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Members of The School Board of Miami-Dade County, Florida
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Mr. Alberto M. Carvalho, Superintendent of Schools

Ladies and Gentlemen:

As requested by the Superintendent of Schools, we have performed an audit of select
special education (SPED) service contracts from July 2010 to April 2012. The objectives of
the audit were to determine whether these agency service contracts were duly executed;
whether the terms of service contracts adequately delineate service deliverables; whether
funds expended are in agreement with payment terms of service contracts and are
adequately supported by sufficient documentation; whether proper management and
internal controls are in place over the service delivery; and to assess contract compliance
and the possibility of overcharges by the service providers.

Our audit concluded that, in total, the amount paid ($1.6 million) by M-DCPS was less than
the total amount billable, as calculated by us, by approximately $66,000 or 4.10% of the
total amount invoiced. In performing our audit to determine the validity of management’s
concerns, our review of the internal controls over the payment process as well as our
examination of the agencies’ monthly billings disclosed areas needing improvement. We
have provided recommendations to improve internal controls. For example, payment terms
need to be clearly defined to more readily facilitate the contract’'s enforceability and
implementation. The payment process is inverted; whereby SPED staff instructs the
agencies on the amount to invoice the District as opposed to the agencies providing an
independently generated invoice for the services provided. Consistency in attendance
records and other supporting documentation is needed as well as improvement in the
payment reconciliation process. These added improvements will enable district staff to
accurately and efficiently validate agencies invoices.

We have discussed our findings and recommendations with management, whose written
responses are incorporated into this report. We would like to thank management for the
cooperation and courtesies extended to our staff during the audit.

Sincerely, /7
José F. Mdntes de Oca, CPA, Chief Auditor

Office of Management and Compliance Audits

Office of Management & Compliance Audits
» School Board Administration Building « 1450 N.E. 2nd Ave.  Suite 415 « Miami, FL 33132
305-995-1318 ¢ 305-995-1331 (FAX) ¢ http://mca.dadeschools.net
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As requested by the Superintendent of Schools, we have performed an audit of select
special education (SPED) service contracts in effect from July 2010 to April 2012. The
District contracts with several service agencies to provide SPED services and training
for students with disabilities. The principal concern stated in the request was that certain
anomalies noted in the invoicing pattern of the contracted agencies gave rise to
concerns about the accuracy of the amounts charged to M-DCPS for the contracted
services and management’s inability to validate the amount billed to M-DCPS each
month due to the agencies’ failure to submit daily attendance records along with each
invoice.

For the contracts in effect during the audit period, agency payments were 75% of the
aggregate of the full-time equivalent (FTE) base student allocation and guaranteed
allocation funding received from the State of Florida.

Regarding management’s principal concern, that is, the accuracy of the charges billed
to M-DCPS for SPED services under the selected contract, our audit found that, in total,
the amount paid by M-DCPS was less than the total amount billable, as calculated by us
and agreed to by management, based on the terms of the contracts. The calculated
underpayment was approximately $66,000 or 4.10% of total amount invoiced.

In performing our audit to determine the veracity of management’s concerns, our review
of the internal controls over the payment process as well as our examination of the
agencies’ monthly billings disclosed areas needing improvement. For example, our
audit concludes that the payment process needs to be improved to allow agencies to
independently generate the monthly invoices to bill M-DCPS for the services they
perform. Currently, the billing process is inverted wherein each month; SPED staff
instructs the agencies on the amount to invoice the District as opposed to the agencies
providing an independently generated invoice for the services provided. Consequently,
the cause and responsibility for the over-payment is shared between management and
the agencies. In addition, inasmuch as M-DCPS SPED staff provides the agencies with
the amount to invoice the District each month, we found management’s assertion
concerning their inability to validate the amount billed to M-DCPS each month to be
generally accurate, since agency invoices lacked sufficient details to facilitate
independent validation and reconciliation.

The payment terms in the agency contracts need to be defined and guidance be
provided for clarity. Specifically, terms like “enrollment and attendance” should be
defined. Also, the contract should clearly delineate the number of invoices expected
from the agency for the “Extended School Year (ESY),” referenced in the contract as
“July 20[XX].” We found that some agencies submitted invoices for ESY for both the
months of June and July, while others submitted invoices only for the month of June. In
addition, we noted that the amount invoiced for ESY by four of the agencies reflected
only an amount separately calculated for ESY in the Contracted Services Calculation
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(CSC) worksheet prepared by M-DCPS Budget department; whereas, the amount
invoiced by the remaining two agencies for ESY reflected the base, guaranteed and
one-twelfth of separately calculated ESY allocations. Without clarity in payment terms, it
is difficult to assess whether funds are expended in accordance with the contracts’
terms.

Our audit disclosed that all six agencies submitted the contractually required annual
budget summary for both years. We also noted that in most cases, the listed
expenditures appeared to be appropriate. However, there were instances where the
annual budget summaries included indirect operating expenditures, which appear to be
inconsistent with the strict limits set forth in the contract. We, however, acknowledge
that, albeit this inconsistency, some of these costs are standard overhead that would be
typical of this type of operations.

Additionally, improvement is needed in the consistency of information contained in
attendance records and other supporting documentation staff uses in the reconciliation.
Our audit also disclosed many instances where the information on one document did
not agree with the information on one or more supporting documents. These
discrepancies invariably contributed to overpayments and underpayments by the District
on specific invoices.

Based on our observations, we have made 10 recommendations to improve internal
controls over these agency contracts. The detailed findings and recommendations start
on page seven (7) of this report and provide additional information that is integral to
understanding the substance and context of the conditions noted above. There were
other matters, which came to our attention during our audit, which were deemed non-
reportable because they were immaterial and inconsequential. These were nevertheless
discussed with management for their information and follow-up.
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INTERNAL CONTROLS

Our overall evaluation of internal controls over the processes for managing the select
special education service contracts audited is summarized in the table below.

NEEDS
CRITERIA SATISFACTORY | IMPROVEMENT
Process Controls X
Policy & X
Procedures
Compliance
Effect X
Information Risk X
External Risk X
NEEDS
CRITERIA SATISFACTORY | IMPROVEMENT
Process Controls | Effective Opportunities
exist to
improve

effectiveness.

