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I. Introduction 

We, the Grand Jury,'have been called upon to examine, among other matters, the functioning 

of the Broward County School Board and ofthe Broward County School District. We have done so 

and as result we make certain findings and recommendations. 

At the outset we wish to commend the numerous District employees from all levels who 

I 
appeared and provided information to FDLE investigators or directly to the Grand Jury. We also 

I	 commend the Office of General Counsel for their prompt replies to our numerous requests for 

documentary evidence. 

I 
As part of our inquiry we have taken testimony and reviewed statements from FDLE 

investigators, project managers and building inspectors from the District, as well as past and present 

managers from the Facilities department, District Chief Building Officials, past and present Board 

Members, numerous ])istrict Budget and Finance officials, past and present employees of the 
I ' 

i i District's boundaries. department, Deputy Superintendents and other District employees from' 

principals to secretaries. We have"also reviewed hundreds of documents provided by the District to I 
investigators. 

: I
L. 
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The evidence we have been· presented concerning the malfeasance, misfeasance and 

nonfeasance of the Broward County School Board (Board) and of the senior management of the 

Broward County School District, (District) and ofthe gross mismanagement and apparent ineptitude 

of so many individuals at so many levels is so overwhelming that we cannot imagine any level of 
( 

i I ' 
incompetence that would explain what we have seen. Therefore we are reluctantly compelled to 

conclude that at least some of this behavior can best be explained by corruption of our officials by 

contractors, vendors and their lobbyists. Moreover, many ofthe problems we identified in our inquiry 

are longstanding and have been pointed out by at least two previous Grand Juries. But for the 

Constitutional mandate that requires an elected School Board for each District, our first and foremost 

recommendation would have been to abolish the Broward County School Board altogether. 

We have learned that the Board and District has taken steps to institute some ofthe changes 

we will propose here today, perhaps in anticipation of the Grand Jury's [mdings or in response to 

other events, including ongoing investigations and arrests. While it may seem redundant or 

unnecessary to some to propose changes already made, we are mindful that nothing is set in concrete. 

Bad habits and corrupt practices often return when the light of inquiry is turned off. 

ll. Summary of Findings 

Our inquiry ofthe District focused on the non-instructional aspects ofthe District's functions, 

particularly the construction ofschools. We have heard from some mid level managers that they can't 

discipline or fire lazy incompetent workers, thwarted by a timid personnel department and sometimes 

by protective Board members who must vote on every dismissal, yet we are aware of top level 

managers who openly talk oftargeting whistle blowers, boat-rockers and other malcontents whose 

primary sin appears to be exposing flaws in the system and lack of leadership among senior staff. 
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Those employees fmd themselves transferred out oftheir positions to less desirable posts; transferred 

to the districts dumping ground, the book depository; or even outright fIred for petty violations. 

In short, we have a middle management staff that tolerates or is forced to tolerate 

incompetence, double-dealing, corruption and laziness but which in turn is always fearful of being 

targeted by upper management should they challenge interference by Board members or attempt to 

hold contractors accountable for their work. 

Not that there aren't employees who work hard and do a good job, there are plenty ofthose. 

But the ones who point out problems and advocate change are quickly marginalized and pumshed. 

~. The culture of misfeasance and malfeasance at the school district is so deeply ingrained, so 

longstanding and so severe that we believe they will either be subsumed into the existing culture or 

drummed out of the District as soon as current attention is diverted from the Board and District. 

As serious as the problems are at the District, the problems with the Board are even worse. 

The Board has demonstrated an appalling lack of both leadership and awareness. Rather than 

focusing on the big picture andJooking to the challenges ofthe future, they have mired themselves in 

the day to day running ofthe District, a task for which they are singularly unqualifIed. Their lack of 

background or expertise does not deter them from intruding into decisions such as selecting building 

contractors, deciding contract methods, interfering with personnel decisions, directing contracts to 



District are their complete failure to focus on the big picture and their lack of awareness of critical 

issues facing the District. 

As an example, the Board has authorized the spending of billions over the last 10 years and 

I
r

! 

has saddled Broward taxpayers with $2 billion in long term debt, and yet we have thousands ofempty 

seats at under enrolled schools in the eastern portion ofthe county and critically overcrowded schools 

in the western part of the county and no concrete plans to address the problem. We fmd that the 

current situation is a direct result ofthe Board's lack ofvision, foresight, planning and leadership as 

.well as a deliberate attempt to withhold jnformation in order to keep building unnecessary space. 

.A great deal oftaxpayer money spent on this construction has been wasted as the direct result 

of the Board's interference and self dealing as well as a result of their failure to engage in any 

, , 
I meaningful oversight ofthe District's building activities. For at least the last 15 years the District has 

operated a facilities and construction department with little regard for quality, accountability or fiscal 

responsibility, yet the Board has done nothing to address these issues. 

Despite warnings from the rank and file, their own internal auditors and even previous Grand 

Jury reports the Board for years has acted in apparent blissful ignorance ofthese critical issues. To 

date, their strongest response has been to lash out at the auditors doing their jobs; attempting to kill 

the messengers, rather than deal with the issues they bring to their attention. 

The Board's meddling into details that should be within the purview ofthe Superintendenthas 

not helped the District deal with critical issues; instead it has worsened existing problems and created 

new ones. The Superintendent also bears responsibilityfor allowing the meddling and interference to 

continue. Broward County in particular needs a strong Superintendent to stand up to the Bo·ard and 

I remind them where the line is that separates the functions and responsibilities of the Board and 
I 

Page 4 ofS1 

j 

I 



Superintendent. Previous Superintendents have done so to one degree or another and have suffered 

the consequences; something the current Superintendent is apparently unwilling to risk. 

llI. Background 
[ 

The Broward County School District is the 6th largest district in the country and the 2nd largest 

in the State despite declining enrollment over the last six years. According to this year's preliminary 

I Twentieth Day Enrollment report, current enrollment is 233,598, a decrease on003 students over last 
I 1 
'. 

year's numbers. Over those same six years the number ofstudents opting to go to charter schools has 

increased from 15,136 to 23,274, including ail increase of2672 last year. 

