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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 

District School Board 

SUMMARY 

Our operational audit disclosed the following:  

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Finding No. 1: Controls over awarding employee professional development credit could be enhanced. 

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS 

Finding No. 2: District records did not always evidence that instructional personnel performance 
assessments at Miami Norland Senior High School were timely and accurate.    

SAFETY AND SECURITY 

Finding No. 3: The District did not timely obtain required background rescreenings for certain employees. 

MOTOR VEHICLES 

Finding No. 4: The District needed to enhance its vehicle fuel efficiency monitoring procedures. 

FACILITIES ADMINISTRATION AND MONITORING 

Finding No. 5: Controls over facilities construction and maintenance activities could be enhanced. 

BACKGROUND 

The Miami-Dade County School District (District) is part of the State system of public education under the general 

direction of the Florida Department of Education.  Geographic boundaries of the District correspond with those of 
Miami-Dade County.  The governing body of the District is the Miami-Dade County District School Board (Board), 

which is composed of nine elected members.  The appointed Superintendent of Schools is the executive officer of the 

Board.  

During the 2011-12 fiscal year, the District operated 348 elementary, middle, high, and specialized schools; sponsored 

109 charter schools; and reported 347,661 unweighted full-time equivalent students.  

The District’s financial statements and Federal awards for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, were audited by other 

auditors.  

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Professional Development  

Finding No. 1:  Inservice Training Credit  

Section 1012.98, Florida Statutes, establishes professional development protocols to improve the quality of 

professional development of District employees and requires the District to develop a professional development 

system in compliance with Florida Department of Education (FDOE) standards.  State Board of Education (SBE) 
Rule 6A-5.071, Florida Administrative Code (FAC), requires that the District develop and maintain a master inservice 

training plan based on FDOE-adopted standards for high quality professional development.  Pursuant to SBE  
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Rule 6A-5.071, FAC, inservice points may be awarded to employees for successful completion of professional 
development courses with one inservice point equivalent to one clock hour of participation or based on competencies 

demonstrated as specified by the master inservice plan.  In addition, Board Policy 1242, Professional Development, 

requires the District to prepare a comprehensive professional development plan consistent with the FDOE-adopted 

standards.  

The District’s Office of Professional Development and Education Services is responsible for delivering inservice 
training to District employees and overseeing the quality of District-sponsored professional development to ensure 

compliance with the above requirements.  The District’s professional development liaison manual provides guidelines 

for the implementation of the comprehensive professional development plan, which includes the use of a professional 

development menu and course registration system.  The manual includes information and procedures for training 

courses, roles and responsibilities of liaisons and administrators, and course evaluations.  The manual also requires 

that course sessions be posted to the menu and registration system at least two weeks before the scheduled start date, 
and disallows credit of participants who do not preregister for courses.  In addition, the manual requires that course 

participants complete an evaluation to receive credit for participation.  

District personnel indicated that on August 4, 2011, the District sent a briefing to school principals explaining that 

changes in Florida law required administrators and instructional personnel to participate in certain instructional 

performance evaluation and growth system (IPEGS) training.  On August 18 and 19, 2011, 20,230 instructional 
personnel viewed a 25-minute video course that addressed the new IPEGS changes.  According to District personnel, 

the registration procedures were modified for this course in an effort to accommodate the high volume of participants 

and meet the law requirements before the beginning of the school year.  

Controls over professional development courses were generally appropriate and sufficient.  However, contrary to the 

District’s professional development liaison manual, the 25-minute video course was not recorded in the professional 
development menu and registration system; course participants did not preregister for the course but registered 

subsequently in November and December 2011; and participants did not, of record, complete evaluations of the 

course.   

