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Preface
The Office of Internal Auditing serves to improve the fiscal accountability and enhance the
public’s perception of the management and operations of the Escambia County School
District. This engagement strives to meet those objectives.
Audits, reviews, and other engagements are determined through a District‐wide risk
assessment process, and are incorporated into the annual work plan of the Office of Internal
Auditing, as approved by the Audit Committee. Other assignments are also undertaken at the
request of District management.
This engagement was conducted with the full cooperation of District operational staff. While
we encountered minor limitations with receiving documents from one vendor, these restrictions
were not material and did not prohibit us from reaching conclusions or offering
recommendations.
Any recommendations included in this engagement are designed to improve operations and
serve as the basis for informed discussions related to policies and procedures.
This engagement was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing, as promulgated by the Institute of Internal
Auditors.
We thank the Exceptional Student Services staff for their cooperation and commitment. We
look forward to reviewing their progress when we follow‐up on our recommendations.

Office of Internal Auditing
Escambia County School District
www.escambia.k12.fl.us/iaudit
75 North Pace Blvd. – Suite 403
Pensacola, Florida 32505
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Executive Summary
In May 2016, the Escambia County School District (ECSD) management asked
the Office of Internal Auditing to conduct a review to determine the awarded
vendors’ compliance with the conditions and criteria set forth in Request for
Purchase (RFP) #152605 – Interpreting Services for the ECSD and the Santa
Rosa County School District (SRCSD). Specifically, our objectives included
determining if the vendors paid their employees/subcontractors the agreed
upon contract rates in the RFP and if the Districts were billed the proper rates
for the appropriate amount of service hours provided.
The RFP required vendors to pay their employees/contractors a pre‐
determined rate based on the category of their qualifications. Per the RFP, the
hourly billing rate for service hours provided was determined by adding an
administrative fee to the employee/ subcontractor hourly pay rate.
The RFP was awarded to two vendors. A copy of the Bid Tabulation, which
includes the rate schedule for each vendor, can be found in Appendix A.
Our analysis of their compliance with the RFP for the period of July 1, 2015
through May 31, 2106 is as follows:
Professional Interpreting Services for the Deaf, Inc. (PISD)
We noted a significant number of errors in the employee/subcontractor pay
records and the billing records to the Districts. These errors appear to be the
result of carelessness, as in both areas the vendor’s errors resulted in net losses
to the vendor.

Overall, PISD paid its
subcontractors more than
the contract rate.

PISD paid one subcontractor
less than the contract rate
per instructions by the
SRCSD.

PISD under‐billed the ECSD
by approximately $1,200.

Payment to Employees/Subcontractors
It appears the vendor overpaid its employees/subcontractors by a net amount
of approximately $1,400 for the period of July 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016.
Among the various discrepancies, we noted the following:
 Mathematical errors (both positive and negative)
 Subcontractor double billing
 Payment at rates greater than the contract rates
In addition, we noted that the vendor consistently paid one subcontractor at
an amount lower than the contract rate per the rate schedule, when the
subcontractor worked in the SRCSD; however, per PISD, this was at the
instruction of SRCSD personnel.
Billing to the Districts
It appears the vendor under‐billed the ECSD by a net amount of approximately
$1,200 for the period of July 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016. Among the various
discrepancies, we noted the following:
 District billed for hours not on subcontractor invoice
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District not billed for hours worked by subcontractor
Hours billed to the District differ from hours worked by subcontractor
District billed at higher and lower rates than contract rate per rate
schedule
Name of interpreter providing services missing from invoice to District

We noted no discrepancies in billings to the SRCSD.
Interpreting Associates, LLC (IA)
The vendor’s records were generally well‐organized.
Based on
Payment/Policies Agreements provided by the vendor, we noted that the
vendor entered into agreements with subcontractors to pay them at rates
lower than the contract rate per the rate schedule.
IA paid 5 of its 10
subcontractors less than the
contract rate; a total of
$19,000.