Over the last 5 years the annual budget has averaged $4.65 billion, even larger than the county 

budget. In fact it is the biggest portion of the property tax for property owners in Broward. 

I. i 
Pursuant to Art IX, section 4 of the Florida Constitution, each county must have an elected 

School Board consisting of five or more members and either an appointed. or an elected 

Superintendent. The members can be elected either district wide or from single-member districts. 

Broward has nine School Board members and an appointed Superintendent. 

The only responsibility of the School Board articulated in the Constitution, other than a 

general one of "shall operate, control and supervise all free public schools", is setting the tax rate. 

More detail is set out in Chapters 1001 and 1003 of the Florida Statutes. 
I i 

IV. Findings 

A. Problems within the Facilities and Construction Management Division 

1. The TCO debacle and Occupying Unimished Schools 
I 

, I 

1 
Pursuant to state ,and local building codes, no building, schools included, can be occupied 
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without a valid Certificate of Occupancy (CO) also known as a Fonn 110B issued by the Chief 

Building Official (CBO). The exception is what's called a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy 

(TCO). Relying on a TCO has its limitations. As the name implies, it is supposed be temporary, r . 
, I 

I i 

generally issued with an expiration of30 days to 90 days, and can only be issued when the unfinished 

items are minor, such as landscaping or aesthetic features. In no case can they be issued when life 

safety items are outstanding. 

What we have found however, is that there is nothing temporary about TCOs in Broward and 

worse, despite assurances to the contrary, some are issued with blatant safety issues unresolved at the 

time ofoccupancy. ,Furthennore the record keeping of construction documents is so inadequate and 

incomplete that it is hard to tell just how many TCOs were really issued and what issues were 
I 
I I 
I unresolved at the schools when they were issued. 

As far back as April of2003 the Broward County Grand Jury pointed out in its report entitled 

"Interim Report Of the 2002 Fall Term Grand .Jury on School Board Construction", (2002 

Report) that numerous schools were occupied by students without being finished and that the district 

failed to fix construction defects in recently opened schools. It's important to note that·in doing so the 

2002 Report was pointing out that those problems were a continuation o/theprob(ems identified by 

the 1997Broward County GrandJury. Referring to the previous 1997 report, the 2002 Report stated: 
,; 

"The report of that Grand Jury named school after school where ropfs leaked, 
windows leaked, and stucco fell off walls. In addition many of these schools were 
opened to students prior to completion. Punch lists; that is, the list ofincomplete items 
compiled at the end ofa project just before the time ofoccupation were inches thick 
and hundreds ofpages long... " 

"The School Board, much to the dismay of the Grand Jury, has once again begun to 
occupy schools before they are complet~d. There are also schools where the punch list 
is still incomplete years after the schools have opened." 
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As a result, the 2002 Report recommended that "The School Board should simply not open 

schools that are incomplete." Unfortunately, the practice has not only continued unabated, but 

I: escalated to levels far worse than seen by the previous GJ. Like the previous Grand Jury, we fmd that 

r- : schools have opened without addressing all safety items. In fact, many ofthese schools were opened 
i ! 

over the objections of inspectors, project managers and their supervisors, 

The excuse we heard from witness after witness was that there was pressure from individual 

members of the Board, some of whom had made promises to parents that the schools would be 

'opened in time for the new school year. Coupled with that excuse was the refrain that the District was 

in a building boom, variously described as existing from as long as 2002-2009, to as short as 2005­

2007. 

Having read the 2002 Report, listening to these witnesses' excuses gives us a strong sense of 

deja vu. It's the same excuses given by the Board and District almost eight years ago. Again quoting 

the 2002 Report, "Some of the old problems with school construction continue: the School Board 

remains under great pressure to open new schools and to enlarge and repair old schools." 

School starts the same time every year and it has for decades. Despite having 5 and 10 year 

student emollment projections provided by both the state DOE and school board staff, despite 

completing hundreds ofprojects and spending billions ofdollars on school construction over the last 

20 years, the Board and District are still having problems opening schools in time for the new school 

year. As a result, pressure builds from Board members to open the schools ontime no matter what. 

[1 For the District, the solution is to issue a TCO regardless ofwhether or not it's a good idea to do so. 

There is an alternative that the Board has apparently never tried. We have been told that the Board's 

I_J 

l 
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construction contracts contain provisions for liquidated damages for projects that come in late, yet 

despite chronic tardiness in the delivery of construction projects we know of no cases where the 

Board has attempted to enforce these provisions. The Board seems to be more comfortable with 

opening unfInished schools than angering the contractors that fund their campaigns through political 

contributions and fundraisers. 

The building department has not confmed itself to just using Teas to open unfmished 

schools. They also invented and issued partial cas, "beneficial" TCOs, "conditional" TCOs, memos 

that purport to be cas or TCOs, memos that suggest a co or TCO is forthcoming, and cas with 

"TCO" handwritten on them in tiny letters. (See Exhibit 1) 

Contrary to the requirements of the Florida Building Code and general practice elsewhere, 

virtually none ofthe TCOs indicate how long they're good for. Part ofthe comfort that previous Chief 

Building Officials may have-had in issuing these dubious documents no doubt stems from the fact that 

they are not required by law to be signed by the superintendent or file¢[ with the State as cas are. (In 

fact there seems to be no centralized location for all construction related documents to be maintained. 

The documents that are maintained are woefully incomplete. [See section IV(A)(2)(e)] 

Setting Broward apart from the rest ofthe state is the high number of~uildings opened with 

TCOs or no paperwork at all, the extraordinary length ciftime TCOs are left open, and the seriousness 

of the issues that remain open. 

a. TeOs issued with safety issues outstanding 

One of the justifications given by several witnesses was that the TCOs were only issued for 

minor items such as cosmetic deficiencies, landscaping and the like. 