While the employees signed rosters as proof of attending the video and were awarded four inservice professional 

development points, District records did not evidence the basis upon which the four points were awarded as the video 

consisted of only 25 minutes of instruction, which represented less than one inservice professional development 
point.  Upon additional inquiry, we were provided school meeting agendas and individual professional development 

plans indicating that the IPEGS training included more time than the 25-minute video; however, District records did 

not identify timeframes, or include time records, evidencing actual time spent by the 20,230 employees participating in 

additional IPEGS training.  As a result, District records did not evidence that the clock hours of training were enough 

to support awarding each of the 20,230 employees four inservice points, or a total of 80,920 inservice points.   

When established procedures for the registration and evaluation of professional development courses are not followed 

and actual hours of training provided to instructional personnel are not adequately supported, there is increased risk 

that course participants may not meet the requirements for the renewal of education professional certificates.  

Insufficient professional development training may have also contributed to the performance assessment control 

deficiencies noted in Finding No. 2. 
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Recommendation:  The District should enhance procedures to ensure that professional development 
training used to award inservice training credit is appropriately documented and administered in 
accordance with the District’s professional development liaison manual.  Such procedures should ensure 
that the registration and evaluation process for professional development courses follows the procedures 
prescribed in the professional development liaison manual, and that inservice training points awarded agree 
with the clock hours of course participation as required by SBE Rule 6A-5.071, FAC.  Further, the District 
should contact the FDOE to determine appropriate action for any overawarded professional development 
credit that may have resulted from the District’s handling of the IPEGS training. 

Performance Assessments 

Finding No. 2:  Performance Assessments – Miami Norland Senior High School  

Section 1012.34(3)(a), Florida Statutes, requires annual performance evaluations of most instructional personnel and 

requires that newly-hired instructional personnel be observed and evaluated at least twice in their first year of 
employment.  The performance evaluation must be based on sound educational principles and contemporary research 

in effective educational practices.  

The District used the IPEGS to assess, monitor, and provide meaningful feedback on instructional personnel 

performance.  Instructional personnel are active participants with assessors in the evaluation process through 

collaborative meetings, input, and reflection.  The District’s IPEGS procedural handbook provides information and 
procedures in areas such as the IPEGS process, performance standards, individual professional development plans 

(IPDP), and evaluation forms.  The handbook also includes an IPEGS timeline that provides the due dates for 

completion of performance assessments, evaluations, and observations of instructional employees.  The  

2011-12 IPEGS timeline required the assessor to meet with the employee, discuss the IPDP for the year by the end of 

the first grading period, October 27, 2011, and the IPDP form be signed and dated by the assessor and employee.  

Further, the second observation and postobservation meetings between the assessor and employee must have 
occurred by the end of the third grading period, March 29, 2012.    

Our tests of the performance assessments completed for 34 instructional employees at Miami Norland Senior High 

School during the 2011-12 fiscal year disclosed certain control deficiencies in the performance assessment process, as 

follows:  

 Untimely Completion of Assessments for Nine Employees.  For one employee, the planning meeting 
document indicated the meeting occurred untimely as it was dated March 19, 2012, or 144 days after the 
October 27, 2011, due date.  For another employee, a new employee, the first observation was dated  
January 27, 2012, or 92 days after the October 27, 2011, due date.  For a third employee, a new employee, the 
second observation was completed timely on March 28, 2012; however, the postobservation meeting was not 
completed until May 9, 2012, or 41 days after the March 29, 2012, due date.  In addition, the postobservation 
meetings for six other employees were untimely, ranging from 4 to 33 days after the March 29, 2012, due 
date. For one of these employees, the performance assessment disclosed that the employee contested whether 
the required observation was ever made by the assessor. 

 Inconsistencies in Observation and Postobservation Meeting Dates and Times for Six Employees. 
For two employees, the observation forms indicated that the same assessor concurrently observed the 
employees on March 5, 2012, from 11:45 a.m. to 12:05 p.m., and the assessor wrote the same review notes for 
both employees.  Also, for two other employees, the observation forms indicated that the same assessor 
concurrently observed the employees on January 31, 2012, from 8:10 a.m. to 8:30 a.m., and the assessor wrote 
the same review notes for both employees.  Further, for two additional employees, the observation forms 
indicated that the same assessor concurrently observed the employees on December 14, 2011, from  
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12:50 p.m. to 1:50 p.m.  The form for one of the employees indicated that the postobservation meeting took 
place on December 8, 2011, or six days before the employee was observed.  According to assessors, the 
employee observations were performed, but times and dates were sometimes recorded incorrectly. 