Payment to Employees/Subcontractors
It appears the vendor paid five of its ten subcontractors at rates less than the
contract rates. This resulted in a net amount of approximately $19,000 in
underpayments to employee/subcontractors for the period July 1, 2015
through May 31, 2016.
Despite reducing the “Employee Hourly Rate” portion of the billing formula,
the Districts were still billed at the higher rate, as if the correct contract rate
had been paid to the subcontractor. Of the approximate $19,000 in question,
$11,900 was for service hours in the ECSD, and $7,100 was for service hours in
the SRCSD. It is unclear if the difference represents an underpayment to the
subcontractors or an over‐billing to the Districts.

IA disagreed that the RFP
required its subcontractors
to be paid at the contract
rate.

IA under‐billed the ECSD by
$544.

When questioned, representatives of the vendor indicated that despite
completing the rate schedule, and having access to the details of the RFP,
including the Questions and Answers Section of the RFP, which addressed
employee hourly rates of pay, the vendor disagreed that the RFP required
payment at certain contract rates. The vendor contended that they were free
to pay their subcontractors whatever hourly rate they deemed appropriate
based on their view of a subcontractor’s qualifications and vendor‐
administered skills testing.
Billing to the Districts
Absent the billing concerns discussed above, the vendor’s billings were
otherwise generally accurate. We noted only one discrepancy, which was the
result of a mathematical error. This error resulted in the ECSD being under‐
billed by $544.
This report includes recommendations. The Executive Summary is intended
to highlight the various aspects of the report. The full report should be read to
understand the basis of our recommendations.
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Background
The ECSD’s Program for Deaf or Hard of Hearing (D/HH) provides a variety of
needs‐based services to students, including providing educational interpreters
to students. The ECSD employs interpreters, as well as procures interpreters
from outside service providers.
In May 2015, the Districts issued RFP #152605, titled “Interpreting Services,”
to solicit bids to provide interpreting services for both Escambia and Santa
Rosa Counties. On June 2, 2015, the bid was awarded to two providers:
Professional Interpreting Services for the Deaf, Inc., and Interpreting
Associates, LLC.

The RFP required vendor to
pay their subcontractors a
rate based on qualifications,
by category.

While the RFP was generally consistent with other District solicitations, it did
contain certain conditions and criteria specific to the needs of the Exceptional
Student Education (ESE) Department and to educational interpreters. Most
notable of these criteria was the requirement that awarded vendors were to
pay their interpreters a fixed rate of hourly compensation based on their
qualifications. The amount the Districts would be billed per hour would be
determined by adding a pre‐determined hourly administrative fee to this
hourly compensation rate. The rate schedule completed by the participating
vendors appeared as follows:
Interpreters

Employee Hourly
Rate of Pay

Administrative
Fee

Price Per
Hour

Interpreters without
Credentials /Certifications
Interpreters with Recognized
Credentials/Certifications
Interpreters with National
Credentials/Certifications

A copy of the Bid Tabulation, which includes the rate schedule for each vendor,
can be found in Appendix A.
The ECSD does not traditionally issue solicitations which require its vendors to
pay their employees and/or subcontractors a set rate of pay. It is our
understanding that this criteria was included in the RFP in an effort to ensure
consistency between all vendors and between both Districts.
The ECSD became aware one
vendor was not paying its
subcontractors according to
the RFP.

During April 2016, the ECSD became aware that one of the awarded vendors
may not have been complying with the terms of the RFP. After significant
discussion, District management requested that Internal Auditing staff
conduct a compliance review of the RFP. On May 23, 2016, Internal Auditing
staff notified both vendors of our intention to invoke the “Right to Audit”
Provision of the RFP, and requested certain records necessary to determine
compliance.
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The ECSD terminated its
contract with Interpreting
Associates.

On July 27, 2016, after fieldwork, but prior to the issuance of this report, the
District terminated for convenience its contract with Interpreting Associates,
LLC.

Objective
The objective of this review was to determine compliance with the provisions
of the RFP. The objective can be further refined into 1) determining if the
vendors were paying employees/subcontractors consistent with the rate
schedules which they submitted in response to the RFP, and 2) determining if
the vendor billed the Districts for the correct number of service hours provided
at the correct billing rates, as stated on the rate schedules.
As is customary in all our engagements, we also explored opportunities for
strengthening District processes and/or controls in an effort to become more
effective and efficient.