Policy & In compliance Non-

Procedures Compliance

Compliance Issues exist.

Effect Not likely to Impact on
impact outcomes
operations or contained.
program
outcomes.

Information Risk | Information Data systems
systems are are mostly
reliable. accurate but

can be
improved.

External Risk None or low. Potential for

damage.
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BACKGROUND

The District contracts with several agencies to provide special education (SPED)
services and training for students with disabilities. This audit examined the District’s
2010-2011 and 2011-2012 contracts for such services with the following six agencies:

Exceptional Development Corporation of South Florida (EDC)
Goodwill Industries of South Florida (Goodwill)

Sunrise Community Inc. (Sunrise)

University of Miami - Mailman Child Development (Debbie
Institute / Mailman)

Easter Seals of South Florida, Inc. (Easter Seals)

United Cerebral Palsy Association of Miami, Inc. (UCP)

PwnE

o o

The aggregate maximum value of the 12 contracts in the contract years audited was
approximately $2.9 million. From July 2010 to April 2012, the aggregate monthly billings
for these six agencies were approximately $1.6 million. During the audit period, the
Executive Director of the Division of Special Education administered five of these
contracts, while the remaining contract was administered by an Instructional Support
Specialist from the same Division.

Each agency contract is for a 12-month period starting July 1% and ending on June 30"
of the following year. The contracts state the maximum number of students to be
serviced and contain a list of deliverables. Each contract's compensation includes a
“not-to-exceed” dollar amount for the 12-month period. As part of our audit, we
judgmentally selected one deliverable for testing. This deliverable requires the agency
to annually provide the District an annual budget summary for the funds provided by the
School Board under the contract.

All monthly contract payments are based on 75% of the generated Matrix. The
generated Matrix refers to the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) Matrix of
Services. The Matrix of Services is the driver for funding of SPED students. The Matrix
of Service Handbook states: “The Matrix of Services is the document used to determine
the cost factor for selected exceptional education students based on the decisions
made by the individual education plan (IEP) committee... A Matrix of Services is
completed using information found on the student’s IEP by an individual or group of
individuals familiar with the student.” Once a Matrix of Services is completed, the last
page will show the total domain rating points. The total domain rating has a
corresponding cost factor. This cost factor will determine the student’s weighted FTE, as
well as their base student allocation and guaranteed allocation, if applicable.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHART

Division of Special Education as of April 2012:
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

As requested by the Superintendent of Schools, we have performed an audit of select
special education (SPED) service contracts from July 2010 to April 2012. The objectives
of the audit were to determine whether these agency service contracts were duly
executed; whether the terms of service contracts adequately delineate expected
deliverables; whether funds expended are in agreement with payment terms of the
contracts and are adequately supported by sufficient documentation; whether proper
management and internal controls are in place over the service delivery; and to assess
contract compliance and the possibility of overcharges by the service providers.

We performed the following procedures to satisfy the audit objectives:

e Obtained an understanding of important provisions in the agency service
contracts.

e Interviewed district staff.

e |dentified electronic reports to facilitate the comparison of various source
documents used in the agency payment process.

e Recalculated all monthly invoices for selected service agencies from July
2010 to April 2012.

e Examined the agencies’ annual budget summary for the 2010-2011 and
2011-2012 fiscal years through April 2012.

e Performed various other audit procedures as deemed necessary.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted
Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States
of America. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, 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. This audit included an assessment of applicable internal controls and
compliance with the requirements of policies, procedures, laws, regulations and rules to
satisfy our audit objectives.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. AGENCY BILLINGS INDICATED THAT THE
TOTAL THE DISTRICT PAID TO THE AGENCIES
WAS LESS THAN THE TOTAL AMOUNT BILLABLE

The principal concern of management which precipitated the Superintendent’s request
for an audit of services provided through selected special education contracts involved
anomalies noted in the invoicing pattern of the associated agencies. According to
management, the amount billed M-DCPS each month showed little or no variation that
would normally be expected as a result of fluctuations in student enroliment, absences,
attrition, and number of service days. Consequently, this gave rise to concerns about
the accuracy of the amount charged to M-DCPS for the contracted services.
Furthermore, according to management, their ability to validate the amount billed M-
DCPS each month was hampered by the agencies’ failure to submit daily attendance
rosters along with each invoice.

In performing our audit, we developed a scope of work to satisfy the objectives outlined
in the Objectives, Scope and Methodology section® of this report. Based on our
examination of the service agreements within our scope and other corroborating
documentation, we found that while the contracted agencies’ billing pattern might at first
glance appear to be unusual or atypical, it in fact conforms to the payment terms of the
agreements. Moreover, our analyses showed that, in total, the amount the District paid
the agencies for special education services provided under the subject contracts was
less than the amount we calculated due to the agencies based on the terms of the
contracts. The total amount invoiced and paid to the agencies — $1,605,214 for the 22-
month period through April 2012, was $65,745 or 4.10% less than the total amount we
calculated applying the terms of the contract. (See Figure 1 on page 8.) Our analysis
found that while two (33%) of the six agencies’ total invoiced amount exceeded the total
expected amount calculated by us, four (67%) of the agencies’ total invoiced amount
was less than the total expected amount calculated by us. The net variance was less
than five percent for three of the six agencies, but was more than ten percent for the
remaining three agencies; being as high as 14%.

! Supra Page 6
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Schedule of Agency Over/(Under) Payments
for Fiscal Years 2011 and 2012
Fiscal Total Invoice Recalculated Variance
Year’ Agency Amount Amount Amount Variance
2011-12 EDC $ 74,03514 $ 7597690 $ (1,941.76) (2.56%)
2010-11 EDC 112,711.54 115,805.85 (3,094.31) (2.67%)
$ 186,746.68 $ 191,782.75 $ (5,036.07) (2.70%)
2011-12  Goodwill $ 127,850.54 $ 128,547.02 $ (696.48) (0.54%)
2010-11  Goodwill 206,302.45 212,988.41 (6,685.96) (3.14%)
$ 334,152.99 $ 341,535.43 $ (7,382.44) (2.21%)
2011-12  Sunrise $ 7,150.97 $ 7,410.89 $ (259.92) (3.51%)
2010-11  Sunrise 13,332.77 10,949.60 2,383.17 21.76%
$ 2048374 $ 18,36049 $ 2,123.25 10.37%
2011-12 Mailman $ 274,307.66 $ 259,242.12 $ 15,065.54 5.81%
2010-11 Mailman 364,199.12 446,175.17 (81,976.05) (18.37%)
$ 638,506.78 $ 705417.29 $(66,910.51) (10.48%)
2011-12 EasterSeals $ 61,693.50 $ 61,087.76 $ 605.74 0.99%
2010-11 Easter Seals 201,742.13 213,707.28 (11,965.15) (5.60%)
$ 263,435.63 $ 274,795.04 $(11,359.41) (4.31%)
2011-12 UCP $ 6545343 $ 5515350 $ 10,299.93 18.68%
2010-11 UCP 96,434.88 83,915.06 12,519.82 14.92%
$ 161,888.30 $ 139,068.56 $ 22,819.75 14.10%
Total $1,605,214.13 $1,670,959.56  $(65,745.43) (4.10%)
Figure 1