A review of TCOs issued over the years belies that excuse. We have seen TCOs issued for 
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schools that lacked emergency eyewash stations and sprinkler heads, or had outstanding issues with 

smoke detectors. (See Exhibit 2) These are life safety issues and we find it completely irresponsible to 

issue a TCO under such circumstances. More troubling is that the vast majority ofthe TCOs don't list 

what the deficiencies are. In fact in almost all cases they simply indicate that there are open issues and 

that a list will be compiled and that the structure may be occupied during completion ofitems on the 

final inspection list. This list ofitems is not attached to the TCO; it doesn't even exist at the time the 
[ 

TCO is issued making it impossible to judge the appropriateness ofthe TCO. (See typically, Exhibit 

I 3, paragraphs 2-3) 

~ b. Number of projects opened with a TeO or no documents at all 

The number ofprojects occupied under TCOs or with no documents at all is nothing short of 

I appalling. In June of 2010 we requested from the District all copies of TCOs issued during the 

I previous five years and were provided with 13 TCOs or documents fairly characterized as TCOs. 

That number is a testament to the Districts poor recordkeeping. Based on testimony from several 

witnesses as well as a review ofBoard minutes, the true number may be over 200. 

Our inquiry determined that in early February of2005, the School Board attorney contacted 

James R. Tucker, Inc, (Tucker) a construction consultant company, to review certain construction 

projects, to close out any existing TCOs, and to resolve any issues that would hold up the issuance of 

I a CO and Certificate ofFinal Inspection (CFI) also known as a Form 209. The work proceeded from. 

l February to June of2005. 

In early 2009, the school Board attorney once again reached out to Tucker and asked that all 

l current and historical construction projects be reviewed and to close out any existing TCOs and 

[I resolve any issues that would hold up the issuance of a CO and CFI. 
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Between January through December of2009 Tucker found approximately 200 construction 

projects for which either some form ofTCO had been issued or, nopaperworkauthorizing occupancy 

could be found. Complicating Tucker's effort was the fact that there was no centralized location 

where one could go to fmd all construction related documentation, such as TCOs, cas, punch lists 

and inspection reports for each project. Much ofthe paperwork had to be tracked down by contacting 

project managers, inspectors, and even contractors. 

Once these "open projects" were foun,d, the issues that held up the granting ofa CO had to be 

resolved. Many Were minor, many more concerned failure to inspect or to pass inspections, some 

concerned unfmished life safety issues as mentioned above. 

By December of2009, for reasons never explained, Tucker was removed from the project by 

Deputy Superintendent Garretson, even though Tucker had not fmished determining whether any 

more construction projects remained open. This action took placejustbefore Garretson's resignation. 

Since Tucker's removal, no other construction projects.have been added to the list, either because. 

Tucker found them all, or because the district did not want to fmd any more. The task has now fallen 

to the building department to resolve. The same department that allowed schools to be occupied 

'.	 without COs, issued TCOs with open safety issues, and lost or never had paperwork documenting 

inspections. The issues left open as late as 2/21/2010, according to Tucker's examination, include 

failed electrical and mechanical inspections at Norcrest ES; failed building inspe~tion at Plantation 

MS; failed mechanical inspections at Tamarac ES; failed bullding, electrical and mechanical 

inspections, no fmal plumbing or fIre inspections at Royal Palm ES; failed building inspection, no 

fmal fIre or plumbing inspections at Glades MS; failed fIre inspection at Boyd Anderson HS; failed 

fIre and electric inspections and no fInal building inspection at Driftwood ES, Building 3; failed fIre, 
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mechanical and plumbing at Martin Luther King ES; failed fire inspection at North Lauderdale. There 

are many, many more examples. Again, the assurances from the building department that schools 

were not opened with life safety issues ring hollow. 

c. TCOs Stay Open for Years 

As we said, there is nothing temporary about TCOs in Broward, once issued they seem to be 

quickly forgotten. Only twoo ofthe TCOs provided to us by the district indicated how long they were" 

good for contrary to the provisions of the building code. The vast majority ofTCOs and even cas 

issued over'the last five years are not even dated. Where TCOs were found, some were determined to 

be years old, the oldest being one for McNab ES that allegedly had been issued in 2003. (A CO was 

not issued for McNab until 12/09/2009). Many more dated back to 2005 -2007. 

Apart from the obvious life safety issues, a TCO also creates potential fmancial problems for 

the district. For one, once a TCO is issued, the builder is no longer responsible for providing 

insurance for the structure; the risk immediately passes to the taxpayers. Furthermore, the TCOalso 

starts the clock running on the one year warranty, as pointed out by the 2002 Report. Issuing a TCO 

also gives the contractor a stronger leg to stand on to argue for a reduction ofthe retainage below 5%. 

d. Retainage 

Pursuant to F.S. 255.078, public entities may retain no more than 10% of the contract 

payments up to 50% of the project's completion, and 5% thereafter. Public entities are free to 

withhold less. The Board implements this statute through Policy 7005. That policy states that there is 

to be no reduction in retainage below 5% until the following criteria are met. 

1) The project has reached" substantial completion 

2) The Certificate of Occupancy has been fully executed 
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3) The Superintendent or the Deputy Superintendent for Facilities and Construction 

recommends the reduction 

4) The Board formally approves the reduction. 

We note that there is no mention in the policy of a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy. 

In order to release thefinal payment ofretainage the following criteriamust be met pursuant to 

Policy 7005. 

1) The School Board accepts the facility via an executed Form 110B (Certificate of 

Occupancy) 

2) All contractual obligations have been completed 

3) There is an executed Form 209 (Certificate ofFinal Inspection) or a Certification of 

Completion by the architect or engineer ofrecord. 

