District (MCSD) employees to authorize BellSouth to
connect SEND customers to MCSD’s Internet infrastructure. As a result,
SEND was paid at least $89,565 for Internet services that it provided using
MCSD’s flexserv account.

•  SEND was paid $103,714 for Internet services not provided.

•  SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service Provider (ISP)
charges ranging from $80,640 to $112,200 for enhanced services (school sites
connected directly to the ISP) that were not provided.  SEND billed the
districts for high-speed configurations while actually providing Internet
service through a lower-speed configuration.

•  School districts failed to maintain adequate documentation of on-site
Internet network support services performed by SEND.

BackgroundBackgroundBackgroundBackground

Before receiving E-Rate funding in 1998, MCSD provided
Internet access service to Catahoula, Concordia, Richland, and
Union Parish School Districts.  Digital circuits (56/64K lines)
were installed at school sites in each district receiving Internet
access from MCSD.  The lines from the school sites were
connected to a BellSouth flexserv account that MCSD had
established in December 1994.  The flexserv connected the
school sites to MCSD’s networking infrastructure.
BellSouth’s monthly fees for the lines and the connections to
the flexserv were paid by MCSD.  In addition to reimbursing
MCSD for the costs of the lines, each of the school districts
connecting to the flexserv paid MCSD a monthly fee to
provide ISP service.

During the same period, former MCSD Management and Information Services Director Mark
Stevenson and Associate Director Albert Sit coordinated MCSD’s ISP services. Mr. Stevenson
and Mr. Sit each had security cards providing them with remote assess to the MCSD flexserv in

Before 1998, MCSD
provided Internet access
service to several school
districts through its
BellSouth flexserv
account.  The school
districts paid MCSD a
fee to connect to the
flexserv.
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order to manage the network, route traffic (to alleviate line congestion), and monitor network
performance. According to BellSouth, in order to make changes (add/remove lines) to the MCSD
flexserv, BellSouth would have required authorization from MCSD (Mr. Stevenson or Mr. Sit).

When E-Rate funding became available in 1998, MCSD discontinued providing Internet services
to other school districts because Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) guidelines
would not allow MCSD to act as an E-Rate service provider while receiving E-Rate funding.
MCSD, its former customers (Catahoula, Concordia, Richland, and Union Parish School
Districts), and several other school districts in northeast Louisiana including Caldwell, East
Carroll, Franklin, Jackson, Lincoln, Madison, Morehouse, Richland, Tensas, and West Carroll
formed a consortium to apply for E-Rate and state technology funds.  State technology funds
were used to subsidize the portion of the internal connection contracts not funded by E-Rate.
MCSD was chosen as the fiscal agency, with Mr. Stevenson acting as the fiscal agent
representing the consortium.  Mr. Stevenson assisted consortium members with their applications
for both E-Rate and state technology funds.

During the first E-Rate funding year (January 1998 to June 1999), E-Rate funds totaling
$1,262,518 were disbursed to MCSD on behalf of the consortium. Mr. Stevenson negotiated with
vendors using these funds to purchase routers, switches, network servers, wiring, and other
equipment for consortium members. In addition, Mr. Stevenson assisted consortium members
with the design of their school districts’ network infrastructures (configurations). Mr. Stevenson
also provided consortium members with a request for proposals for Internet access services and,
in at least one school district, advised the technology coordinator in the negotiation of a contract
with a vendor to provide equipment and ISP services.

Co-owners of SEND Technologies Used Their
  Positions as Monroe City School District (MCSD)
  Employees to Authorize BellSouth to Connect
  SEND Customers to MCSD’s Internet Infrastructure

Although MCSD discontinued providing Internet service in 1998, BellSouth records indicate that
MCSD maintained its flexserv account until August 2001. On March 31, 1998, Mr. Stevenson
and Mr. Sit, along with Union Parish School District employees Tom Snell and Bobbye Earle,
formed SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND) as an ISP provider.  In April 1998, SEND
contracted to provide Internet access to Caldwell, Catahoula, Concordia, Franklin, Jackson,
Madison, Morehouse, Tensas, Union, and Webster Parish School Districts (all consortium
members except Webster) under the E-Rate program during the 1998-99 funding year.  In at least
two of these school districts, SEND provided proposals for Internet access services in response
to their request for proposals that Mr. Stevenson provided to the technology coordinators during
a consortium meeting.  In one school district, Mr. Stevenson submitted identical proposals for
Internet access services from both MCSD and SEND.

It should be noted that from April to June 1998, Catahoula, Concordia, and Union Parish School
Districts continued to receive Internet access from MCSD through their connections to the
MCSD flexserv. According to BellSouth records, SEND installed T-1 lines from its offices in
Monroe to the MCSD flexserv in July and August 1998, which provided SEND direct access to
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MCSD’s flexserv.  SEND’s invoices to the various school districts for Internet access indicate
that SEND began providing Internet access in July 1998.

From August 1998 to June 1999, additional circuits were added to the MCSD flexserv from
school sites in districts that contracted with SEND including Caldwell, Franklin, Jackson,
Madison, and Tensas Parish School Districts. BellSouth’s monthly fees for the lines and the
connections to the flexserv were paid by the school districts.  During this period of time, MCSD
continued to provide Internet access to school sites within its (MCSD’s) district through the
MCSD flexserv.

According to BellSouth, no changes were made to the MCSD flexserv without authorization
from Mr. Stevenson or Mr. Sit.  Both Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit, through their positions at
MCSD, authorized the installation of SEND’s customers’ digital circuit connections to the
MCSD flexserv.  Furthermore, Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit’s security access to the MCSD
flexserv allowed them the ability to manage SEND’s ISP services to its customers.

Ms. Janis Haynes, BellSouth sales engineer, stated that BellSouth received an e-mail from
Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit in April 2001 requesting that BellSouth separate SEND from the
MCSD flexserv so that SEND would have its own flexserv independent of MCSD.  They also
requested that BellSouth move some of the school districts’ (SEND’s customers) circuits from
MCSD’s flexserv to the new SEND flexserv.  Ms. Haynes stated that Mr. Stevenson asked her to
bill SEND for the cost to separate the flexserv and build a new flexserv for SEND.