% For Fiscal Year 2011-2012, information includes payments through April 2012.
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The following sections of this report explain the reasons for the under-billing and the
basis of our calculations.

Contract Payment Terms and Their Impact

The principal reason leading to the seemingly abnormal invoicing pattern lies within the
contract’'s payment terms. Those terms are as follows:

The payment for Extended School Year (ESY) July 20[XX]
will be based upon 75% of the generated Matrix for the
actual ESY enrollment for July 20[XX]. The first payment for
August 20[XX] will be based upon 75% of the generated
Matrix for the actual student enrollment and attendance at
the time of the August 20[XX] billing. The September 20[XX]
payment will also be based upon 75% of the generated
Matrix for the actual student enrollment and attendance at
the time of the September 20[XX] billing. The October
20[XX] payment will be based upon 75% of the generated
Matrix during the October 20[XX] FTE survey count.
Subsequent monthly payments through January 20[XX] will
reflect the October 20[XX] FTE survey count. The February
20[XX] payment will be based upon 75% of the generated
Matrix during the February 20[XX] FTE survey count.
Subsequent monthly payments through May 20[XX] will
reflect the February 20[XX] FTE survey count.’

Given these terms, the expected invoicing pattern would reflect three months (July —
September) of potentially fluctuating amounts and two separate four-month blocks
(October — January and February — May) of unchanged amounts based on, and locked
to the survey counts of October and February. The terms of the agreement do not take
into consideration student attrition, absenteeism or the number of days serviced within
each of the two four-month blocks beginning October and February. Consequently,
fluctuation resulting from these factors would not be expected.

Extended School Year (ESY) services are special education and related services
provided to students with disabilities beyond the regular 180-day school year. ESY
eligibility is determined through the student’s Individual Education Plan (IEP) process.
Payments for the ESY (July) session are based on actual student enrollment at the
beginning of July at each student’s respective matrix level. Again, the terms of the
agreement do not take into consideration student attrition, absenteeism or the number
of days serviced during the month. Consequently, fluctuation resulting from these
factors would not be expected.

® The Mailman contract for Fiscal Year 2010-11 allows a June payment at a rate that is based on the
February FTE Survey. Mailman’s Fiscal Year 2011-12 contract does not allow for a June payment.
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For August and September, the fee drivers are actual enrollment and attendance.
However, it is unclear from the agreement what constitute “actual enrollment and
attendance”. For instance, does “actual enrollment and attendance” have a similar
meaning as it does for the state’s FTE survey purposes; wherein a student is counted
for full FTE funding if he/she is enrolled and in attendance at least one day during the
survey period? On the other hand, does “actual enrollment and attendance” take a
different meaning, wherein an enrolled student is counted for billing purposes only for
days he/she is actually present? If the former interpretation is intended, student attrition,
absenteeism or the number of days serviced, after a student’'s establishment in the
program by his/her enroliment and attendance in at least one class session would have
no effect on the amount invoiced. Given that none of the agencies’ invoices for August
and September included a daily rate and attendance component, it is evident that their
understanding of the agreement aligns with the former interpretation. In recalculating
the expected invoice amount for August and September, we defaulted to the former
interpretation, which is consistent with the state’s and District’s protocol.

The following diagram (Figure 2) illustrates the factors for each month’s agency invoice.

Note that although ESY is listed in the contract as “July,” it is depicted below as
“June/July” to reflect the period most often indicated in the agencies’ invoices for ESY.

BILLING MONTHS AND RELATED FACTORS

Enrolled Enrolled FTE Survey Count (Headcount of students enrolled and in
students & students & ] )
attendance attendance attendance at least one day during the October FTE survey period)

August 2011 | September 2011 | October 2011 | November 2011 | December 2011| January 2012

Invoice based Invoice based Each month’s invoice is based on above headcount in October survey
on above on above regardless of whether students are added or withdrawn after survey.

Enrolled

FTE Survey Count (Headcount of students enrolled and in attendance
students in ESY

at least one day during the February FTE survey period)

February 2012 March 2012 | April 2012 | May 2012 | June/July 2012 (ESY) |

Each month’s invoice is based on above headcount in February survey Invoice based on
regardless of whether students are added or withdrawn after survey. above enrollment
Figure 2
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Contract Specified Financial Data Submission and Use

The contract outlines a number of reports to be submitted to district staff to enable them
to monitor the effectiveness of the program. The single financial report included in the
submission list is an annual budget summary for the funds provided by the District
under the contract. The contract sets strict limits on the use of expended funds
stipulating that they should be expended only on direct program costs. This information
can be used as an indicator of the adequacy of amounts paid for the contracted
services. We found that for the most part, all agencies submitted the required annual
budget summary. The Executive Director of SPED who manages five of the six
contracts stated that she completes an analysis of the annual budget summaries
received and ensures that they include the appropriate expense categories. On the
other hand, the SPED Instructional Support Specialist who manages the remaining
contract stated that she does not receive the annual budget summary.

In reviewing the agencies’ annual budget summaries, we noted that in most cases, the
listed expenditures appeared to be appropriate. However, there were instances noted
where the annual budget summaries included indirect operating expenditures, which
appear to be inconsistent with the strict limits set forth in the contract, as explained
above. We, however, acknowledge that, albeit this inconsistency, some of these costs
are standard overhead that would be typical of this type of operations.