 Documentation Insufficient for Two Employees’ Assessments.  For one employee, the planning 
meeting document was not signed by the employee (only signed by the assessor) and not dated.  For another 
employee, the planning meeting document was signed by the assessor and the employee, but the document 
was not dated. 

Under the above conditions, the District had limited assurance that performance assessments for instructional 

personnel appropriately communicated the employees’ accomplishments or shortcomings. 

Recommendation: The District should enhance procedures to ensure that performance assessments of 
instructional personnel follow the timelines prescribed in the IPEGS procedural handbook, and that 
observation forms completed by assessors reflect accurate and consistent information.   

Safety and Security 

Finding No. 3:  Background Rescreenings  

Sections 1012.56(10) and 1012.465(2), Florida Statutes, require that instructional personnel renewing their teaching 
certificates and noninstructional personnel undergo background screenings every five years following the initial 

fingerprinting and screening upon employment.  In a memorandum dated June 25, 2004, the FDOE recommended 

that school districts conduct background screenings for certified instructional employees every five years, at the time 

of renewal of their teaching certificates, and that background checks rescreenings be obtained for 20 percent of the 

noninstructional employees each year.  

As of March 2012, the District had identified 2,142 instructional and noninstructional employees who had not 
obtained the required background rescreenings within the past five years.  Fourteen of the employees, identified with 

the oldest background screening dates, had initial background screenings that occurred from calendar years 1991 

through 1998 with no subsequent rescreening.  Subsequent to our inquiry, District personnel indicated that an 

automated process was implemented in April 2012 to generate a weekly report identifying the employees whose 

fingerprint anniversary was approaching five years.  District personnel indicated that the weekly report was submitted 
to the Office of Human Resources and the Office of Fingerprinting and the required background rescreenings were 

completed for the above employees.  To confirm appropriate implementation of the automated process, we tested 20 

of the 2,142 employees and noted that the required background rescreenings had been completed for all 20 employees 

tested. 

Absent timely background screenings, there is an increased risk that instructional and noninstructional staff may have 
backgrounds that are not suitable for direct contact with students.  

Recommendation: The District should continue its efforts to timely obtain required background 
screenings for District employees.  
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Motor Vehicles 

Finding No. 4:  Monitoring Fuel Efficiency  

During the 2011-12 fiscal year, the District spent $3.4 million on gasoline and $6.3 million on diesel fuel.  The 

principal system used for dispensing fuel to the District’s fleet system is the Vehicle Information Transmitter (VIT).  

The VIT system uses a fuel tracking device installed in the fuel tank area of the vehicle to track fuel distributed 

through the fuel pumps located at the District’s transportation centers.  The tracking device activates the fuel pump 
and allows the user to obtain fuel without the use of a fuel card or pin number while capturing data that allow 

management to generate fuel consumption and exception reports for each vehicle.  

The District’s Department of Transportation (DOT) is responsible for reviewing the monthly fuel exception reports 

that identify vehicles that average less than 4 miles per gallon or more than 25 miles per gallon.  The report provides 

the date and time of the fueling, odometer readings at the time of the fueling, miles driven, units of fuel consumed, 
and the average miles per gallon for each vehicle.  The DOT submits the exception reports to the department that 

owns or utilizes the vehicle for investigation or to the corresponding vehicle repair shop to have the mileage verified 

and the VIT checked to ensure that the mileage readings from these devices match.  If odometer reprogramming or 

VIT recalibration are necessary, the revised readings are entered in the District’s fuel system to update the vehicle’s 

fuel usage records.  