E-mail sent from Mr. Sit
and Mr. Stevenson of
SEND to Donna Rimmer
of BellSouth requesting
that a new flexserv
account be established for
SEND.
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BellSouth records documenting
the installation of circuits in
Caldwell, Franklin, Jackson,
Madison, and Tensas Parish
School Districts indicate that
several circuits were installed
from school sites to the MCSD
flexserv after these districts had
contracted with SEND for Internet access.  From August 1998 to June 1999, at least 27 sites
from these districts had circuits installed connecting to the MCSD flexserv.  During the period
that these circuits were connected to the MCSD flexserv, SEND charged the school districts at
least $100 per school site per month. From August 1998 to August 2001, SEND was paid
$89,865 for services that SEND provided to these sites.  Based on this information, it appears
that Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit used their positions as MCSD employees to provide Internet
services through their private company using MSCD’s flexserv account.

As MCSD’s employee (agent representing consortium), Mr. Stevenson (1) purchased equipment
essential in developing the network infrastructures for school districts within the consortium;
(2) developed a working relationship with consortium members; and (3) had access to MCSD’s
flexserv all of which provided SEND with a competitive advantage over other vendors.

Documentation from BellSouth
indicating the separation of
SEND from the MCSD flexserv
in August 2001. According to
the document, 29 of SEND’s
customer locations (including
locations from Caldwell,
Franklin, Jackson, Madison,
and Tensas Parish School
Districts) were to be moved
from MCSD’s flexserv account
to a new flexserv account in
SEND’s name.
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SEND Was Paid $103,714 for Internet Services Not Provided.SEND Was Paid $103,714 for Internet Services Not Provided.SEND Was Paid $103,714 for Internet Services Not Provided.SEND Was Paid $103,714 for Internet Services Not Provided.

SEND charged and was paid $103,714 for Internet access for school sites that did not actually
receive the service, for higher speed connections while slower speed connections were actually
provided, and for other upgrades that were not performed.

E-Rate Amount Payment to
 School Funding Billed SEND for Services
Districts Year by SEND Not Provided

1. Franklin One July-98 (1 month) $2,250.00
August-98 to March-99 (8 months) 7,200.00

April-99 (1 month) 600.00 $10,050.00

2. Lincoln Four July-01 to March-02 (9 months) 3,375.00
July-01 to March-02 (9 months) 2,250.00 5,625.00

3. Tensas One April-98 to February-99 (11 months) 21,450.00
March-99 (1 month) 1,850.00
April-99 (1 month) 1,450.00
May-99 (1 month) 100.00
Jun-99 (1 month) 100.00

Four July-01 to June-02 (12 months) 12,840.00 37,790.00

4. Madison One July-98 to May-99 (11 months) 7,700.00
May-99 (1 month) 400.00

April-98 to June-98 (3 months) 4,329.00 12,429.00

5. Webster One April-99 to June-99 (3 months) 1,925.00
Four July-01 to March-02 (9 months) 10,395.00 12,320.00

6. Caldwell Four July-01 to June-02 (12 months) 25,500.00 25,500.00

$103,714.00

Period Service Not Provided

Franklin Parish School District

From July 1998 to June 2002, SEND was paid $254,196 to provide
Internet access to Franklin Parish School District (school district)
under the E-Rate program.  Of this amount, it appears that SEND
was paid at least $10,050 in Internet access charges for school sites
that did not receive Internet access.

First E-Rate Funding Year - From July 1998 to June 1999, USAC
and school district disbursement records indicate that SEND was
paid a total of $30,600 (12 months @ $2,550) for providing Internet
access to the school district.  According to the school district’s contract for Internet access,
SEND provided one direct Internet access connection to the school district’s central office

From July 1998 to
June 1999, SEND
was paid $10,050 in
Internet access
charges for school
sites that did not
receive Internet
access.
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supporting 12 school sites for $2,550 per month.  This amount included a base rate of $1,350 for
the central office’s connection to SEND plus $100 per school site (12) connected to the network
(the school district’s central office).

Of the total amount disbursed to SEND, USAC paid $26,622 (87%) and the school district paid
$3,978 (13%).  However, school district records indicate that during July 1998 only three sites--
Crowville, Winnsboro, and Wisner High Schools--were equipped with digital circuits (56/64K
lines) capable of receiving Internet access from an ISP.  These records further indicate that the
central office did not receive Internet access until a digital circuit (T-1) was installed at the
central office in August 1998.  BellSouth records confirmed that digital circuits were installed at
Crowville, Winnsboro, and Wisner High Schools by July 1998 and that a T-1 line was installed
at the central office in August 1998.

Thoy Leonard, school district technology coordinator,
also confirmed that the school district did not have all of
its school sites connected to the Internet during the first
E-Rate funding year.  Ms. Leonard further added that the
school district only had four sites that were equipped with
computer lines (64K or T-1) during most of this period.
Though school district records confirm that only three
school sites were capable of receiving Internet access,
SEND billed a total of $2,550 during July 1998, which
included charges for the central office supporting 12

school sites.  Because only three school sites were capable of receiving Internet access in July, it
appears that SEND was paid $2,250 ($2,550 less 3 sites @ $100 each) for services not provided.

Furthermore, from August 1998 to March 1999, SEND overbilled the school district and USAC
an additional $900 (9 sites that were not connected to the network) each month as the central
office and only three sites received Internet access.  As a result, it appears that SEND received
$7,200 (9 sites @ $100/site for 8 months) for services not provided from August 1998 to March
1999.

In April 1999, 64K lines were installed at Gilbert Junior High, Ogden Junior High, and
Winnsboro Lower Elementary Schools connecting the sites to the MCSD flexserv bringing the
total number of Internet capable school sites to six.  As a result, the school district and USAC
should have been billed a total of $1,950 ($1,350 for the central office plus $600 for 6 sites).
SEND again billed $2,550 (12 sites) during this month resulting in an overpayment to SEND
totaling $600.  School district records also indicate that the remaining six schools in the district
had 64K lines installed in May 1999 making all 12 school sites capable of receiving Internet
access during the remainder of the contract period (May 1999 and June 1999). These school sites
were also connected to the MCSD flexserv.