The Mechanics of the Invoicing and Payment Process and Key Internal Controls

The M-DCPS Budget department provides the District's SPED department staff with the
Contracted Services Calculation (CSC) worksheet to calculate the monthly agency
invoice total for SPED services rendered. Both the base student allocation and
guaranteed allocation, if applicable, are calculated. The CSC worksheet also includes
calculations for an ESY session. The number of students serviced at each cost factor
for the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) Matrix of Services is the only
information input by SPED staff into the CSC worksheet. SPED staff obtains this
information by generating print screens from the Pupil Ad Hoc Request Information
System (PARIS). These PARIS print screens list all students enrolled at each agency
and a number corresponding to each student’s FLDOE Matrix of Services domain rating
cost factor. The number of students on these PARIS print screens is reconciled with the
agency’s attendance records. Thereafter, the District's SPED staff provides the agency
the total amount to be invoiced, which the agency then invoices the District. This
inverted invoicing process does not allow the agency to invoice M-DCPS for actual
SPED services provided.

Two components are critical in the validation of the monthly agency invoices. First, an
accurate number of students serviced and their respective current FLDOE Matrix of
Services domain rating is needed. SPED staff utilizes the Master Student Attendance
roster to determine the number of students serviced. This roster report along with the
PARIS print screens could be utilized to determine the number of students receiving
services for months where student enrollment and attendance is the payment driver. For
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the months where the FTE Survey is the payment driver, the student tally could be
obtained from electronic FTE Survey reports. For our analysis, we utilized the FTE
Special Program Roster (SPR) report* and the FTE Student Membership/Error Report.”

The second component in this validation process is a detailed monthly agency invoice.
An invoice which lists the number of students, their ESE Matrix of Service domain
rating, cost factors and associated monthly cost, will facilitate staff's validation of agency
invoice. In many instances, the agency invoices lacked the necessary details described
herein.

Specific Findings Observed Through Our Review of Contract Documents

In executing our audit scope we reviewed various documents and noted the following
substantive and structural defects, which when properly addressed, should improve the
fiscal management and monitoring of the SPED services delivered under the selected
contracts audited:

¢ While the contracts list the relevant payment drivers, they do not define the
payment drivers or provide guidelines concerning their application. For example,
does “actual enrollment and attendance” mean that an enrolled student is
counted for billing purposes only for days he/she is actually present? The lack of
contract definitions and specific guidelines has led to differing interpretation and
application of contract terms, resulting in confusion in the payment process.
Moreover, this condition makes the invoice validation process performed by
SPED staff imprecise.

¢ The contract is fairly prescriptive on what costs program funds may be expended
and requires that these costs be direct costs of an instructional nature. The
agencies’ annual budget data submitted and reviewed appear to include various
indirect overhead cost components.

¢ The process flow of the agency invoicing function is inverted. SPED staff gives
the agencies the specific amount to invoice the District. The mechanics of this
process does not allow the agency to invoice M-DCPS for actual SPED services
provided.

¢ The CSC worksheet M-DCPS Budget Department provides to the SPED
department contains provisions for an ESY. There are, however, some issues
concerning this calculation. First, should a separate calculation be done for ESY
and what should that calculation entail? We met with the M-DCPS Chief Budget

* The FTE SPR report lists each student present during the FTE Survey period, as well as his/her cost
factor scale and FTE earned. The student’s cost factor scale directly corresponds with the domain ratings
on the FLDOE Matrix of Services.

®> The FTE Student Membership/Error Report lists all students present during the FTE Survey period, as
well as those students who were present but rejected from earning FTE for one or more listed reasons.
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Officer (CBO) to better understand the CSC worksheet and were informed that
the District receives special education funding from the State of Florida from
FTEs in the base student allocation and guaranteed allocation, if applicable to
students’ FLDOE Matrix of Services. The CBO also stated the District does not
receive additional funding for ESY. Based on the Chief Budget Officer's
explanation, it appears that a separate calculation for ESY is not appropriate.
Furthermore, the calculations for the monthly payments for months outside of the
ESY period are based on 12 months. Second, there is inconsistency in the
agencies’ invoicing for ESY. For the six agencies examined, two issued separate
invoices in June and July for ESY, while the remaining four only issued one
monthly invoice for ESY, which is describe as “June/July” in those invoices.
Although the agency contract lists ESY as “July,” it does not specifically address
whether there should be one or more invoices for ESY. In addition, we noted that
the amount invoiced for ESY by four of the agencies reflected only the amount
separately calculated for ESY in the CSC; whereas, the amount invoiced by the
remaining two agencies for ESY reflected the base, guaranteed and one-twelfth
of separately calculated ESY allocations. The lack of clarity and inconsistency
raises questions of inequity. Figures 3 and 4 graphically illustrate the effects of
this inconsistency using a hypothetical invoice from two different agencies
applying different interpretations of the contract for the ESY billing period. As
illustrated, this inconsistency tends to disadvantage one agency over the other.

AGENCY 1 AGENCY 2
Miami, FL 33132 Miami, FL 33132

August 1, 2012 Invoice No.: 2012-01 August 1, 2012 Invoice No.: 2012-01

Invoice for ESY (June/July): Invoice for ESY (June/July):

Extended Extended
Value Value
Base & Guaranteed Base & Guaranteed

Allocations ...$6,777.98 x 0% = -0- Allocations... $6,777.98 x100% = $6,777.98
ESY .......... $4,518.65 x 100% = $4,518.65 ESY ..o $4,518.65 x 1/12 = __ 376.55
Total Due $4,518.65 Total Due $7,154.53
Figure 3 Figure 4
Miami-Dade County Public Schools -13- Internal Audit Report — Selected
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¢ The PARIS print screens, important documents used in the invoice validation
process, were either not provided for audit or were not generated on a timely
basis, that is, contemporaneous with the period for which the services are being
invoiced. For the audit period, we noted 24 such instances. A student’s domain
rating directly correlates to the amount paid to the agency and may change each
time a student has an individual education plan (IEP) meeting. Therefore, timely
generated PARIS print screens are essential in recalculating the cost of services
rendered by a contracting agency.