This is a good policy but it's routinely ignored in its entirety by the Board and District. 

The purpose ofretainage is to have something over the contractors to force them to finish the . 

project completely and to return and finish the punch lists. Every inspector and project manager that 
, 

testified stated that contractors were regularly let offthe hook by the District which led to dozens of 

schools opened with unfinished items. Some of those items took years to resolve. Virtually all the 

unfinished items were resolved by maintenance at additional cost to the taxpayer. Meanwhile, 

contractors, who had very little left in retainage, walked away from their obligations in order to start 

on, or work on more lucrative contracts. More deja vu from the 2002 Report, 

"A fourth concern with school construction is the apparently premature release of 
retainage on some projects. The decision to release retainage usually rests with the 
project manager and the architect. In at least two instances, Falcon Cove and Lyons 
Creek Middle Schools, retainage was released even though the electrical punch list 
had not been completed." 
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" ...punch list items were not completed until two years after the school opened. Their 
completion required the direct involvement ofthe Deputy Superintendent ofFacilities 
and Construction Management." 

[1 

The records we have reviewed substantiate what we heard from the witnesses. In addition to 

1- , 
the mess that Tucker.uncQvered, we also reviewed a couple ofBoard agendas at random to see how 

retainage reduction was being handled by the District·and Board. We reviewed four examples, two 
I 

each from the July 22,2008 (South Plantation HS and Fort Lauderdale HS) and December 16,2008 

I (ApolloMSand Boulevard Heights ES) Consent Agendas. (See Exhibit 4) 

On the July 22,2008 Board consent agenda (approved 8-0) we found: 
~ 

Reduction ofretainage on the Fort Lauderdale High School project, #0951-99-01from 
$489,241 to $100. 

First we note that this item is listed as a reduction, not a final payment. A $100 retainage is 

unacceptable and no retainage at all which means the criteria should have been the stricter standard 

. for final pciyment of retainage. 

The agenda item noted the project was substantially complete; however it refers to a TCO I 

I . 
being issued, not afully executed Certificate ofOccupancy as required by policy. Furthermore the 

agenda item says the request came from the Facilities and Construction Division but there's no 

mention of the Superintendent or Deputy Superintendent or whether they put anything in writing. 

) 

A review ofthe documents attached to the item failed to turn up either the TCO or any request 

from either the Superintendent or a Deputy. We don't know ifa TCO actually existed. While several 

I i cas were eventually issued for different projects relating to Ft. Lauderdale High, it appears that as 
~. .1 

late as the middle of2010 when these documents were provided to us, that there was no TCO, CO, 

l_! 
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CFI or even a Certificate of Completion in existence that related to the retainage released by the 

District and Board. 

_ On the same agenda the Board approved a reduction ofretainage on the South Plantation HS 

project from $466,341 to $93,268 (8/10 ofl%) Once again the justification was that the project had 

reached substantial completion, that there was a TCO issued and that it was recommended by the . 

Facilities and Construction Management Division. The Board once again ignored their own policy of 

requiring a CO and a recommendation from the Superintendent or his Deputy. 

On the December 16th
, 2008 Consent Agenda (approved 6-0) we found a reduction for 

1- retainage on the Apollo MS project from $427,890 to $25,000 (or 3/10ths of!%). To determine what 

percentage ofretainage that figure represented, we had to rely on the contractor' certificate as the CFI 

provided to us by the District for this project left off the cost of the project. (See Exhibit 5) 

The justification listed for the reduction was the same; substantial completion and a TCO. The 

TCO was dated August 9, 2008 and the CO and CFI were not issued until 12/2/09, over a year later. 

Finally the same agenda contained a reduction in retainage for Boulevard Heights ES, from 

$313,009 to $25,000 (2/10ths of1%) with the samejustification - substantial completion and a TCO. 

The attached TCO was dated August 15, 2008, but again there was nothing from the Superintendent 

or Deputy recommending the reduction. 

The documents bear out what we heard from the witnesses that TCOs are used to allow 

retainage to be reduced to ridiculously low levels well before projects are completed. It also shows 

how little the Board bothers with decisions to release millions in funds to contractors. The·Board 

violated its policy in all four random instances we checked resulting in over $1.5 million prematurely . 
, I 

i released to contractors. There was zero justification on which to base any reduction at all, let alone to 
I 
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the levels we observed. In all cases there WlH lid CO cllicl rio recommendation from the Superintendent 

or the Deputy. Furthermore the Board relies on a retainage reduction certificate executed by the 

contractor to determine how much retainage they are voting on. In essence, they were voting blind. 

By placing the items on the consent agenda they also avoid any discussion ofthe justification for, or 

the amount of, the retainage being released. This is a glaring example of the Board's misfeasance. 

2. Management problems 

a. Lack ofAccountability 

I	 The problems with TCOs did not start under the previous CBO, but it definitely ballooned 

under his watch. According to one witness CBO Lee Martin was reluctant to issue TCOs and initially ~ 
doubted his authority to do so. Some time in 2003 he delegated the responsibility to prepare those 

TCOs to a supervisor oftrades inspectors. According to a staffmember at the building department at 

the time, once word got out that TCOs were being issued, PMs started flooding the building 

department with requests for TCOs. The witness estimated that 30-50 TCOs were issued in 2005 

alone. That year, the supervisor of trades inspectors was promoted to interim CBO to replace Lee 

Martin with the proviso that he secure an academic degree and upgrade his provisional CBO license 

to keep hisjob. 