Thoy Leonard, school
district technology
coordinator, stated that the
school district did not have
all school sites connected to
the Internet during the first
funding year.
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Although SEND billed the school district for providing Internet services to 12 school sites,
school district records indicate that Mr. Stevenson was aware of the installation dates of the
school district’s computer lines.  On March 29, 1999, Mr. Stevenson sent an e-mail to
Ms. Leonard indicating that he was attaching several files including two separate BellSouth
installation schedules.  According to the e-mail, Mr. Stevenson indicated that the first BellSouth
schedule contains the circuit installation due dates and should not be sent to SLC (USAC).
Mr. Stevenson further explained that the second BellSouth schedule is like the first but does not
have the installation due dates and should be sent to SLC (USAC).

Although most of the
school district’s digital
circuits were not
installed until April or
May 1999, SEND billed
the school district for
providing Internet
access to all 12 school
sites from July 1998 to
June 1999.
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A hard copy of the first BellSouth schedule lists each of the district’s sites, the locations of the
circuits, the circuit identification numbers, and the due dates for installation. According to the
schedule, ten of the 13 sites had circuits installed from the district site to the MCSD flexserv. It
should be noted that the schedule also lists Mr. Stevenson as the contact for order questions
along with his MCSD phone number.

Mr. Stevenson indicates
that the schedule
containing installation
dates (mostly during
April or May 1999 - see
next page) should not be
sent to SLC (USAC).
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On August 12, 2002, SEND issued the school district a credit memo in the amount of $14,400
for services not provided during the 1998-99 funding year.  The school district’s portion of the
total credit was $1,872 (13%). According to the credit memo, the school district was charged
$1,200 per month for 12 months for school sites that did not receive Internet access.  In a letter
accompanying the credit memo, Mr. Stevenson stated that the school district should have only
been charged the base rate per month ($1,350) plus $100 since only one school was online until
the spring of 1999. The letter further states that the appropriate amount ($12,528) will be
credited from SEND’s next billing to USAC.

Installation dates of the
BellSouth circuits. These
circuits were installed on
or shortly after the due
dates listed above.

Most of the circuits were
installed connecting the
school sites to the MCSD
flexserv.

Mr. Stevenson was
listed as the contact for
order questions. The
number given was
Mr. Stevenson’s
number at the MCSD.
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Lincoln Parish School District

From July 2000 to June 2002, SEND was paid at least $50,775 to
provide Internet access to the Lincoln Parish School District
(school district) under the E-Rate program.  Of this amount, the
school district paid SEND at least $5,625 for Internet services not
provided.

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year - During the period of July 2001 to
June 2002, USAC records indicate that SEND was funded as the
school district’s ISP at a total cost of $94,800. Based on the school
district’s 75% E-Rate discount, USAC would be responsible for
paying $71,100 with the school district paying the balance of
$23,700. According to SEND’s ISP contract, SEND would provide direct T-1 Internet access to
each school site at a monthly cost of $7,900. This amount included a base charge of $1,150 in
addition to a $375 school site charge for each of the district’s 18 school sites.

Cost summary of
SEND’s 2001-02
Internet access
contract with
Lincoln Parish
School District.
This summary
lists (18) school
sites.

On April 5, 2002, School District Technology Coordinator Debbie
Sandidge stated that SEND did not provide direct Internet access to
each school site.  She explained that the school district’s central
office receives Internet access from SEND and then acts as a hub to
provide Internet to the schools connected to the network (central
office).  Ms. Sandidge explained that she had planned to have all
schools in the district connect directly to SEND but added that the
school district’s networking infrastructure has not changed.
According to Ms. Sandidge, only 14 of the 18 schools in the district
were connected to the network and receiving Internet access
through the central office’s connection to SEND.

Ms. Sandidge stated that three of the four schools not included in the network were Alma J.
Brown School, Grambling Middle School, and Grambling High School, all of which receive
Internet access through Grambling State University.  The fourth school not included in the

From July 2001 to
March 2002, SEND
was paid to provide
direct T-1 Internet
access to 18 school
sites in Lincoln
Parish.

School District
Technology
Coordinator
Debbie Sandidge
stated that SEND
only provided
Internet access to
14 school sites.
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school district network is Louisiana Tech University’s laboratory school, A. E. Phillips.
Ms. Sandidge added that SEND does not provide any services to these four schools.

From July 2001 to March 2002 (9 months), the school district paid SEND $17,775 of the non-
discounted portion for Internet service.  On three separate occasions (during the 9-month period),
SEND invoiced the school district for quarterly Internet access based on 18 school sites
connected to the school district’s network.  These payments included $3,375 ($375 x 4
laboratory school sites x 9 months of Internet service @ 25% discount), the school district’s
percentage of site charges for the four laboratory schools that did not receive any services from
SEND.

On May 17, 2002, when asked why SEND had billed the
school district for direct Internet access to the laboratory
schools, Ms. Sandidge stated that it was an oversight on her
part.  She explained that the laboratory schools were included
in the school district’s free and reduced lunch statistics used to
calculate the E-Rate discount and that these schools should
not have been included in SEND’s Internet access contract.
Ms. Sandidge added that SEND should have been aware of
the number of schools that were receiving Internet access
through the school district.  She stated that part of the
agreement requires that SEND monitor the computer lines that
connect individual school sites to the network.

Ms. Sandidge indicated that she had spoken to Mr. Stevenson regarding the laboratory schools.
She stated that Mr. Stevenson indicated that he would credit the school district for the services
that were not provided.  On July 22, 2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the school district to
adjust the number of school sites that had received Internet access during the funding year from
18 school sites to 14 school sites.  The school district’s portion of these charges ($3,375) were
offset (credited) against Internet services provided to the school district during April, May, and
June 2002.