Scope
In addition to reviewing numerous policies, rules, processes, and procedures from
District sources, the scope of this review includes a wide variety of material from
various departments throughout the Districts:
 RFP/bid documents from Purchasing, specifically:
o RFP #152605 – Interpreting Services
o Bid awards and rate schedules
 Vendor invoices from July 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016
 District Contracted Sign Language Interpreter Minimum Qualifications
Checklists
 Vendor provided employee/subcontractor documents, specifically:
o Independent Contractor Agreements
o Payment/Policies Agreement
o Employee/subcontractor invoices
o Vendor payment records
To obtain an understanding of the RFP and related processes, we interviewed ESE
and Purchasing personnel. In our process of securing information, gaining
clarification, and resolving discrepancies, we spoke directly with representatives
from both vendors.
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Methodology
We conducted interviews with a wide variety of District personnel from various
departments, including Legal, Purchasing, and ESE to gain an understanding of
the development, award, and operational aspects of the services provided
under the RFP.
We obtained copies of, and reviewed various documents:
 School Board Policies
 RFP Conditions and Criteria
 Vendor invoices and supporting documentation
We compared actual pay
rates to required contract
rates per the RFP.
We compared actual billings
to expected billings per the
RFP rates.

In an effort to determine compliance with the RFP, we compared subcontractor
pay rates/records provided by the vendor to contract rates per the awarded
RFP. In addition, we reviewed and analyzed the vendor billings to the Districts
to determine that the service hours provided per the subcontractors agreed
with the service hours billed to the Districts, and that these hours were billed
at the appropriate rates per the awarded RFP.
Professional Interpreters for the Deaf responded to all requests for records and
provided responses and additional documentation for all questions.
Despite the provisions in the RFP allowing access to “all documents and records
as they pertain to the products and services delivered,” the response from
Interpreting Associates to the request for records by Internal Auditing was
initially limited by the vendor. On June 23, 2016, the ECSD Superintendent
issued a formal public records request for the remaining documents. On July
11, 2016, the vendor provided the requested records through their counsel.

Interpreting Associates did
not provide all requested
documents.

The minor scope limitation
did not affect our
conclusions or
recommendations.

On July 26, 2016, OIA requested additional records from Interpreting
Associates; however, prior to a response from the vendor, as previously
mentioned, the ECSD Superintendent terminated for convenience its contract
with Interpreting Associates. As of the issuance of this report, the vendor had
not provided the requested additional records.
The majority of the additional requested records pertained to June 2016
activity. As the records were not provided, we reduced the scope of our work
to only include activity from July 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016, for both
vendors. Not having the balance of the records requested does not materially
impact our fieldwork or our conclusions. We feel we have done sufficient work
and gathered sufficient evidence/information to reach our conclusions
regarding compliance and to provide recommendations.
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Conclusions/Results
Our objectives included determining if the vendors paid their
employees/subcontractors the agreed upon contract rates in the RFP and if the
Districts were billed the proper rates for the appropriate amount of service
hours provided.
Professional Interpreting Services for the Deaf, Inc.
We noted a significant number of errors in the employee/subcontractor pay
records and the billing records to the Districts. These errors appear to be the
result of carelessness, as in both areas the vendor’s errors resulted in net losses
to the vendor.

Overall, PISD paid its
subcontractors more than
the contract rate for work at
the ECSD.

Payment to Employees/Subcontractors
For the ECSD, it appears the vendor overpaid its employees/subcontractors by
a net amount of approximately $1,800 for the period July 1, 2015 through May
31, 2016.
Interpreter
Jewel Acord
Amanda Ard
Kim Betz
Victor Blocker
Dani Clements
Karisa Clements
Samantha Clements
Angela Gilmore
Sherry Green
Shameika Hall
Stacy Lawrence
Maria Lopez
Corey Mason
Nicole McKenzie
Terra Redditt
Christina Roof
Jimmy Randolph
Cathy Smith
April Stewart
Mary Thomas
Unknown
Total ‐ Escambia
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Expected Pay

Actual Pay

Difference

$ 40,389.75
6,401.75
32,644.04
310.00
16,703.13
15,292.57
36,337.00
986.00
3,139.25
6,742.50
1,067.50
70.00
38,555.50
1,093.75
26,860.00
3,314.80
1,645.00
14,649.06
40,716.00
1,498.00
70.00