Our review disclosed several instances for which fuel exception report discrepancies in average miles per gallon 

remained unresolved by management for several months prior to our inquiry.  Subsequent to our inquiry, DOT 

personnel contacted the various departments and provided explanations and documentation for the discrepancies, 

which mainly related to inaccurate odometer readings.  We were informed that, in most instances, the discrepancies 

resulted from mileage-related anomalies and VIT technical issues that required reprogramming of the VIT to 

synchronize it to the vehicle’s odometer.  However, when exception report discrepancies are not resolved timely, the 
control provided by the District’s VIP system is limited and there is increased risk of unauthorized fuel usage.  Similar 

findings were noted in our report Nos. 2008-158 and 2011-099.  

Recommendation: The District should continue its efforts to monitor fuel usage by timely documenting 
investigations and resolutions of discrepancies noted in fuel exception reports. 

Facilities Administration and Monitoring 

Finding No. 5:  Facilities Management  

The Office of School Facilities (Office) is responsible for managing construction and renovation projects.  During the 
2011-12 fiscal year, the Office employed 160 full-time employees, including construction and energy management 

personnel, and the department’s operating cost was $11 million.  Also, during this fiscal year, the District had 

expenditures totaling $152.7 million for capital projects fund construction and renovation projects and, as shown on 

the District’s Five-Year Facilities Work Plan as approved by the Board on September 5, 2012, the District plans to 

spend an additional $313.5 million on construction and renovation projects over the next five fiscal years.  

At June 30, 2012, the historical cost of the District’s educational and ancillary facilities was $5.4 billion and, as shown 
on the FDOE’s Florida Inventory of School Houses data, District facilities had an average age of 30 years.  
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The facilities maintenance department is responsible for ensuring facilities are safe and suitable for their intended use. 
The facilities maintenance department performed heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC), electrical, 

plumbing, and other repairs and maintenance-related jobs.  During the 2011-12 fiscal year, the facilities maintenance 

department employed 884 full-time employees, including grounds and maintenance personnel, and the department’s 

operating cost was $76 million.  

Given the significant commitment of public funds to construct and maintain educational facilities, it is important that 
the District establish written policies and procedures documenting processes for evaluating facilities construction 

methods and maintenance techniques to determine the most cost effective and efficient method or technique.  

The District utilizes different delivery methods depending on project requirements and construction market 

conditions.  A number of factors are considered which, depending on the specific characteristics of each project, may 

include various combinations of elements such as scope and magnitude, design complexity, scheduling, site 

conditions, and availability of prequalified contractors.  

During the 2011-12 fiscal year, the District primarily used competitive bids to award contracts for the construction of 

new buildings and construction management at risk construction methods for renovation work.  Board Policy 

No. 6330, Architectural, Engineering, Landscape Architectural, Land Surveying, Construction Management, Program Management 

and Inspection Services, provides for the Chief Facilities Officer, or his/her successor, or designee, to analyze the project 

requirements and make the determination regarding which design and construction delivery method to employ.  The 
delivery method is identified at the time the architect/engineer of record is commissioned by the Board.  In addition, 

maintenance-related jobs, such as HVAC replacement and repair, are routinely performed by maintenance personnel 

based on safety and suitability priorities.  Our review disclosed that management procedures were generally adequate; 

however, written policies and procedures had not been established for evaluating the various construction methods or 

maintenance-related job techniques, and evaluation of alternative construction methods or maintenance techniques 
were not documented of record.  While the project requirement analysis performed by District personnel may have 

been appropriate considering the District’s typical construction projects and the local construction environment at the 

time of the evaluations, without Board-approved policies and procedures, and documented evaluations of alternative 

construction methods or maintenance techniques, there is an increased risk that the District may not use the most 

cost-effective and beneficial construction method or maintenance techniques.  

Recommendation: The District should develop written policies and procedures requiring periodic 
evaluations of alternative facilities construction methods and significant maintenance-related job 
techniques, and document these evaluations.  

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The Auditor General conducts operational audits of governmental entities to provide the Legislature, Florida’s 

citizens, public entity management, and other stakeholders unbiased, timely, and relevant information for use in 

promoting government accountability and stewardship and improving government operations. 