In addition, Ms. Sandidge indicated that only three of the schools in the district received Internet
access through T-1 connections during the funding year. The remainder of the schools (11) had
56K lines that connected to the school district central office. It appears that adjustments totaling
$12,000 were made on the July 22, 2002, credit memo issued by SEND for the delay of T-1
upgrades to school sites in the district. The school district’s portion of these adjustments over the
nine-month period billed by SEND was $2,250 ($12,000 @ 25% over 9 months).

After the legislative
auditor began its
investigation, SEND
issued a $4,500 credit to
the school district which
included $3,375--the
amount paid for schools
not receiving Internet
services from July 2001
to March 2002.
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The school district’s ISP
charges for April - June
2002 (based on 18 school
sites).  The charges for the
additional four school
sites were then deducted
in the form of a credit (see
next line item).

Adjustment made for billing the school
district for 18 school sites instead of 14
over the twelve-month period
beginning in July 2001 and ending
June 2002.  Before this credit, SEND
had billed for four additional school
sites @ $375 per site each month from
July 2001 to March 2002 (9 months).
This resulted in the school district
paying SEND $3,375 (4 sites @ $375
x 9 months @ 25%) for services not
provided.
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Tensas Parish School District

From April 1998 to June 2002, SEND was paid $177,689 to provide
Internet access to the Tensas Parish School District (school district)
under the E-Rate program. During this period, it appears that SEND
was paid a total of $37,790 for Internet services not provided.

First E-Rate Funding Year - From April 1998 to June 1999 (15
months), the school district contracted with SEND as its Internet
service provider (ISP).  USAC records indicate that SEND was funded as the school district’s
ISP from April 1998 to June 1999 for a total of $29,250 (15 months @ $1,950).  SEND’s
monthly charge included a base rate of $1,350 for the central office and $600 for six school sites
connected to the network.  As a result of the school district’s 87% E-Rate discount, USAC made
payments to SEND totaling $25,448 while the school district paid SEND $3,802 (13%) for the
non-discounted portion of the ISP charges.

From April 1998 to
June 2002, SEND
was paid $37,790 for
Internet access that
was not provided.

SEND’s invoice for Internet
access provided to the school
district during the 1998-99
E-Rate funding year.

SEND’s invoice did not
indicate the months in which
the school district received
Internet access.

Invoice amount was based on
the school district’s portion
(13%) of monthly Internet
charges totaling $1,950 per
month for 15 months (April
1998 to June 1999).
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Arthur Johnson, former school district technology coordinator,
stated that Dr. William Fletcher replaced him as the technology
coordinator in December 1998.  Mr. Johnson explained that the
school district was not receiving Internet access at that time.
Dr. Fletcher stated that when he became the technology
coordinator in December 1998, the school district was still
accessing the Internet through IAmerica dial-up accounts.  He
stated that SEND did not begin providing Internet access until
May or June 1999.  He added that the school district had only five
school sites receiving Internet access from SEND during this time.

BellSouth records indicate that the school district’s first digital circuit (64K line) was installed on
March 2, 1999, connecting Routhwood Elementary to the MCSD flexserv.  During April 1999,
additional circuits (64K lines) were installed at Lisbon Elementary School and Tensas
Elementary School connecting each site to the MCSD flexserv.  Circuits (T-1 lines) were also
installed at Davidson and Newellton High Schools connecting these sites to the district central
office.  Finally, in May 1999, a T-1 line was installed connecting the district central office to
SEND’s office in Monroe.  Dr. Fletcher stated that the school district began receiving Internet
access from SEND only after these lines were in place.

The BellSouth schedule above indicates the installations of the school district’s original digital circuits. The
circuits were installed on or shortly after the due dates listed on the schedule. Although Routhwood
Elementary School is not listed on the schedule, a circuit was installed connecting the school to the MCSD
flexserv on March 2, 1999. It should be noted that the schedule indicates that Mark Stevenson is the contact
for order questions. The number listed next to Mr. Stevenson’s name was his phone number at the MCSD.

Dr. Fletcher, school
district technology
coordinator, stated
that SEND did not
provide Internet
access to the school
district until May or
June 1999.

Circuits were
installed on or
after the date
listed for each
site.

Note that these
circuits were installed
to the Monroe City
Schools Flexserv.

BellSouth’s record of digital circuit installations during April and May 1999



Findings

25

Based on BellSouth circuit installations, it appears that SEND could not have provided Internet
access to the school district from April 1998 to February 1999 since the school sites were not
equipped with digital circuits.  During this period, SEND was paid a total of $21,450 (11 months
@ $1,950). Although one school site (Routhwood) was capable of receiving Internet access
during March 1999, SEND was paid $1,950 resulting in an overpayment of $1,850 ($1,350 for
the central office and $500 for five school sites not capable of receiving Internet).

Although five school sites were capable of receiving Internet access during April 1999, it
appears that SEND overbilled the school district and USAC a total of $1,450 ($1,350 for the
central office and one school site) as there was still no connection between the school district
central office and SEND.  Finally, SEND overbilled a total of $200 during May and June 1999
($100 each month for one additional site), as the central office supported only five school sites
instead of six school sites during these months.

In total, it appears that SEND was paid at least $24,950 for Internet services that were not
provided to the school district from April 1998 to June 1999. This amount included $21,707
(87%) in USAC discounts as well as direct payments from the school district totaling $3,243
(13%). On August 12, 2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the school district for services not
provided during the 1998-99 funding year. The total amount of the credit was $25,350 ($1,950
@ 13 months). Of this amount, $3,802 (13%) was credited against current charges to the school
district. According to Mr. Stevenson, USAC’s portion of the credit $22,055 (87%) would be
deducted from future billings.