$ 40,390.00
6,401.75
32,577.22
336.00
16,702.63
15,756.57
36,830.20
986.00
3,788.75
6,742.50
1,067.50
80.00
38,562.00
1,123.75
26,860.00
3,463.04
1,645.00
14,615.06
40,716.00
1,604.40
70.00

$ 0.25
‐
(66.82)
26.00
(0.50)
464.00
493.20
‐
649.50
‐
‐
10.00
6.50
30.00
‐
148.24
‐
(34.00)
‐
106.40
‐

$ 288,485.60

$ 290,318.37

$ 1,832.77
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We noted various
discrepancies in pay records.

Among the various discrepancies, we noted the following:
 Mathematical errors (both positive and negative)
 Subcontractor double billing
 Payment at rates greater than the contract rates

The overpayments to Karisa Clements ($464) and Samantha Clements ($493)
We noted overpayments due are due largely because of double billing. The double billing resulted from one
to double invoicing for the
subcontractor indicating that he/she substituted for another subcontractor on
same day.
a particular day(s); however, both the original subcontractor and substitute
invoiced the vendor for the same day/time.
The overpayment to Sherry Green ($650) appears to be the result of the vendor
We noted overpayments due paying the subcontractor at a higher rate ($35 per hour) instead of the contract
to pay a subcontractor an
rate ($29 per hour). When questioned, the vendor indicated that the
hourly rate greater than the subcontractor performed other work for different clients and was paid $35 per
contract rate.
hour for that work.
The vendor indicated that the subcontractor was supposed to be paid at the
contract rate for work for the Districts; however, due to a miscommunication,
she was paid at the higher rate used for her other clients. The vendor further
explained that the subcontractor no longer provides services to the vendor.
For the SRCSD, it appears the vendor underpaid its employees/subcontractors
by a net amount of approximately $468 for the period July 1, 2015 through May
31, 2016.
Interpreter

PISD paid one subcontractor
less than the contract rate
per instructions by the
SRCSD.

PISD under‐billed the ECSD
by approximately $1,200.

Expected Pay

Actual Pay

Difference

Shameika Hall

$ 1,696.50

$ 1,228.50

$ (468.00)

Total – Santa Rosa

$ 1,696.50

$ 1,228.50

$ (468.00)

The underpayment was the result of the vendor consistently paying Shameika
Hall at an amount lower than the contract rate per the rate schedule when
she worked in the SRCSD, which resulted in a total underpayment of $468.
When Ms. Hall worked for the ECSD, she was paid at the correct contract rate
per the rate schedule. When questioned, the vendor indicated that SRCSD staff
determined that the subcontractor’s qualifications placed the subcontractor at
a lower contract rate. As such, the vendor paid the subcontractor at the lower
rate plus $1 per hour. The ECSD had not made the same determination.
Billing to the Districts
It appears the vendor under‐billed the ECSD by a net amount of approximately
$1,200 for the period July 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016.
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Interpreter
Jewel Acord
Amanda Ard
Kim Betz
Victor Blocker
Dani Clements
Karisa Clements
Samantha Clements
Angela Gilmore
Sherry Green
Shameika Hall
Stacy Lawrence
Maria Lopez
Corey Mason
Nicole McKenzie
Terra Redditt
Christina Roof
Jimmy Randolph
Cathy Smith
April Stewart
Mary Thomas
Unknown
Total ‐ Escambia

We noted various
discrepancies in the billing
records.

Total Billed

Expected
Billed

Difference

$ 48,921.75
7,735.00
38,403.75
510.00
19,880.00
18,462.50
43,671.25
1,172.50
2,880.00
7,606.25
1,220.00
80.00
46,865.00
1,250.00
34,380.00
3,976.25
1,860.00
17,543.75
49,542.50
2,035.00
80.00

$ 48,746.25
7,726.25
39,397.98
387.50
20,158.95
18,456.55
43,855.00
1,190.00
3,788.75
8,137.50
1,220.00
80.00
46,532.50
1,250.00
33,575.00
4,143.50
1,880.00
17,679.90
49,140.00
1,872.50
80.00