In May of2009 the CBO was removed from his position when it was determined that he not 

only failed to secure his degree, but had continued to sign offon COs and TCOs after his provisional 

CBO license had lapsed in March of 2008. As a result he was charged with a misdemeanor and 
I 
, I 

ultimately pled and received a probationary sentence. That led of course to having to review and 

reissue all the documents he had signed while his license was invalid. However, neither the fact ofhis 

conviction, nor his failure to secure his degree led to his dismissal from the District. Ironically, the 
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former CBO is now the Assistant CBO, running the day to day operations ofthe department, while the 

current CBO is tasked with cleaning up the mess of the TCO debacle for which he was largely 

responsible. 

This was not the fIrst time the Department had to devote time to redo paperwork. Previously 

the interim CBO had been responsible for hiring an outside consultant to provide inspection services 

for the Department costing hundreds ofthousands ofdollars. Unfortunately the consultant provided 

unlicensed inspectors to do the work, a fact that the interim CBO failed to notice. Ultimately the issue 

was exposed:by¢.e press and the consultant repaid their fee, though the department had to go back 

I~ and re-do hundreds ofinspections. Allowing unlicensed inspectors to do inspections for an extended 
I 

period of time was not all that surprising to us given that the interim CBO did not do a single 

evaluation of any employee the entire time he was in charge. 

How a department can be run in this manner for so long without any repercussions for the 

person in charge is hard to understand but it fIts in with what we heard regarding the next topic. 

b. Lack of Disciplinary Authority 

One issue brought up by witness after witness is the perception that no one ever gets fIred for 

incompetence at the district. The main reason appears to be lack ofsupport from senior management 

who must get the fIring past the union and the personnel department and fInally seek approval from 

the Board. According to witnesses, senior management fmds it easier to just say no and let middle 

managers deal with problem employees. The solution for many departments is to simply add more 

staff, give the critical work to the new employees and move the incompetent and lazy to another less 
I ! 

desirable job or location, or left at the job but given little or nothing to do. 

Meanwhile, employees who do. their job too well and draw the ire of either contractors or 
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Board members by demanding quality products and adherence to rules and procedures receive the 

same treatment or worse. Managers unprotected by Union membership are on even thinner ice. 

One example can be found in the Facilities and Construction Management Division. At one 
r I
! ' 

point in the last few years there were as many as seventy PMs employed by the Division. According 

II	 
to several witnesses, including two high level managers, there was only need for 25-35. One manager 

went so far as to say he could have gotten by with as little as twelve PMs. The managers complained 

of the near impossibility of having anyone fIred no matter how egregious their behavior. One PM 

brazenly ran a side business from his cell phone during office hours. Managers testifIed they followed 

employees and saw them taking offearly or running errands for hours and then lying about where they 

were during the workday. Attempts to fIre staffwere routinely turned down by Garretson, who in any 

case would need the concurrence ofthe Superintendent and a majority vote ofthe Board. Even more 

iI
I 

1 

PMs were added at Garretson's behest despite protests from the PM supervisors. Itwas the opinion of 

management that many of these positions were created for cronies of either Garretson or Board 

members. PMs are paid between $80,000 and $100,000 depending on experience. Even taking the 

most conservative fIgure from the witnesses, reducing the number ofPMs to 35 could have saved as 

much as $3.5 million a year in salaries. 

The number ofPMs has now been slashed but due only to the aforementioned budget cuts and 
i 

I I 

( the end ofthe building boom, not some new found management initiative. On the other hand a senior 

staffer in the Department, with a reputation for resisting pressure to sign offon shoddy or incompleteI 
work or approving unnecessary change orders, was let go after his "box" was removed from the 

( 
organizational chart. True to form, when he asked for an explanation, no one in the District would 

l take responsibility for that decision. 
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c. Infighting 

For years, witnesses say, inspectors and project managers have been fiercely butting heads, 

each blaming the other for delays and wasted money. The inspectors claim PMs allow contractors to 

run roughshod, cutting comers, violating codes and getting change orders charged to the district. The 

PMs claim many inspectors are hyper-technical nitpickers, often misinterpreting code and 

unnecessarily holding up projects, ultimately costing taxpayers more money. 

We don't choose sides here nor do we need to. The fault clearly is with upper management.
 

The problem according to witnesses has existed for years yet management has failed to resolve it.
 

1-: Despite years of accusations and recriminations by both sides, management with one glaring
 

exception, 1has not fired anyone, disciplined anyone, reassigned anyone, offered additional training,
 
I 
I ' 

or in any way proposed solutions. This is not the first time this issue has been brought to the attention 

I I of district officials. The 2002 Report had this to say about it. ! I 

"School inspectors are supposed to work independently of the Facilities Division. I
I '	 Their supervisor is the Building Official; his supervisor reports directly to the 

Superintendent and not to the Facilities Division. 

We have received testimony that tremendous animosity exists between some members 
of the inspection team and the Facilities Department, these inspectors and their 
colleagues, and these inspectors and their supervisors. 

Iln 2005 the District first reassigned then later fired Charlene Blackwood, at that time Senior 
Supervisor ofInspectors, for allegedly being insubordinate. She in turn filed suit claiming in 
essence the District was retaliating for blowing the whistle on numerous suspect practices at 
the Facilities Division. After years of litigation she received a settlement from the District 
which was widely publicized. 

i ! 

I To the extent this was the District's effort to resolve the animosity between the inspectors and 
the project managers; it apparently had little to no effect; the issues continued unabated 

l ! according to witnesses. 
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Both sides seem to view each other with suspicion and dislike, and eachside seems to 
regard the other as ignorant, intransigent, and motivated by bad faith. We have also 
heard testimony which supports both sides' arguments. 

Without somebody looking out for the best interest of the taxpayers, schools may 
r ' 
I continue to be built as poorly as they were ten to fifteen years ago." 
! 

d. Lack of Training and Standardization for Inspectors 

Disciplining or firing inspectors would be a problem since the previous CBO, in violation of 

school board policy did not do any evaluations ofstafffor 5 years. It is incomprehensible how any 

manager can get away with that in an organization ofthis size. How this could have been missed, or 

ignored, by his supervisor is beyond belief. The new CBO, only on the job for about a year, has been 

unable to do any evaluations because he is swamped trying to fix the aforementioned TCO debacle. 