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year - On January 4, 2001, SEND contracted with the Tensas Parish
School District to provide Internet services for the fourth funding year (July 2001 to June 2002).
According to the contract, SEND would provide Internet access to the school district at a
monthly charge of $6,720.  This amount included a base rate of $1,370 and school site charges
totaling $5,350 ($1,070 per site) for five schools. Based on the total amount of the contract,
$80,640 (12 months @ $6,720) and the school district’s E-Rate discount of 87%, USAC made
payments to SEND totaling $70,157.  The school district paid the non-discounted portion of ISP
charges totaling $10,483 (13%).

Cost summary from SEND’s ISP contract during the fourth E-Rate funding year.
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Dr. Fletcher stated that the school district had four school sites that received Internet access from
SEND.  He explained that Newellton and Davidson High Schools each have T-1 lines that
connect the sites to the district central office.  He added that the district central office then goes
to SEND via a T-1 line.  Dr. Fletcher further explained that separate T-1 lines connect Tensas
and Lisbon Elementary Schools directly to SEND.

The amounts paid to SEND for Internet access during the fourth funding year were based on
SEND providing Internet access to five school sites.  According to Dr. Fletcher, the school
district only had four school sites with Internet access during the year (July 2001 to June 2002)
because Routhwood Elementary closed in May 2001.  Although the school district’s contract
with SEND was written before the closing of Routhwood Elementary School in May 2001, no
billing adjustments were made to either the school district or USAC.  As a result, it appears that
SEND was paid $12,840 (12 months @ $1,070) in school site charges for a school site that was
closed.  Of this amount, USAC paid $11,171 (87%) and the school district paid $1,669 (13%).
Dr. Fletcher stated that if the school district was charged for Internet access to Routhwood during
the 2001-02 year, then SEND should either reimburse the school district for these charges or
credit the school district for future services.

Madison Parish School District

From July 1998 to June 2002, SEND was paid a total of $189,873 to provide Internet access to
the Madison Parish School District (school district) under the E-Rate program.  Of this amount,
it appears that SEND was paid $12,429 in Internet access charges for school sites that did not
receive Internet access.

First E-Rate Funding Year (1998-1999) - E-Rate records indicate that SEND was funded as the
school district’s Internet service provider (ISP) from April 1998 to June 1999 for $33,750 (15
months @ $2,250).  According to the school district’s contract for Internet access, SEND would
provide one direct Internet access connection to a central office supporting nine school sites for
$2,250 per month. This amount included $1,350 for the central office’s connection to SEND plus
$100 per school site (9) connected to the school district’s central office.

During this period, SEND invoiced the school district and USAC for their respective portions of
Internet access charges for the twelve-month period beginning in July 1998 and ending in June
1999. The amount SEND billed the school district each month ($2,350) was based on one direct
Internet access connection to the school district’s central office supporting ten school sites.
These invoices resulted in payments to SEND totaling $28,200 ($2,350 @ 12 months) leaving
the contract with a funded balance of $5,550 ($33,750 - $28,200).
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Carl Kowitz, former school district technology coordinator and current business manager, stated
that seven sites (including the central office) were connected to the Internet at some point during
the first funding year.  An e-mail from Mr. Stevenson to Mr. Kowitz on May 17, 2000, indicates
that as of January 1999, the central office and three schools were connected to the Internet and
that three more sites were added as of June 1999.  BellSouth records confirm that these three
school sites were added between June 7, 1999, and June 30, 1999.  Mr. Stevenson further
explains that all schools were connected in some manner during the first funding year.
Mr. Kowitz could not explain why SEND billed the school district for ten school sites during
each month of the first funding year nor why the school district paid the invoices.

From July 1998 to May 1999 (11 months), SEND was paid $2,350 per month which included
Internet access to the central office supporting ten school sites. However, because the school
district only received Internet access to the central office and three school sites, it appears that
SEND was paid $700 (7 sites @ $100) each month for Internet access not provided resulting in
overpayments totaling $7,700 ($700 x 11 months). In addition, SEND was paid $2,350 in May
1999 even though only the central office and six school sites received Internet access resulting in
an overpayment of $400 (4 sites @ $100).

This invoice represents SEND’s billing to the
school district for Internet access from April
1999 to June 1999. SEND had previously billed
the school district for Internet access provided
from July 1998 to March 1999.  It should be
noted that all billings were based on providing
Internet access to ten school sites.
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E-mail from Mr. Stevenson to Mr. Kowitz on May 17, 2000, indicating the number of school sites that SEND
provided Internet access to from July 1998 to June 1999.  Although it appears that SEND provided Internet
access to six school sites, SEND billed the school district and USAC for ten school sites (see previous page).

Finally, SEND appears to have received an additional $4,329 from USAC for quarterly Internet
access that was not provided during the funding year. As mentioned above, SEND invoiced the
school district and USAC for their respective portions of Internet access services provided from
July 1998 to June 1999. These invoices resulted in payments to SEND totaling $28,200 (12
months @ $2,350) leaving the contract with a funded balance of $5,550. In November 1999,
SEND submitted an additional invoice to USAC for the discounted portion of quarterly Internet
access charges. Although SEND’s invoice was based on the discounted portion of three months
at $2,350 ($7,050 @ 78% = $5,499), USAC only paid SEND $4,329 ($5,550 @ 78%) which was
the discounted portion of the contract’s remaining balance.  According to school district records,
the school district did not receive an invoice from SEND nor did the school district make any
payments to SEND for its (school district’s) portion of the balance.

Based on this information, it appears that SEND received payments totaling $12,429 for Internet
access services not provided to the school district during the first funding year.  Of this amount,
USAC paid $9,695 (78%) and the school district paid $2,734 (22%).

BellSouth records indicate that circuits were
in place in these locations throughout the first
E-Rate funding year.

BellSouth records indicate that these circuits
were not installed until June 1999 (the final
month of the first E-Rate funding year).

Mr. Stevenson acknowledges
that only six school sites were
connected to the Internet in some
manner during the first E-Rate
funding year.
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On August 12, 2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the school district totaling $8,400 for
services not provided during the 1998-99 funding. The school district’s portion ($1,848) was
credited against current billings. In a letter explaining the credit, Mr. Stevenson indicated that
USAC’s portion of the credit ($6,552) would be deducted from future billings.