¢ The consistency of information and reports generated by the District and used by
SPED in the payment process needs improvement. In fact, this inconsistency
contributed to the variances noted, wherein our analysis of payments to the
agencies disclosed 40 instances where there was a 5% or greater variance
between the auditors’ recalculated amount and the invoice total. We noted the
following specific discrepancies:

o On 10 invoices, the student domain rating on the PARIS print screen and
the FTE Special Program Roster report did not agree. This condition was
noted for four students in the 2011 contract year and for five students in
the 2012 contract year.

o For four invoices from one agency, the incorrect number of students was
entered in CSC worksheet. The additional two students who were not
included in the CSC worksheet would have resulted in larger invoice
amount for months of October 2011 through January 2012 had they been
included in the CSC worksheet.

o For three invoices from one agency, the attendance records and the FTE
SPR report indicate nine students received services. However, the CSC
worksheet and the agency invoices include eight students.

o For four invoices from one agency, the attendance records indicate eight
students were present during the FTE survey period. However, the FTE
SPR report, the CSC worksheet, the FTE Student Membership/Error
Report, and the invoices indicate nine students were present during FTE
survey.

o For nine invoices from two agencies, the number of students in the
attendance records did not agree with the number of students in the
agency invoice and/or the CSC worksheet. The variance ranged between
one and two students per invoice.

o For four invoices from one agency, one student enrolled on last the day of
FTE survey period and was not included on FTE SPR report, CSC
worksheet, and monthly invoices.
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o For four invoices from one agency, the FTE SPR report and the
attendance records indicated 26 students were present during the FTE
survey period. However, the invoices and the CSC worksheet indicated 25
students were present during the FTE survey period.

o For 13 invoices from two agencies, the student's ESE domain rating or
cost factor (i.e., FLDOE Matrix of Services) on the FTE SPR report and
the CSC worksheet did not agree. Depending on the invoice, between one
and 10 students were listed at Matrix Level 253 over a seven-month
period when they should have been listed at Matrix Level 254 and one
student was listed at Matrix Level 255 over a six-month period when
he/she should have been listed at Matrix Level 254. The calculated
allocation per student at each level is as follows: $10,609.07, $12,903.11
and $18,074.61 for Levels 253, 254 and 255, respectively.

o For one invoice from one agency, the number of students in the FTE SPR
report did not agree with the number of students in the agency invoice and
CSC worksheet.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1 Review agency contract and identify provisions and terms that are either
ambiguous, unclear or do not accurately reflect management’s
expectations and revise accordingly. Specifically, relevant payment terms
should be clearly defined and guidelines on their correct application
should be provided.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: Division of SPED administrators will work with the Office of the
School Board Attorney to revise the contract language to insure clarity of terms and provisions
for each contract. While student absences and withdrawals are expected and agencies must
insure that adequate staff ratios and services are provided, contract terms will also address
consistent drops in attendance and enrollment.

1.2 To enhance the outcome of staff's review of the annual budget summary
received from the agency, engage the services of other district offices in
the areas of accounting and financing to perform a concomitant review of
the annual budget summary to ensure compliance with contract
provisions.

Responsible Department: SPED Department
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Management Response: Division of SPED contract administrators will consult with the
Office of Budget and Finance regarding the review of annual budget summaries for accuracy
and compliance.

1.3 Discontinue the inverted invoicing process currently in place. The agencies
should be allowed to independently compute and bill the District, based on
the prevailing cost factor for each student and contract agree-upon
percentage, for monthly services rendered. In addition, SPED staff should
recalculate the agency’s invoice to verify its accuracy prior to payment.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: Audit recommendations regarding invoice calculation and
generation will be followed and current practices will be modified so that agency invoices will
be independently computed and reflect services provided as stated in the contract terms.
Division of SPED staff will review each set of invoices and verify the accuracy as recommended
prior to payment authorization.

1.4 Develop procedures to enhance the Extended School Year (ESY) invoice
validation process to ensure that only the appropriate amount due for the
ESY period, based on the correct calculations and applicable funding
source, is paid instead of overlapping amounts calculated for ESY and the
regular school year. This will improve budgeting and financial reporting
given that ESY typically has a different funding source.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: Procedures will be developed to enhance the invoice validation
process for Extended School Year (ESY) as recommended.

1.5 Clarify and make specific the terms of payment for ESY, including the
specific months covered and the number of invoices expected in billing the
District for services rendered.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: SPED contract administrators will work with the Office of the
School Board Attorney to insert language in the contract terms regarding ESY, specifically in
regards to invoicing procedures.
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1.6 Train appropriate staff on payment terms for agency contracts to ensure
they can verify the accuracy of monthly agency invoices

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: SPED Staff assigned to administer and process FTE contractual
services will complete the training as recommended in the audit report.

1.7 Require that SPED staff generate and file the PARIS print screens each
month and ensure each student’s domain rating total agrees with the
agency invoices.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: SPED staff will implement the audit recommendation as outlined
regarding the verification of students’ domain ratings.

1.8 Utilize the FTE Special Program Roster (SPR) and FTE Membership/Error
reports to facilitate the monthly reconciliation between SPED records and
the agency invoice when either the October or February FTE survey period
is the payment driver. The monthly PARIS print screens should be utilized
to complete this reconciliation in months when the FTE survey period is
not the payment driver.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: SPED staff will implement the audit recommendation as outlined
regarding the verification of reconciliation procedures.

1.9 Research, resolve and document any discrepancies encountered in the
reconciliation process.

Responsible Department: SPED Department

Management Response: SPED staff will implement the audit recommendation as outlined

regarding the verification of reconciliation procedures.

1.10 Revise the agency contract to stipulate the details that agency should

include on its monthly invoice.

Responsible Department: SPED Department and School Board Attorneys Office
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Management Response:

SPED Department
Contract language will be revised to specify the documentation required for invoicing so that

cost factors can easily be validated.

School Board Attorneys Office
The School Board Attorney’s Office is in the process of modifying various service contracts,

including the contracts for special education services and has agreed to incorporate changes
stemming from our recommendations into the revised contracts.
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MANAGEMENT'S RESPONSE
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MEMORANDUM November 27, 2012

TO: Mr. Jose F. Montes de Oca, Chief Auditor
Office of Management and Compliance

FROM: Ava Goldman, Administrative Director w
Office of Special Education and Educational Services

SUJBECT: INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT ON SELECTED SPECIAL EDUCATION
SERVICE CONTRACTS

Attached is the management response to the Internal Audit Report on selected Special
Education Service Contracts. We appreciate the recommendations and have
addressed each finding and recommendation specified in the internal audit report.