Meanwhile the former CBO is now the Asst. CBO and runs the day to day operations of the office. 

To complicate matters further, there appears to be no standard manual'and no standardized 

training for inspectors. Even ifany evaluations had been done, we don't know how any employee can 

II I 

be called to task when there are no clear standards on how to do' those tasks. 

The lack of standardized training is even more problematic today because of the District's 

'budget cuts. Due to union seniority rules, employees let go in the PM department have "bumped" or 

replaced less senior inspectors, even though they are not trained or licensed inspectors themselves. 

I They have ninety days under state statute (sixty days pursuant to the union contract) to apply for a 
l I 

license but without a standardized program in place their training consists of simply riding around 

with other inspectors and leaining by.watching. 

e. Use of Untrained Inspectors 

Which brings us' to the next problem; the use of unlicensed, untrained or undertrained 
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I ' 
I inspectors. Many District employees have protection against layoffs through their Union contract. It 

they are laid offthey have the option of"bumping" a less senior employee out oftheir position even if 

they are not qualified for the job they have moved into. Under the contract they have a year to 

. demonstrate proficiency in their new position. Like a row of dominoes, the employees they've 

I I 

I	 bumped can similarly bump less senior people until [mally somebody is out ofajob and one or more 

employees have settled into new jobs that they mayor may not be qualified for. We don't have the 
I ' 

. time to delve into the wisdom of this practice and we understand management's hands are tied 

), :, somewhatbythis prqvision of the union contract. 

r-' The way it's been handled at the Building Department, however has been discouraging. Four 

PMs with no inspectors' licenses were transferred there in July 2010. According to testimony we 

, I 

received these new employees were assigned by the Asst CBO shortly after arriving to do their own 

. .
i ' inspections with no oversight or supervision. This was after a briefperiod ofno more than 2-3 weeks I ' 

ofriding around with licensed inspectors. Furthermore, their reports were given no special scrutiny 

by the Asst CBO upon their return to the office from the field. 

Evenmore disappointing was hearing there were licensed inspectors available to do the job' 

that sat idle at the office. We determined that at least one ofthose inspectors sitting idle had a history, 

not surprisingly, of failing inspections despite pressure from the contractors and management to let 

i 
~ I	 things slide. Another inspector was reassigned to do fire inspections because of the union bumping 

process which left the Department shorthanded o:(qualified inspectors. Unfortunately, fire inspections 

were not her expertise. 

l It's not easy being an inspector or a PM for the District. We have heard testimony that both 

groups routinely have to tolerate verbal abuse from contractors and vendors whenever disagreements (J 
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arise. Being angrily. berated and bullied, both in the field and even at meetings in the presence of 

! ' 

i 
'I I 
" 

I 
'-----.. 

I 
I I 
\ 

\ I
LJ 

[ I
 

management, is not uncommon. Sometimes the abuse can get physical. One roofmg inspector claims 

to have beenchased around by a hammer wielding foreman ofa roofmg subcontractor that had failed 

inspection. We know ofat least one PM that actually got into a fistfight with a contractor. The women 

employed by the District may have it worse. One testified about a contractor that put his hand inside 

her belt and pulled her close to make his point during a discussion. At least two female inspectors felt 

the need to ask for male coworkers to accompany them to inspections. These incidents have never led 

.r;to any consequences for the contractors. 

In fact whenever disputes arise with "difficult" PMs or inspectors we have been told that the 

routine is, the contractor complains to the Board member, the Board member calls the Deputy 

Superintendent, the Deputy Superintendent sends the word down, and the PM or inspector is removed 

from the project. This message has been sent repeatedly over the years and by and large most workers 

from top to bottom have received it. Only the most stubborn continue to butt their heads against the 

wall by going against contractors and Board members. 

f. Inadequate Record Keeping 

Our review of the District's building practices was hampered by the challenge of securing 

complete and accurate records. It was difficult to have confidence in the numbers and documents 

provided to us knowing there was no defmitive place where all COs, TCOs, Certificates of 

Completion and Certificates of Inspection must be maintained, especially in light of the testimony 

regarding the issues encountered by Tucker. 

In order to determine how many buildings were actually occupied without either a CO or TCO 

being issued, as opposed to simply having lost or misfiled the documents, we requested records from 
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the Florida Department ofEducation's Office ofEducational Facilities (OEF). Specifically we asked 

for every Certificate ofOccupancy (Form 11OB), every Certificate ofFinal Inspection (Form 209) and 

every Project Implementation Form (Formll0A) filed by the District over the last five years. 

The results were shocking. In the last 5 years OEF has not received a single Form 11OA. They 
 
 

 
I 

have received a total ofjust two Form 209s and one Form 110B. These documents are required to be 

filed with OEF by F.S. 1013.37(2)(c). Unfortunately the statute imposes no penalty for failure to 

comply. 

 ' The documents that the District did create and keep locally are generally incomplete and 

inadequately done. See for example our review ofdocuments in Part IV(A)(I). It's as ifno one at the 

District is concerned with doing anything the right way. 
 
 
 I 

For example, ofover 140 COs issued by the Building Department over the last five years only 

28 were signed by the Superintendent and only 6 were dated. (See typically Exhibit 6) 

We also reviewed slightly more that 200 Certificates ofFinal Inspection issued over the last 5 

years provided to us by the District. Less than 20 were signed by the Superintendent indicating the 

project had been accepted by the Board. Over a third (67) did not have the figures for the Adjusted 

'Final Contract amount. (See typically Exhibit 6) 

We are not the only ones to have issues with. the record keeping at Facilities. RecentlY"the 

U.S. Department ofHomeland Security conducted an audit ofpublic assistance funds awarded to the 

 Broward County School Board by FEMA for repairs necessitated by Hurricane Wilma and Katrina. 
 , 

(See Exhibit8 @ paragraph c) The audit covered $15.7 million of the $45 million received through 

j 
September 2009: Of that amount the audit questioned almost $15 million as unreasonable, 

unsupported, unnecessary, or excessive. The bulk of that amount, $14.7 million, was found to be 
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unsupported in that the Board was unable to " ...provide source documentation such as cancelled 

checks, paid bills, payroll, time and attendance records, contracts and subcontracts award documents, 

etc..." 