Webster Parish School District

From April 1999 to March 2002, SEND was paid at least $98,188 to provide Internet access to
the Webster Parish School District (school district) under the E-Rate program.  Of this amount,
SEND was paid $12,320 for Internet services not provided.

First E-Rate Funding Year (1998-1999) - School district records indicate that SEND provided
Internet access to the school district central office during April, May, and June 1999 at a rate of
$1,350 per month for a total of $4,050.

On August 12, 1999, SEND invoiced the school district $932 ($4,050 @ 23%) for the non-
discounted portion of the ISP charges.  In addition, SEND billed the school district $230 ($1,000
@ 23%) for installation services. On August 26, 1999, the school district issued a check to
SEND in the amount of $1,161 ($5,050 @ 23%) for the non-discounted portion of these charges.

Based on the total charges ($5,050) that SEND submitted to the school district, USAC would
have been responsible for paying $3,888 (77%).  However, USAC disbursement records indicate
that SEND was paid a total of $5,814 resulting in an overpayment of $1,925.

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year (2001-2002) - On January 12, 2001, the school district contracted
with SEND for Internet access during the 2001-02 funding year.  According to SEND’s proposal
for Internet services, SEND would provide T-1 point-to-point links from the schools to the
school district alternative school (which serves as the networking central location) with a
minimum of three megabyte (3MB) ISP service from the alternative school to SEND.  During
prior years, the school district’s Internet connection from SEND was through a T-1 line.

Linda Williams, school district technology coordinator, explained that the 3MB connection
would double the bandwidth connecting the alternative school to SEND increasing the speed of
Internet service. Ms. Williams further indicated that SEND would upgrade the school district’s
routers under the ISP agreement.  According to the school district’s ISP agreement with SEND,
these services were to be provided for a total of $167,400 ($13,950 monthly).

According to Ms. Williams, SEND did not provide the school district with the 3MB ISP service
or the router upgrades during the funding year. Ms. Williams explained that the delays were
attributed to the school district not receiving E-Rate funding approval until the end of the
funding year. She added that the school district currently has a T-1 point-to-point link from the
alternative school to SEND and that Mr. Stevenson informed her that he would issue the school
district a refund check for services not provided.
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During the funding year, the school district made payments to SEND for Internet services
provided from July 2001 to March 2002. On August 22, 2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the
school district that included adjustments for upgrades not provided during the year. According to
the credit, SEND had included $175 per school (22) per month for the router and 3MB ISP
upgrades resulting in charges totaling $34,650 ($175 x 22 schools x 9 months) from July 2001 to
March 2002 for services not provided. The school district’s portion of these charges was $10,395
(30%). The credit also stated that the appropriate adjustments would be made on future billings
to USAC.

Caldwell Parish School District

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year (2001-2002)

School district and E-Rate records indicate that SEND was paid $82,200 to provide Internet
access to the school district from July 2001 to June 2002. According to the contract, SEND
would provide direct T-1 Internet access to each school site at a monthly rate of $6,850. The
monthly cost included a base rate of $1,360 for a connection to the district central office and
$915 for each of the six school sites in the district.

Mary Stephens, school district technology coordinator, stated that only one school in the district
(Caldwell High School) is equipped with a T-1 connection to the district central office. She
added that the other schools in the district are equipped with 64K lines. On December 12, 2002,
SEND issued a credit memo to the school district adjusting the price paid by the school district
(and USAC) for five school sites from $915 per month to $490 per month. According to Martha
Simons, school board superintendent, the credit was issued for T-1 upgrades to the five school
sites that were not installed during the period.  This resulted in a credit totaling $25,500 over the
12-month funding period that was applied to billings during the current year (2002-03).
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SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service Provider (ISP)
charges ranging from $80,640 to $112,200 for enhanced services (school sites
connected directly to the ISP) that were not provided. SEND billed the
districts for high-speed configurations while actually providing Internet
service through a lower-speed configuration.

During the first and second E-Rate funding years, (1998-99 and
1999-2000), Caldwell, Catahoula, Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin,
Jackson, Madison, Morehouse, Richland, and Tensas Parish
School Districts awarded Internet access contracts to SEND
totaling $431,907. According to SEND’s proposal, the
configuration consisted of connections from the school sites to the
school district central office and a connection from the central
office to SEND. Under this configuration, the central office
provides Internet access to each individual school site. Annual
Internet access costs to the districts during these years ranged
between $27,000 and $30,600, which included an average of
$1,350 per month for a direct connection from SEND to each
school district central office.  In addition, most districts paid an

average of $100 per month per school site connected to the districts’ network (central office).

The diagram below illustrates the configuration through which the school districts receive Internet access
(through their central offices) from SEND and then distribute the access to the school sites within their
district.

During the first and
second E-Rate
funding years, SEND
was paid between
$27,000 and $30,600
per year for
providing Internet
access to ten school
districts.

SEND Technologies

Central Office
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During the third E-Rate funding year, 11 school districts (those
noted previously with the addition of Lincoln Parish)
contracted with SEND to provide Internet access.  Though
Internet access cost increased significantly from a maximum of
$30,600 during the second funding year to an average of
$60,000 during the third funding year (2000-01), school district
employees could not provide us with a contract adequately
describing the services to be provided. SEND’s ISP service
orders provided by school district personnel only indicated that
SEND would provide dedicated T-1 Internet services for all
schools.  When asked to explain the increase in cost,
technology coordinators offered several responses indicating
that the increase was due to on-site network support or
indicating that they were not sure what caused the increase.

According to SEND’s contracts for the fourth funding year, SEND
was to provide the school districts’ Internet access under a
configuration by which the school sites in each district would have
their own direct T-1 connections to SEND. This configuration
would allow each school site to bypass the central office to receive
faster Internet service. During the fourth funding year, each school
district paid SEND monthly base charges ranging from $1,150 to
$1,375.  In addition, SEND was paid school site charges ranging
from $375 to $1,070 per school site per month to connect directly
to SEND for Internet access. Under this billing structure, annual
Internet access costs ranged from $80,640 to $112,200.