If you require additional information please contact me, at 305 995-2037.

AG
MO6

Attachment

cc: Ms. Milagros R. Fornell

Miami-Dade County Public Schools -20- Internal Audit Report — Selected
Office of Management & Compliance Audits Special Education Service Contracts



S10J1U0D 32IAI8S UoeINp3] jeloadg

s1pny aoueljdwo)  1uswabeuey Jo 321140

pa103[8S — 11oday 1pny [eulaiu] -1¢- S]ooyas 21lgnd A1uno)d apeq-iwein
(Aein-Aseniga4 pue Asenuer-19q0o320 Sulanp)
S$)20|g YIuow-4noy djeledas g pue syunowe
Sunenyon)y  Ajjenuajod  jo  (4aquialdas
“Juswijous -AIn[ wouy) syuow € 303|424 pjnom ulaned
pue  @duepusne Ul sdolp  JUd1SISUOD papinodd | Supioaul pspadxa 8yl ‘s}oeJjuod Byl
SsaJppe OS|e |[IM Swud)} 10eJiuod ‘papiaoid | 9 pinoys uoneddde 1294400  JI9Y) | Ul ypoy 13s suolsinosd JuswAed uo paseg e
9Je SIIIAISS pue soljes Jjels  aienbape | uo sauleping pue pauyap Aldes|d aq pjnoys SjuswaaJ3de ayl ul Y1404 19s
1eYyl aJnsul isnw sapudde pue paoadxd | ‘swid)  juswAed jueAs|as  ‘Ajjediy10ads | swudl JuswAed dyj 0} SWJIOJUOI SSIBYIISASU 3
9Je  S|emeJpylM pue saduadsge  juapnils | "AjSulpiodde  BsiA4 pue  suolleldadxs | ‘sAep 921AJ9S JO JBqUUNU pue UOIllIle ‘S9dUISqe
9[IYM 10BJ1U0D Yoes Joj suoisiroid pue swual | S uswadeuew 109|494 Aj21e4ndde | ‘QUBWI0JUD  JUSPNIS Ul SUOIIEN1IN|}  WOJJ

J0 Ale|d aunsul 01 a8en8ue| 10843U0D 3Y3 ISINI
0} Asulony pJeog |ooydS 3yl Jo IO Y}
YUM JJOM [|IM SJoledisiuilupe Q3ds 4O UoISIAIQ

Jjou op Jo Je3pun ‘snondique aJe eyl
suoisinold pue swJual Ajlauspl pue 30eJ3u0d
Aduage mainay :SINYIL TVNLOVYLINOD T'T

pa1jnsal aAey pjnoys 1eyl suonelea Ajyiuow
JO yoe| ay3 jo 31| ul |edidAle sieadde uislied
8ulgq sepusde poresiuod Yyl ysnoyyy

€V'SPL'G9S-I1ejHoys [ejoL e
95°656'0£9TS U939 dAey p|noys
supny 2oueldwo) pue juawadeuely Jo
921JJ0 Aq paie|nojed se Junowe 3|qe||iq [e10L e
€ET'¥TT'S09'TS
pajeioy s3uljjiq Ajyiuow o231e3au33e |enjoy e
sypny 2oueljdwo)
pue juswa3euely jJo 3040 3Yl Aq pajenojed
se pI||lg ud3q 9AeYy p|hoYs 3Ieyl unowe
[e301 9yl ueyy Ssd| sem ¢TOZ |H4dy y3nouyy
0T0Z AInr jo porad syl Sulnp s3ulj|iq 10eJ3U0d
90IAI3S @3dS 404 SdOA-IN Ag pied junowe [ejo]

Q3LN3INTTdINI SNOILIV

SNOILVANININODIY

SONIANIL

S92IAI9G [eUOI}RINPT pue uoieanpy je1ads Jo YO




|00YdS papualx] 40} $S2204d UOIIEPI|EA DII0AU|
3y} ddueyua 01 padojaAap 3q ||IM S3INPaJ0.Id

S10J1U0D 32IAI8S UoeINp3] jeloadg
pa109|as — 1loday 1pny [euJalu|

s1pny aoueljdwo)  1uswabeuey Jo 321140

INNI

$|00Y2S 21|gnd AIUnoD apeqg-Iweln

dueyua 01 satnpadolsd dojansag
S3YNAIO0Ud IJIOANI AST T'T

3yl

jJunowe ue Ajuo payda|ya4 sapuade unoy Ag (AS3)
Je3A |00YIS PIpPUDIX] JO) PIJIOAUI JUNOWE BY|

0}l

AJlU3A puUB $S310AUI JO 195 YIBD MIIABJ [|IM JJe3S
d3dsS J0 uoIsiAlq

‘uoleziioyine usawAed
Joud  popusawuwodal se Adeundde  dy

"SWJ] 10BJIUOD Y] Ul Pa1e1S

JuswAed o3 Joud
Aoeianooe sy Ajlusn 03 9d10AuUl S, Aduage syl
9le|ndjedas pinoys jeis gids ‘uonippe uj
‘paJapual saoIAIs Ajyluow Joj a3ejuadsad
uodn-paaJ3de 12eJ3U0d pue JUAPNIS Yyaea Joy
J03084 1502 3uljlenald ay3 uo paseq ‘PLISIP