$ 175.00
8.75
(994.23)
122.50
(278.95)
5.95
(183.75)
(17.50)
(908.75)
(531.25)
‐
‐
332.50
‐
805.00
(167.25)
(20.00)
(136.15)
402.50
162.50
‐

$ 348,075.00

$ 349,298.13

$ (1,223.13)

Various discrepancies were noted, including:
 District billed for hours not on subcontractor invoice
 District not billed for hours worked by subcontractor
 Hours billed to the District differ from hours worked by subcontractor
 District billed at higher and lower rates than contract rate per the rate
schedule
 Name of interpreter providing services missing from invoice to District

PISD failed to bill the ECSD
for days services were
provided.

The under‐billing for Kim Betz ($944), Sherry Green ($909), and Shameika Hall
($531) appears largely due to the failure of the vendor to bill the District for
days on which the subcontractors provided services to the District.

PISD billed for time in excess
of hours worked per
subcontractor time invoices.

The over‐billing for Corey Mason ($333) appears largely due to the vendor
billing on several days for time in excess of time reportedly worked by the
subcontractor.

PISD billed a subcontractor
at a rate higher than the
contract rate.

The over‐billing for Terra Redditt ($805) appears largely due to the vendor
billing on several days at $35 per service hour instead of the contract rate of
$25 per service hour.
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The over‐billing for April Stewart ($403) was largely due to the vendor billing
for a day on which the subcontractor indicated she did not provide services to
the District.
PISD billed SRCSD
appropriately.

It appears the SRCSD was billed appropriately for the period July 1, 2015
through May 31, 2016.

Interpreter
Shameika Hall
Total – Santa Rosa

Total Billed

Expected
Billed

Difference

$ 2,047.50

$ 2,047.50

$‐

$ 2,047.50

$ 2,047.50

$ ‐

Interpreting Associates, LLC
The vendor’s records were generally well‐organized.
Based on
Payment/Policies Agreements provided by the vendor, we noted that the
vendor entered into agreements with subcontractors to pay them at rates
lower than the contract rate per the rate schedule.

Overall, IA paid its
subcontractors $11,900 less
than the contract rate for
work at the ECSD.

Payment to Employees/Subcontractors
For the ECSD, it appears the vendor underpaid its employees/subcontractors
by a net amount of approximately $11,900 for the period July 1, 2015 through
May 31, 2016.
Interpreter

One subcontractor was
underpaid $11,668 for work
in the ECSD.

Expected Pay

Actual Pay

Difference

Amanda Ard
Jessica Cruz
Ora Dublin
Paul Dublin
Peter Dublin
Charity Dublin
Kandace Frink
Melissa Johnson
Benjamin Smith
Meagan Utsey

$ 33,835.75
637.50
866.25
35,850.00
2,054.25
400.00
224.75
‐
‐
58.00

$ 22,168.25
535.50
866.25
35,850.00
2,054.25
392.00
131.75
‐
‐
48.00

$ (11,667.50)
(102.00)
‐
‐
‐
(8.00)
(93.00)
‐
‐
(10.00)

Total ‐ Escambia

$ 73,926.50

$ 62,046.00

$ (11,880.50)

The underpayment to Amanda Ard ($11,668) appears to be the result of the
vendor paying the subcontractor at a lower rate ($19 per hour) instead of the
contract rate ($29 per hour). The vendor provided a “Payment/Policies
Agreement” which appears to contain an agreed upon pay rate of $19 per hour,
and appears to contain the signature of the subcontractor.
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After the RFP was awarded,
IA entered into pay
agreements with
subcontractors for pay at
rates lower than the
contract rate.

As previously mentioned, the RFP was awarded on June 2, 2015, in which the
vendor agreed to pay subcontractors at the submitted contract pay rates. The
“Payment/Policies Agreement” appears to have been signed on July 30, 2015,
after the RFP award. It is unclear why the vendor would enter an agreement
with a subcontractor for a pay rate less than that required by the award of
the RFP.
When questioned, representatives of the vendor indicated that despite
completing the rate schedule, and having access to the details of the RFP,
including the Questions and Answers Section of the RFP, which addressed
employee hourly rates of pay, the vendor disagreed that the RFP required
payment at certain contract rates. The vendor contended that they were free
to pay their subcontractors whatever hourly rate they deemed appropriate
based on their view of a subcontractor’s qualifications and vendor‐
administered skills testing.