This is both embarrassing and unacceptable. Unless the District can come up with paperwork 

to satisfy FEMA, Broward taxpayers may ultimately have to eat this bill. Furthermore the federal 

government may very well audit the other $30 million provided by FEMA and we see no reason why 

the District will fare any better under that audit. 

We also note that a recent news article in the Sun-Sentinel, dated 9/13/2010, focusing on 

Broward school construction issues had this to say about the District's record keeping"...precisely 

who built how much, when and at what cost could not easily be tracked. The school system has no 

central, historical depository from which to draw such basic information." "Because the school 

system's records were incomplete, incompatible and riddled with errors, the newspaper ultimately 

relied heavily on cost of construction reports filed with the state." 

Frankly, we are astonished that this Board can micromanage the construction program as it 

does and still be so blindto the longstanding problems that have plagued the District and led to so 

much waste, fraud and abuse. The biggest problem is that the Board is made up of nine politicians 

making decisions on how to spend otherpeople's money. Unfortunately they have demonstrated time 

and again that their loyalties lie with the contractors, not the taxpayers when deciding how to spend it. 

The Board's failure to oversee the district and take or demand corrective action isn't the worst 

of it. When it does take action, things often get worse. 
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B. Failures of the Board 
1. Micromanaging and Lack of Accountability 

The way the Board carries out its day to day business is set up to allow wasteful and dubious 

spending on ill conceived ideas, and to direct that spending towards friends, acquaintances or 

supporters ofBoard members without any accountability. One way they do that is by making infonnal 

decisions at Board workshops and retreats or even during training sessions, and then ratifying their 

decisions by use of a consent agenda. 

The Board agenda is set by the Superintendent and his Executive Leadership Team (ELT). 

Anyone who wants to have an item placed on the Board agenda needs to fill out an agenda item 

request fonn which is then routed to the Superintendent's office. There the item is discussed by the 

Superintendent and the ELT. If there is no need for District staff to further review or analyze the 

proposed item· it is placed on either the regular or the consent agenda. The agenda is typically set 

approximately two weeks before the Board meeting. However some agenda items, referred to as late 

items can be added as late as the Friday before the Tuesday Board meeting. These items are not 

announced until the beginning of the Board meeting. 

The consent agenda at Board meetings contains supposedly non-controversial items; items 

which are not discussed or debated in public but are simply lumped together to be voted on by simple 

voice vote. Remarkably, spending items up to $1 million are automatically included on the consent 

agenda pursuant to Board policy. They wind up side by side with innocuous resolutions in support of 

''N~tional Magnet Schools of America Month" and the like. 

The only items that are required to appear on the regular agenda are items over $1 million, 
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policy decisions and personnel decisions. Items on the consent agenda can be pulled for discussion by 

the public or any Board member. Given the lack ofmeaningful notice or information about the items, 

it's a small wonder they are rarely if ever pulled by any member ofthe public, nor should it be their 

l
r 

burden to do so. 

[ , 

In our opinion if an item on the agenda is too trivial or inconsequential to require any debate 

or discussion then the item probably shouldn't be on the agenda and the Board should not be wasting 
I 

its time on it. Delegate the decision to the district and be done with it. At least that way there will be 

!	 one person that can be held responsible rather than a group of nine politicians. Placing items on a 

consent agenda is just a way to keep control while dodging responsibility. 
~ 

We believe the Board's desire to have these fmancial items on the agenda is tied to the natural 

desire of some politicians to be standing nearby whenever the taxpayer's cash register is opened. 

We have already seen how the Board and District can shirk their duty by using the consent agenda 

in relation to decreasing retainage in Part IV(A)(I)(d). Here are some more examples. 

a. The Consultant 

A series of contracts for consulting services between 2007 and 2010, while far from the 

biggest waste of money, is an apt example of how the consent agenda c~ be used to hide both 

wasteful spending and micro-managing by the Board. 

In 2005 the District and Board underwent an accreditation review bythe Southern Association 

of Colleges and Schools (SACS). Numerous witnesses testified that SACS determined that Board 

members were not acting in a collegial, cohesive manner, and in factthe Board was dysfunctional and 

prone to petty infighting. The impetus behind hiring a consultant to provide leadership training and 

team building for the Board was SACS' recommendation that Board members engage in "professional 
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As a result, it was determined that an outside consultant would be hired to provide training to [ 

the Board. Before the deputy superintendent who was tasked with finding/screening candidates could 
( I 

fInish, she met with the former Board chair who told her "we found someone we like". While the 

I ' deputy assumed the "we" meant the Board as a whole, in fact the Board chair was simplypassing on a 

name given to her by another Board member who in turn had met the consultant at dinner with her 
[ 

I 

lobbyist husband. The consultant, we were told, had previously worked with the Board member's 

I , husband on a similar project. Neither the deputy, nor the superintendent questioned why a Board 

member would be hand picking a consultant; in fact this was just another example ofa Board member 

butting into the day to day operations ofthe District, a practice that District officials were accustomed 

I to at the time and a practice that would worsen dramatically in the coming years. 

After meeting with the Board chair, the deputy superintendent requested that the proposal to 

hire the consultant be placed on the Board agenda. Because the contract was under $1million,it went 

on the consent agenda and without public discussion or debate the contract was approved. At no time 

was there any disclosure ofany relationship between the consultant and any Board member nor did 

the Board member who initially recommended the consultant abstain from voting. This lack of 

disclosure continued over the next several years despite what we determined to be a social 

relationship between the Board member and her husband and the consultant and his wife based on 

testimony we received as well as a review of e-mails between the parties. 