‘papinoJd s90IAISS d3dS [BNIO. 40 SADA-IN
3uidloaul wody sapuade sieq ssadoud S|yl e

se popinoid S90IAI9S 109|494 pue paindwod | 3yy ||ig pue ndwod  Appuspuadapul ‘papinosd s321AI3S
Ajpuspuadapur  aq M sadioaul  Adulde | 03 pamoje  3q pjnoys  sapuade | 4oy 310AUl Ajyiuow palesauad Ajpuspuadapul
1ey3 0S payipow 3q [|IM s32130ead jua44nd pue | 9yl -dejd ul Ajussind ssadoud uploau) | ue dpiaosd 03 Aduade yoes 3Suuinbaas  jo
POMO||0} 3Q ||IM UOIIBJDUD3 pue uolle|nNd|ed | PaIdAUI anunuoosig :NOILVHINID | n3l| ul padloAul 89 p|hoys 1eys yunowe Ajyyuow
d0loAul  SulpJedal  SUOIlepUSWIWOdAS  HpNY | B NOILVINIIVI IDI0ANI €°T | 2yl uo Aduale yoea s1onJisul Jjeis a3ds Sdod-IN
‘SuolIsinoJd |en1oesluod ‘uonesado jo
yum aoueldwod aJnsua 01 Alewwns | adAj siyl Jo |eaidAl pawssp S 18yl PEaYIaN0
198pNnQ |enuue 3y} JO MIIADJ JUBHWODUOD | pJepuels dJe S3S0d 3SaY] JO SWOS UISASMOH e
e wJopad o031 3upueuly pue Juipunodde '$1500 weJ3oud 10341p 10} Spuny
JO seaJe 9y} Ul SO0 PMISIP J3YlO | papuadxd JO 3sn ay3 Sulwi| SWId} |EN1ILIIUOD
*9oueldwod pue Adeandoe Joj SallewWWNS | JO S9JIAJRS 3yl 98e8ua ‘Adudade ayy wodj | yum  judlsisuodul Jeadde pjnom  sasuadxd
198png |enuue Jo M3IA34 Byl Sulpsedas | paAledas Alewwns 198png |enuue 3yl Jo | syl JO uolsn|pul 3y ‘sainiipuadxa 3unesado

doueulq pue 328png JO 321}J0 Y3 YUM }NSuod
[[IM SJO}BJISIUIWPE }0BJIUOD QIdS JO UOISIAIQ

MB3IA3J S,JJe1S JO 3WO0IIN0 3y} dueyus o]
‘M3IATY AYVINIAINS 1395aN8 TVNANNY ¢°T

10241pul  paasl) sanuade ayy Agq  papinoad
sallewwns 198png |enuue ‘saduelsul Ulead U|

‘'sjunowe

92]0AU| 3y} 03Ul PaJ03JE) J0U BJe Yuow Jad

sAep 921AJ3S JO JOQqWNU Y} pue SaVUIsqe

‘UoIlIIE  JUBPNIS  ‘S1OBJIUOD  BYl JBpuUn e
S3uno0d AdAJns

314 Adenuga{ pue J43gqOIQ 9y} U0 paseq

2Je 1eyl syunowe Ajyuow padueyoun jo




S10J1U0D 32IAI8S UoeINp3] jeloadg
pa109|as — 1loday 1pny [euJalu|

s1pny aoueljdwo)  1uswabeuey Jo 321140

IMNI

$|00Y2S 21|gnd AIUnoD apeqg-Iweln

*S94NPa20.4d UOII.I|IDU0IDJ JO UOIIRIIHIIDA
9y} 8uipJeSas paullno Se UOIIEPUIWIWOIA
Mpne 2yl juswsdwi IM yeis  Q3ds

Q3dS usami1aqg uoilel|iouodas Ajyuow ay3
a1e}|1oe) 03 syuodad Joauj/diysisquisiy J14
pue (YdS) 493s0y weusdoid [e1pads J14 dy:
9211111 :$3YNAII0Ud NOILVITIONODIY 8'T

*s8ulleJ ulewop ,SIUSPNIS JO UOIIRIIHIDA
9yl SuipJeSas paullno Se UoIIEPUBWIWOIA
ypne 2yl juswajdwi M Heirs  aids

sad10AuUl Aduade syl yum saaude |elo}
Sunjes ujewop sauspnis yoea ainsus pue
yauow yoes suaaJds juld S|Yvd 3yl |4 pue
91eJauad Je1s gids ey aJ4inbay :)¥IIHD
-SSOYD ® NOILONAOYd Q¥023¥ (L'T

"*}JodaJ Jpne ay3 ul papusawWwWodad se 3ujuiedy
9yl 919|dwod ||IM SIJIAIDS |enloeJluod 314
ss9004d pue Jajsiujwpe 0} paudisse Jeis aids

*s9210AUl Aduase Ajyiuow jo Adeandoe ayy
Ajluan ued Asyj aunsua o3 syesiuod Aduade
JO} swud) judwAed uo jeis Ijedoidde

uled] :44V1S SdIOA-IN 404 SNINIVYHL 9T

pajeJauad  1DMISIP U0 dduelpd  JO )Ie)

e Ag pameyl) sI ssadoud uoliepljeA 3210AUl Y|
"3unaaw (d31) veld

[eUOI1BINPT [ENPIAIPU| UB SBY JUIpN1S B dwi}

yoea a3ueyds Aew s3unes ujewoq ‘Aduade

ue 031 pled aq 031 junowe Julpuodsaliod

ay1 spedw! uwin} ul yaym Sunes ulewop

s,usapnis yoea AJjuaA susauds jud SiYyd e

'$S920.4d UOIlEepI|eA 9DI0AUI [BUIBIUL S,1D141SIP BY3

duadwey AgaJays ‘(padioaul Sulaq aJe SIIAISS

yaiym Joj porad ayl yum snosuesodwaluod

“91) siseq APwn e uo  pIalessaudsd

JOU 9J49M SU33.2s 1uld S|YYd ‘S9Sed uleuad uj

‘'saJnpadoud
3upionul 01 spsedas  ul Ajjeaioads  ‘AS3
8uipsedal swual 1oelluod syl ul 8endue| 343sul
01 Asuiony pJeog |00YdS 9Byl JO DO 9yl
YHM YJOM [|[IM SJO3eJISIUIWpPE 10BJIU0D J3dS

‘paJapual Sa2IAIBS
J0J 1011SId 3Y3 3ul|jiq ul pa3dadxd SIJ10AU|
JO JagqWinu ay3 pue paJan0d syluow d14123ds
9yl Sulpnppul ‘AS3 40} DJIAIDS JO SWID]
9y3 di410ads axew pue Ajlie|d :NOISSINEGNS
IDIOANI  AST NI ADNILSISNOD S'T

‘aunf jo
yiuow ay3 Joj Ajuo sad10AUl paIIWIgNS salduasde
J2Y10 3|iym ‘Ajn[ pue aunf jo syuow ayi yioq
JOJ AS3 JOJ SIII0AUI paRIWQNS saluade awos