Overall, IA paid its
subcontractors $7,100 less
than the contract rate for
work in the SRCSD.

For the SRCSD, it appears the vendor underpaid its employees/subcontractors
by a net amount of approximately $7,100 for the period July 1, 2015 through
May 31, 2016.
Interpreter
Amanda Ard
Jessica Cruz
Ora Dublin
Paul Dublin
Peter Dublin
Charity Dublin
Kandace Frink
Melissa Johnson
Benjamin Smith
Meagan Utsey
Total – Santa Rosa

IA did not provide requested
payment information for
two subcontractors.

One subcontractor was paid
at $17 per hour instead of
the contract rate of $29 per
hour.

Expected Pay

Actual Pay

Difference

$ 116.00
2,381.25
34,229.25
100.00
22,011.00
6,562.50
4,524.00
2,862.75
190.57
31,138.75

$ 76.00
2,000.25
34,229.25
100.00
22,011.00
6,300.00
2,652.00
2,862.75
190.57
25,770.00

$ (40.00)
(381.00)
‐
‐
‐
(262.50)
(1,062.00)
‐
‐
(5,368.75)

$ 104,116.07

$ 96,191.82

$ (7,114.25)

The vendor failed to provide payment information and other supporting
documents for Melissa Johnson and Benjamin Smith. Their service hours were
minimal. For presentation purposes, we will assume they were paid at the
contract rate per the rate schedule. Any discrepancy would not be considered
material, or significantly affect our conclusions.
The underpayment to Kandace Frink ($1,062) appears to be the result of the
vendor paying the subcontractor at a lower rate ($17 per hour) instead of the
contract rate ($29 per hour). The vendor provided a “Payment/Policies
Agreement” which appears to contain an agreed upon pay rate of $17 per hour,
and appears to contain the signature of the subcontractor.
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As previously mentioned, the RFP was awarded on June 2, 2015, in which the
vendor agreed to pay subcontractors at the submitted contract pay rates. The
“Payment/Policies Agreement” appears to have been signed on March 28,
2016, after the RFP award. It is unclear why the vendor would enter an
agreement with a subcontractor for a pay rate less than that required by the
award of the RFP.
One subcontractor was paid
at $24 per hour instead of
the contract rate of $29 per
hour.

The underpayment to Meagan Utsey ($5,369) appears to be the result of the
vendor paying the subcontractor at a lower rate ($24 per hour) instead of the
contract rate ($29 per hour). The vendor provided a “Payment/Policies
Agreement” which appears to contain an agreed upon pay rate of $24 per hour,
and appears to contain the signature of the subcontractor.
The
“Payment/Policies Agreement” for Ms. Utsey did not include a date on which
the agreement was reportedly signed.

It is unclear if the
“underpayments” are
considered underpayments
or overbillings to the
Districts.

Billing to the Districts
Despite reducing the “Employee Hourly Rate” portion of the billing formula,
the Districts were still billed at the higher rate, as if the correct contract rate
had been paid to the subcontractor. It is unclear if the difference represents an
underpayment to the subcontractors or an over‐billing to the Districts. Absent
the billing concerns related to underpayment of subcontractors, the vendor’s
billings were generally accurate.

IA under‐billed the ECSD by
$544.

It appears the vendor under‐billed the ECSD by a net amount of approximately
$544 for the period July 1, 2015 through May 31, 2016.

Interpreter
Amanda Ard
Jessica Cruz
Ora Dublin
Paul Dublin
Peter Dublin
Charity Dublin
Kandace Frink
Melissa Johnson
Benjamin Smith
Meagan Utsey
Total – Escambia

Total Billed

Expected
Billed

Difference

$ 36,792.00
714.00
945.00
40,152.00
2,241.00
448.00
248.00
‐
‐
64.00

$ 37,336.00
714.00
945.00
40,152.00
2,241.00
448.00
248.00
‐
‐
64.00

$ (544.00)
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$ 114,269.00

$ 114,269.00

$ (544.00)

The under‐billing for Amanda Ard ($544) was because of a single mathematical
error in the District’s favor.
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IA billed the SRCSD
appropriately.