The diagram below illustrates the configuration described in SEND’s proposal for Internet access for the
2001-02 funding year. This configuration would allow each school site in the district to bypass the central
office to receive faster Internet service.

During the fourth
funding year, SEND
was paid annual
charges ranging from
$80,640 to $112,200
for Internet access
provided to the
school districts.

SEND Technologies

Central Office

SEND’s Internet access
cost to the school
districts increased
significantly from
$30,600 during the
second funding year to
an average of $60,000
during the third
funding year.
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Although SEND billed the school districts based on its configuration, technology coordinators in
Caldwell, Catahoula, Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin, Lincoln, Morehouse, and Richland Parish
School Districts indicated that individual school sites in their districts did not have separate T-1
links connecting directly to SEND.

Lincoln Parish School District

Debbie Sandidge, technology coordinator for the Lincoln Parish School District, stated that each
school in the district was connected to the central office with either a T-1 or 56K line.  She
explained that the school district central office receives Internet access from SEND and then acts
as a hub to provide Internet access to the schools connected to the central office. According to
Ms. Sandidge, by connecting directly to SEND, school sites would have faster Internet access.
Ms. Sandidge explained that she had planned to link the schools in Lincoln Parish directly to
SEND during the fourth funding year and that SEND’s cost for Internet access was based on this
configuration.

Madison Parish School District

During the course of the funding year (July 2001 to June 2002), SEND was paid $82,680 for
providing direct Internet access to seven school sites at the Madison Parish School District.
Although five of the school district’s seven school sites were provided with direct T-1
connections to SEND, it appears that two school sites were not connected directly to SEND.
Ann Thomas, school district technology coordinator, stated that Tallulah High School and
Tallulah Junior High School share a single T-1 line that connected Tallulah High School to the
school district central office. SEND was paid $19,200 (2 sites @ $800 per site x 12 months) to
provide individual direct T-1 Internet access to these two school sites during the funding year.

Tensas Parish School District

SEND received payments totaling $80,640 for providing Internet access to five school sites at
the Tensas Parish School District during the fourth funding year. Dr. William Fletcher, school
district technology coordinator, stated that Tensas Elementary School, Lisbon Elementary
School, and the school district central office each have T-1 links directly to SEND. However,
BellSouth records indicate that the school site (Tensas and Lisbon) T-1 links were not
established until November 2001, more than four months into the funding year.  Before installing
the T-1 lines, these schools received Internet access through low-speed 64K lines. As a result,
from July 2001 to October 2001, SEND was paid a total of $8,560 ($1,070 per school per month)
for Internet access through 64K connections.

Dr. Fletcher added that Davidson and Newellton High Schools are not directly linked to SEND
as each school has a T-1 link to the central office.  SEND was paid $25,680 (2 sites @ $1,070
per site @ 12 months) to provide direct Internet access to these two school sites during the
funding year.
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Franklin Parish School District

From July 2001 to June 2002, SEND was paid $112,200 to provide direct Internet access to
11 school sites at the Franklin Parish School District. SEND was paid a monthly charge of $725
per school site to provide direct Internet access.  Thoy Leonard, school district technology
coordinator, stated that although she had spoken to SEND about the possibility of connecting the
school sites directly to SEND, this has never been done. She added that the school district has ten
school sites that go through the school district central office to receive Internet access. Mike
Gandy, school district technology supervisor, stated that the eleventh school site is the Franklin
Alternative School. According to Mr. Gandy, the Franklin Alternative School is not connected to
the central office through a T-1 digital circuit. He explained that the Franklin Alternative School
connects to Winnsboro Junior High School in order to receive Internet access.  Although the
alternative school receives its Internet access through Winnsboro Junior High School, SEND was
paid $8,700 ($725 @ 12 months) for providing direct T-1 Internet access to the Franklin
Alternative School during the funding year.

Caldwell Parish School District

Records indicate that SEND was paid $82,200 to provide direct T-1 Internet access to six school
sites in the district during the 2001-02 funding year. As stated in a previous finding (see
page 30), T-1 upgrades were not added to five of the district’s six schools during the funding
year.

School Districts Failed to Maintain Adequate Documentation of On-site
Internet Network Support Services Performed by SEND

From July 1999 to June 2000, SEND contracted with at least six school districts to provide
Internet on-site network support services for a total cost of $405,600.  Of this amount, SEND
was paid $402,280 to provide each of the school districts with on-site technical support for the
districts’ network operations which included programming, monitoring, and troubleshooting of
routers at each school site and school district central office. The contract also provided for
support of the school district’s data wire (category 5) installations and maintenance and support
for future Internet services.

During the same period, SEND included as part of its ISP contract with these school districts,
remote monitoring of the central offices’ routers and network for each school site connected to
the Internet.  In addition, SEND’s ISP contract included remote programming, troubleshooting
and monitoring the network operation, and support for the operation system, software, servers,
routers, and desktop computers.
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E-Rate Number Hours Number Cost Amount
School Funding of School Per of Per  Paid to SEND 
District Period Service Provided Sites Week Weeks Hour on Contracts

1. Caldwell 1999/2000 Network Support Services (12 mos.) 6 16 52 $75.00 $62,400.00

2. Claiborne 1999/2000 Network Support Services (12 mos.) 9 16 52 $75.00 59,080.74

3. Franklin 1999/2000 Network Support Services (12 mos.) 12 24 52 $75.00 93,600.00

4. Jackson 1999/2000 Network Support Services (12 mos.) 12 16 52 $75.00 62,400.00

5. Madison 1999/2000 Network Support Services (12 mos.) 12 16 52 $75.00 62,400.00

6. Tensas 1999/2000 Network Support Services (12 mos.) 6 16 52 $75.00 62,400.00

$402,280.74

During our review of the on-site network support contracts, we noted that the school districts
failed to maintain an adequate record of on-site network services to support whether or not
SEND complied with the terms of the contract. Since the school districts did not maintain
documentation of the dates, times, or services performed by SEND’s technicians, we were
unable to determine if the school districts received the services for which they paid.