‘POpUSWIWIOIDI Se (AST) JedA

'924N0S 3uIpuny JUDIBHIP
e sey AjjeaidA1 AS3 ay1 1eyl uaai8 Suiniodal
|[erpueuly pue  8unadpng aaoisdwi |[Im
Siyl -JedA |ooyos JendaJ 9y} pue AS3 J0j
paje|nojed sjunowe 3uiddejdano Jo pesisul
pied siI ‘@aunos Suipuny 3|qedidde pue
suolje|ndjes 3094402 3y} uo paseq ‘poliad
AS3 9yl Joj onp 3junowe 3jendosdde
9y} Ajuo 1ey3 ainsua 031 ssad04d uollepijea
I0AUl  (AST) JBSA  |OOYIS  papuLlxd

"93ejueApesip e je sapuade ujelad

saoe|d Aouajlsisuooul pue Ajuepd Jo yoel e
'suol1ed0||e AS3 paie|ndjed Ajaleledas
JO ZT/T pue uonedoje pasjueiens ‘uoliedo|je
JUSPNIS 3Seq By} JO WNS 3y} pa1Id|4aJ salpuade
9jesedas om} AQ AS3I 40) PaJIOAUL JUNOWe 3yl
"901340 398pNng SdJA-N dY1 Aq
paJedaud 199ysy4om (DSD) uolle|ndje) SaJIAIDS
paloeJsiuo) ayl ui AS3 Jo4 palejndjed Ajyesedss




S10J1U0D 32IAI8S UoeINp3] jeloadg

s1pny aoueljdwo)  1uswabeuey Jo 321140

P3109]9S — 1oday Hpny [eulaiu| Ve S|ooyds 21|gnd Awunod apeq-lwelin
‘SJunowe 3J10AUl JO uollepl|eA
9yl 9aley|oe) pinom  jeyl siso0d  Alyuow
"9J10AU| | PI1LIDOSSE pue SJ03de) 150D ‘s3ulled ulewop
‘palepljen 3q Ajisea ued s1030e) 3500 | Ajyiuow S} uo dpnpul pjnoys Adusde | S90IAISS JO XMIBA 3ST Sulpuodsauiod  J1vy3

1ey3 oS 3SuldI0AU]l JOJ paJlinbal uoljeusawndop
9y3 AJj109ds 03 pasinal aq ||Im 23endue| 10es3uo0)

1ey3 s|ie1ap ay3 aie|ndiys 01 3oesjuod Auade
9yl SSIASY :ALIDIAIDALS 1DOVHINOD OT'T

‘POAJDS SIUBPNIS JO JaQUWINU BY3 3ISI| O} pIjie}
sad10Aul AduaSe Ajyuow ‘saoueisul Auew uj

*$94NPa204d UOI1.I|I2U0J3J JO UOIIBIIIIDA
9y} SuipseSas paulINO Se UOIIEPUSWIWOID
Hpne 3yl juswsjdwi IIm yeis  a3dS

'ss220.4d uoieljpuodal

3y} Ul paJaunodus  sauedadsip
Aue juawndop pue dAj0Sal  ‘Youeasay
:$3¥NA3IdD0HUd NOILVITIDONOD3Y 6’1

"J9ALIP JuswAed
9yl jou sI pouad Asains 314 Byl usym
Syuow ul uolleliouUodAL SIy} 919|dwod
0} paz|IIn  °q p|noys sulasds  jund
SIHVd Alyiuow ayy “uaAlp juswAed ayj s
poliad Asains 314 Asenuga4 40 19q03120 9y}
493119 uaym a210Au] Aduade ay3 pue spJodal

‘Suiles urewop 3uipuodsallod pue poliad
Asmnuns 314 9yr Suunp juswijoJud 1udpNIS
SOIHIDA UYdIYym (Y¥dS) 49150y weudoud |erdads
314 9y} SBuipnpul ‘syiodas pue uoljewsojul







MIAMI-DADE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLSANTI-DISCRIMINATION POLICY
Federal and State Laws

The School Board of Miami-Dade County, Florida adheres to a policy of nondiscrimination in employment
and educational programs/activities and strives affirmatively to provide equal opportunity for all as required

by:

Title VI of the Civil RightsAct of 1964 - prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color,
religion, or national origin.

TitleVI1I of the Civil RightsAct of 1964 as amended - prohibits discrimination in employment on
the basis of race, color, religion, gender, or national origin.

Title I X of the Education Amendments of 1972 - prohibits discrimination on the basis of gender.

AgeDiscrimination in Employment Act of 1967 (ADEA) as amended - prohibits discrimination
on the basis of age with respect to individuals who are at least 40.

The Equal Pay Act of 1963 as amended - prohibits gender discrimination in payment of wagesto

women and men performing substantially equal work in the same establishment.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 - prohibits discrimination against the disabled.

Americanswith DisabilitiesAct of 1990 (ADA) - prohibits discrimination against individuals with
disabilities in employment, public service, public accommodations and telecommunications.

The Family and Medical L eaveAct of 1993 (EMLA) - requires covered employers to provide up

to 12 weeks of unpaid, job-protected leave to “eligible” employees for certain family and medical
reasons.

The Pregnancy Discrimination Act of 1978 - prohibits discrimination in employment on the basis
of pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical conditions.

Florida Educational Equity Act (FEEA) - prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, gender,
national origin, marital status, or handicap against a student or employee.

Florida Civil RightsAct of 1992 - securesfor al individuals within the state freedom from
discrimination because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, handicap, or marital status.

Titlel1 of the Genetic Information Nondiscrimination Act of 2008 (GINA) - Prohibits

discrimination against employees or applicants because of genetic information.

Veterans are provided re-employment rights in accordance with P.L. 93-508 (Federal Law) and Section
205.07 (Florida Satutes), which stipulate categorical preferences for employment.

In Addition:

School Board Policies 1362, 3362, 4362, and 5517 - Prohibit harassment and/or discrimination against
students, employees, or applicants on the basis of sex, race, color, ethnic or national origin, religion, marital
status, disability, genetic information, age, political beliefs, sexual orientation, gender, gender identification,
social and family background, linguistic preference, pregnancy, and any other legally prohibited basis.
Retaliation for engaging in a protected activity is also prohibited.
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