It appears the SRCSD was billed appropriately for the period July 1, 2015
through May 31, 2016.

Interpreter
Amanda Ard
Jessica Cruz
Ora Dublin
Paul Dublin
Peter Dublin
Charity Dublin
Kandace Frink
Melissa Johnson
Benjamin Smith
Meagan Utsey
Total – Santa Rosa

Total Billed

Expected
Billed

Difference

$ 128.00
2,667.00
37,341.00
112.00
24,012.00
7,350.00
4,992.00
3,123.00
184.00
34,360.00

$ 128.00
2,667.00
37,341.00
112.00
24,012.00
7,350.00
4,992.00
3,123.00
184.00
34,360.00

$‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

$ 114,269.00

$ 114,269.00

$ ‐

Recommendations
Pay Rate vs. Contract Rate Differences
During our testing, we noted that Interpreting Associates paid five of its ten
subcontractors at an hourly rate different than the contract rate as prescribed
in their proposal package in the awarded RFP. The total amount of the
discrepancy we noted was approximately $19,000.

District management should
determine necessary action
on pay discrepancies.

District staff should ensure
interpreter names are on
invoices.

As previously mentioned, it is unclear if the difference represents an
underpayment to the subcontractors or an over‐billing to the Districts. Given
that the ECSD has terminated its contractual relationship with the vendor, it is
unclear if any action is necessary on the District’s part. If the SRCSD continues
its relationship with the vendor, it may wish to pursue recovery if it deems the
difference to represent an over‐billing to their District. As such, we
recommend both ECSD and SRCSD management determine what, if any,
action is necessary regarding the pay discrepancies.
Billing Discrepancies
Despite a net under‐billing to the ECSD, we noted during our testing several
discrepancies related to billing. In at least one instance, we noted a bill which
included services hours, but no indication of which interpreter provided the
services. Without knowing which interpreter provided the services, it is not
possible to determine if the District was billed at the appropriate contract rate.
As such, we recommend District staff review invoices to ensure interpreter
names are listed on the invoice.
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We also noted numerous discrepancies between the days/times billed and
days/times actually worked per subcontractor invoices to vendors. We noted
at least one instance where a subcontractor did not indicate that he/she
worked on a particular day, but the District was billed for that day.

District staff should compare
billed time to District
records.

District staff should monitor
billings for changes in billing
rates.

Invoicing and billing
measurements of time
should be standardized.

While District staff does not routinely have access to subcontractor invoices to
the vendor, it is our understanding that staff does maintain records on times
worked by subcontractors. As such, we recommend District staff compare
days/time per billing invoices received to District‐maintained supporting
documentation. Any discrepancies should be resolved.
When reviewing vendor invoices, we noted on numerous occasions when the
Districts were billed in error at a rate in excess of the contract billing rates per
the RFP. In some instances we noted the same contractor was billed at
different rates on the same invoice. It is our understanding, a subcontractor
billing rate should not change unless additional qualifications are earned, and
that any rate change must be approved by District staff. Consequently, billing
rates should rarely change. As such, we recommend District staff maintain a
listing of the approved subcontractor billing rates and periodically compare
those rates to the rates submitted by the vendor on its invoices. Any changes
to billing rates should be researched to determine propriety.
General Recommendation
During our testing we noted differences between hours invoiced by
subcontractor to the vendor, hours paid by the vendor to the subcontractor,
and then the hours billed to the Districts by the vendor. We noted numerous
instances where these differences were the result of the way in which
subcontractors reported their time to the vendor. In many instances,
subcontractors would report time in exact hours and minutes, or in decimal
form, such as 6.1 hours. The vendor would, in some cases round these
numbers up, down, or to the nearest quarter of an hour, but in other cases the
vendor would not, which create discrepancies between subcontractor invoices,
pay records, and billing records. For consistency purposes, we recommend
District staff work with the vendor to determine an appropriate measure of
time, such as per quarter hour. Once decided, this information should be
communicated to subcontractors.
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Appendix A – Bid Tabulation with Rate Schedule
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Management and Vendor Responses
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