Cindy Mohler, former school district technology coordinator and current Technology
Coordinator Mary Stephens, of Caldwell Parish School District both stated that SEND provided
the district with a technician approximately twice per week.  According to Ms. Mohler, the
technician worked on-site trouble shooting or correcting whatever problems the district had with
the network.  However, neither Ms. Mohler nor Ms. Stephens could provide us with an
accounting of the 16 hours per week SEND technicians were to perform under the on-site
Internet network support contract.

Claiborne Parish School District Technology Coordinator Janet Holland stated that SEND
maintains and monitors the district’s network as part of its ISP contract.  She stated that SEND
did not assign an on-site technician to work at the school district.  However, when she called
SEND with a problem, they had been responsive to the calls. Ms. Holland stated that she only
used approximately 50% of SEND’s on-site network support contract.

Thoy Leonard, Franklin Parish School District technology coordinator, stated that SEND
provided the district with a technician on a regular basis.  However, in some cases, SEND would
remotely correct a problem at the school district.

Ann Thomas, technology coordinator of Madison Parish School District, stated that she had a
problem with SEND’s on-site support contract because SEND did not provide the school district
with an on-site technician once a week as Mr. Stevenson had told them.  She stated that there
were times when the school district needed a technician, she called SEND, and did not get a
technician until the following week. She explained that it is possible that she used SEND’s
technicians more than once or twice a week.  However, she is sure a technician was not on site at
the school district for 16 hours each week (as required by the school district’s contract with
SEND).
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Dr. William Fletcher, Tensas Parish School District technology coordinator, stated that the
school board’s on-site network support contract allowed SEND to handle problems that he could
not handle.  Dr. Fletcher stated that SEND did not house a technician at the school district, but
added if he had problems that he could not handle, he would call SEND and they would send a
technician to the school district.

Ronald Lofton, Catahoula Parish School District technology coordinator, stated that although his
school district did not have a separate on-site network support contract with SEND,
Mr. Stevenson informed him that if his school district had any network problems, SEND would
take care of it under its ISP agreement.

These actions indicate that one or more of the following laws may have been violated:

•  18 U.S.C. §666, “Theft or Bribery Concerning Programs Receiving Federal
Funds”2

•  R.S. 14:67, “Theft”3

•  R.S. 14:134, “Malfeasance in Office”4

•  Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution5

The actual determination as to whether an individual is subject to formal charge is at the
discretion of the district attorney or the United States Attorney.

                                                
2 18 U.S.C. §666 provides, in part, that theft concerning programs receiving federal funds occurs when an agent of an organization, state, local, or
Indian tribal government or any agency thereof embezzles, steals, obtains by fraud, or otherwise intentionally misapplies property that is valued
at $5,000 or more and is owned by or under control of such organization, state, or agency when the organization, state, or agency receives in any
one year period, benefits in excess of $10,000 under a federal program involving a grant contract, or other form of federal assistance.

3 R.S. 14:67 provides, in part, that theft is the misappropriation or taking of anything of value which belongs to another, either without the
consent of the other to the misappropriation or taking, or by means of fraudulent conduct, practices, or representations.

4 R.S. 14:134 provides, in part, that malfeasance in office is committed when any public officer or public employee shall (1) intentionally refuse
or fail to perform any duty lawfully required of him, as such officer or employee; (2) intentionally perform any such duty in an unlawful manner;
or (3) knowingly permit any other public officer or public employee, under his authority, to intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty
lawfully required of him or to perform any such duty in an unlawful manner.

5 Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution provides, in part, that except as otherwise provided by this constitution, the funds, credit,
property, or things of value of the state or of any political subdivision shall not be loaned, pledged, or donated to or for any person, association, or
corporation, public or private.
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Recommendations
We recommend that the school boards (1) establish and implement controls to ensure that district
funds and assets are not used for personal purposes, and (2) establish policies and procedures to
ensure that vendors comply with contractual agreements.  In addition, we recommend that the
school district’s technology coordinator, business manager, and members of the school district’s
finance committee review all E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that payments are made
only for those services that are provided.

We further recommend that the United States Attorney for the Western District of Louisiana and
the district attorneys for the appropriate judicial districts of Louisiana review this information
and take appropriate legal action, to include seeking restitution.
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Attachment I

Additional Information



Additional Information
SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service Provider (ISP) charges ranging
from $80,640 to $112,200 for enhanced services (school sites connected directly to the ISP)
that were not provided. SEND billed the districts for high-speed configurations while
actually providing Internet service through a lower-speed configuration.

Several of the school districts responding to this finding have interpreted “enhanced services” as
Internet access through upgraded T-1 connections. The legislative auditor’s reference to
“enhanced services” relates to the configuration proposed in SEND’s contract during the fourth
funding year that provided for the schools within each district to bypass the central office and
connect directly to SEND. Under the proposed configuration, each school site would have its
own T-1 connection to SEND increasing its bandwidth and ultimately the speed of Internet
access to the school.

The legislative auditor is aware that most of these school districts received Internet access
through T-1 connections to their respective district central office during the third year. SEND’s
ISP service orders for the third funding year that school district personnel provided to auditors
simply stated that SEND would provide T-1 Internet access to all school sites. However, a
review of school district and BellSouth records indicate that several schools in these districts did
not have T-1’s in all school sites until the fourth funding year. Furthermore, we find it
questionable that many of these districts received the same service (T-1 connections to the
central office) during the fourth funding year at a higher price.

As stated above, the school districts paid SEND between $80,640 and $112,200 for Internet
access where the school sites were connected to the central office and then routed to SEND.
However, we noted that at least one district received a proposal for the fifth funding year (from a
vendor other than SEND) for comparable services at a cost of $34,500, substantially less than
that charged by SEND.



Attachment II

Managements’ Responses
The response received from Morehouse Parish was

voluminous and for that reason has not been included in
its entirety.  However, it may be viewed at the Office of the

Legislative Auditor in Baton Rouge.








































































