We conducted this operational audit from January 2012 to November 2012 in accordance with generally accepted 

government auditing standards.  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.  
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The objectives of this operational audit were to:  

 Evaluate management’s performance in establishing and maintaining internal controls, including controls 
designed to prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse, and in administering assigned responsibilities in 
accordance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, contracts, grant agreements, and other guidelines. 

 Examine internal controls designed and placed in operation to promote and encourage the achievement of 
management’s control objectives in the categories of compliance, economic and efficient operations, 
reliability of records and reports, and the safeguarding of assets, and identify weaknesses in those controls. 

 Determine whether management had taken corrective actions for finding Nos. 1, 14, and 15 included in our 
report No. 2011-099.  

 Identify statutory and fiscal changes that may be recommended to the Legislature pursuant to  
Section 11.45(7)(h), Florida Statutes.   

This audit was designed to identify, for those programs, activities, or functions included within the scope of the audit, 

deficiencies in management’s internal controls, instances of noncompliance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, 

contracts, grant agreements, and other guidelines, and instances of inefficient or ineffective operational policies, 

procedures, or practices.  The focus of this audit was to identify problems so that they may be corrected in such a way 
as to improve government accountability and efficiency and the stewardship of management.  Professional judgment 

has been used in determining significance and audit risk and in selecting the particular transactions, legal compliance 

matters, records, and controls considered. 

For those programs, activities, and functions included within the scope of our audit, our audit work included, but was 

not limited to, communicating to management and those charged with governance the scope, objectives, timing, 
overall methodology, and reporting of our audit; obtaining an understanding of the program, activity, or function; 

exercising professional judgment in considering significance and audit risk in the design and execution of the research, 

interviews, tests, analyses, and other procedures included in the audit methodology; obtaining reasonable assurance of 

the overall sufficiency and appropriateness of the evidence gathered in support of our audit findings and conclusions; 

and reporting on the results of the audit as required by governing laws and auditing standards. 

The scope and methodology of this operational audit are described in Exhibit A.  Our audit included the selection and 

examination of various records and transactions occurring during the 2011-12 fiscal year.  Unless otherwise indicated 

in this report, these records and transactions were not selected with the intent of statistically projecting the results, 

although we have presented for perspective, where practicable, information concerning relevant population value or 

size and quantifications relative to the items selected for examination. 

An audit by its nature does not include a review of all records and actions of agency management, staff, and vendors, 
and as a consequence, cannot be relied upon to identify all instances of noncompliance, fraud, waste, abuse, or 

inefficiency. 

PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS 

Regarding findings noted in our report No. 2011-099, we determined that management had taken corrective actions 

for Finding Nos. 1 and 15 but, as noted in current Finding No. 4, had not taken corrective action for prior Finding 

No. 14.  All other areas of the District’s operations affected by findings included in our report No. 2011-099 were not 

included in the scope of this audit.  We will determine whether the District took adequate corrective actions for those 

findings as part of our 2012-13 fiscal year operational audit of the District. 
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AUTHORITY 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 11.45, Florida 

Statutes, I have directed that this report be prepared to 

present the results of our operational audit. 

 
David W. Martin, CPA 
Auditor General  

 

MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 

Management’s response is included as Exhibit B.  
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EXHIBIT A 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

Scope (Topic) 

 

Methodology 
 

Information Technology (IT) policies and procedures. Examined the District’s written IT policies and procedures to 
determine whether they addressed certain important IT access 
control functions.  

IT security awareness and training.  Determined whether a comprehensive IT security awareness 
and training program was in place. 

Deactivation of employee IT access.  Reviewed procedures to prohibit former employees’ access to 
electronic data files.  Tested access privileges for former 
employees to determine whether their access privileges had 
been timely deactivated. 

IT access privileges.  

 

Reviewed procedures for monitoring access privileges to the 
District’s application and network systems to determine 
whether access privileges were appropriately granted. 

Electronic transfers and payments.  

 
 
 

Reviewed District policies and procedures relating to 
electronic funds transfers and vendor payments.   Tested 
supporting documentation to determine if selected electronic 
fund transfers and payments were properly authorized and 
supported, and complied with State Board of Education 
Rule 6A-1.0012, Florida Administrative Code. 

Earmarked nonvoted capital outlay tax levy resources.  Applied analytical procedures, tested payments made from 
nonvoted capital outlay tax levy proceeds, and examined 
supporting documentation to determine whether the District 
complied with requirements related to the use of nonvoted 
capital outlay proceeds. 

E-rate program.  Reviewed District policies and procedures and tested 
supporting documentation to determine whether the request 
and reimbursement of E-rate program funds were 
appropriately accounted for. 

Compensation for appointed superintendents.  Determined whether the appointed Superintendent’s 
compensation was in accordance with Florida law, rules, and 
Board policies. 

Board member compensation.  Examined supporting documentation to determine whether 
Board members’ salaries were in compliance with 
Section 1001.395, Florida Statutes. 

Compensation and salary schedules.  Examined supporting documentation to determine whether 
selected employees were appropriately compensated, 
consistent with Board policies, salary schedules, and human 
resources records.  For selected noninstructional employees, 
determined whether the employees met the education and 
experience requirements for the positions and verified that 
the positions were approved by the Board.  

Bonuses.  Determined whether bonuses paid were in compliance with 
Section 215.425(3), Florida Statutes. 

Performance assessments.  Examined supporting documentation for performance 
assessments of selected personnel for reasonableness and 
compliance with applicable Florida law, rules, and Board 
policies.  
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EXHIBIT A (CONTINUED)  
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

Scope (Topic) 

 

Methodology 
 

Background checks.  Tested District and contractual personnel who had direct 
contact with students and examined supporting 
documentation to determine whether the District had 
obtained required fingerprint and background checks. 

Magnet schools and related programs.  Examined approval process for selected magnet schools to 
determine District compliance with established Board policies 
and procedures.  Reviewed District records to determine that 
the magnet schools met the State requirements for maximum 
class sizes and the District student teacher ratios. 

Vehicle fuel efficiency monitoring.  Reviewed District records to determine the effectiveness of 
vehicle fuel efficiency monitoring. 

Wireless communication devices.  Reviewed policies and procedures to determine whether the 
District limited the use of, and documented the level of 
service for, wireless communication devices.  Also, 
determined whether the District refrained from payment of 
Federal, State, or local taxes or fees from which it was 
exempt.  Tested cellular telephone billings to determine that 
cellular telephone usage was in accordance with established 
Board policies and procedures.  

Interlocal agreements.  Reviewed an interlocal agreement to determine the 
reasonableness, public purpose, and budgetary authority of 
the agreement.   

Construction processes.  Examined records and evaluated construction planning 
processes to determine whether processes were 
comprehensive, including consideration of restricted 
resources and other alternatives to ensure the most 
economical and effective approach, and met District’s 
short-term and long-term needs. 

Identifying and prioritizing facility maintenance needs, 
including identification and timely resolution of health and 
safety deficiencies, and tracking maintenance jobs.  

Evaluated procedures for identifying facility maintenance 
needs and establishing resources to address those needs.  
Determined whether procedures relating to health and safety 
complied with Federal and State requirements and 
maintenance and operations department staff received proper 
training.  Reviewed procedures to determine that the District 
is aware of and prepares for the permitting and inspection 
requirements of the Florida Building Code. 

Evaluating maintenance department staffing needs.  Reviewed procedures for evaluating maintenance department 
staffing needs.  Determined whether such procedures 
included consideration of appropriate factors and 
performance measures that were supported by factual 
information. 
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EXHIBIT B 
MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 
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EXHIBIT B (CONTINUED) 
MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 
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EXHIBIT B (CONTINUED) 
MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 
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EXHIBIT B (CONTINUED) 
MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 

 