The contract paid the consultant $325 per hour, $160 per hour for his associate (his wife) to 

li take notes, $85 per hour for travel time to and from California. In addition he was driven to and from 

the hotel, meetings and the airport by a District employee and provided with complimentary luxury 
[_I 
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skybox seats to a Dolphin football game. A series of contract renewals were placed on the consent 

agenda over the next three years, ultimately paying the consultant $331,000. The fust two agenda 

items dated February 20, 2007 and May 22, 2007, were for contracts with caps of $75,000 and 

$100,000. Neither Board item mentioned the SACS recommendation as justification. The first 

consent agenda item to mention the SACS recommendation was dated October 21,2008. That 

agenda item also added the "facilitation" of the Superintendent's evaluation to the scope of the 

consultant's work, though using a consultant to assist the Board in evaluating the Superintendentwas 

never mentioned in the SACS audit recommendations. Previously that had been done for free by 

District staff. Later the scope of his work was expanded again to include transitioning the current 

Board attorney to an emeritus position, and helping to hire a new Board attorney. 

These decisions to expand the scope ofthe consultant's work were not made at regular Board 

meetings nor even workshops, but instead during the Board training sessions with the consultant. 

These decisions were then ratified without debate or public discussion by using the consent agenda. 

As the Board would soon find out, they could have hired similarly qualified local consultants 

for far less. In 2009, the District sought out alternatives and was quoted $100 per hour, not the 

combined.$485 charged by the previous consultant. In fact, just for the "facilitation" of the 

superintendant's evaluation, the quotes were $6,000, $10,000 and $33,000. 

When it comes to spending taxpayer's money the Board is reckless. When presented with the 

proposals at the workshop in October of 2009, they "informally" directed the Superintendent to 

continue with the same consultant at $33,000. Not only that, they also bought into a two day training 

U seminar from the same consultant for $13,000.
 

U Local consultants were not the only options for the Board to consider. In July 2008 the Board
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b. Beachside Boondoggle 

The building ofwhat is now known as Beachside Montessori, (initially designated Elementary 

G-l, then Elementary C-l) is a microcosm ofeverything that is wrong with the Board and District: 

interference by the Board in the building of projects, favoritism in the selecting' or keeping of 

contractors, rushing projects to contract without complete plans, cost overruns, wasting tax dollars on 

unnecessary and unjustified projects, unilateral decision making by individual Board members, strong 

arming local neighborhoods, failure to have any meaningful oversight or discussion as a Board 

.regarding the need for the school, complete lack of accountability, and failure to adhere to BoardI 

policy. The issue with Beachside is neither the Montessori nor the K-8 concept but rather whether itr 
was fiscally responsib~e to build a new school in an area ofunder emolled schools particularly in light 

ofovercrowding in other areas ofthe county. The process was not open and transparent and the Board 

engaged in underhanded tactics to build this and other schools at a time when it knew the District had 

an excess of capacity. 

Beachside cost the taxpayers over $25 million, including over $6 million in land acquisition, 

displaced dozens of residents, razed almost all ofa local community park, and built in an area and a 

time where there was an abundance ofempty elementary and middle school seats. Meanwhile, many 

schools out west have been critically overcrowded for years, with Falcon Cove Middle being a prime 

example. Furthermore the project was prematurely rushed to contract without fmal plans in place in 

order to avoid a looming building moratorium by the State DOE, which led to millions ofdollars in 

I 
change orders and months of delay. This practice of starting schools before plans are finalized was 

(I condemned by the 2002 Grand Jury. 

1:.1. 
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"The School Board, in its haste to begin projects, did not always insist on complete, 
approved architectural plans prior to the commencement of construction" "The 
School Board Facilities Division's decision to begin construction without complete 
architectural plans has created glaring problems for the School Board inspectors." 

Ifone were to simplylook at the official Board and Districtrecords for Beachside Montessori, 

there would be no defInitive way to tell why it was built, who decided it should be built, who decided 

it should initially be a kindergarten through 5th grade school, who decided to change it to kindergarten 

through 8th grade school and fmally, who decided it should be a Montessori school. Again to quote 

'the 2002 Report: 

1­
"Our inquiry has determined that there is little or no accountability for disastrous school 
projects" 

Before a school can be planned and built it must be on the Plant Survey. A Plant Survey is . 

required to be fIled with the State Department ofEducation (DOE) at least every fIve years; Districts 

are free to update the Plant Survey sooner. The Plant survey is a comprehensive listing ofall school 

facilities, permanent and non permanent in the district, including their age and condition. Also 

.included is the enrollment and capacity numbers for each facility. 

Every year the State DOE publishes its student enrollment projections for each district for the 

following fIve years. These projections are referred to as the COFTE (Capital Outlay Full Time 

Equivalent) numbers. 

Comparing the two numbers lets the District know how much renovation and, new 

construction they need to plan for over the next fIve years. Districts are not allowed by DOE to build 

.more capacity than the projected enrollment predicts will be needed. DOE also requires the Plant 
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survey to include the various projects, such as new schools or classroom additions, the District plans 

to build to meet its needs. If during the life of the Plant survey, the District feels circumstances 

warrant a modification to the survey, illey may file a request with DOE to amend the survey. 

The District Educational Facilities Plan, also known as the Five Year Plan, is a District 

document used to plan and prioritize the building and renovation ofschool facilities listed in the Plant 

survey. Though it's a five year plan it actually changes every year to accommodate changes in the 

budget and priorities. 

Beachside was not originally in the 200'1-2006 building plan. The authority to build 

Beachsidecame from a spot survey done by the former Director of Capital Planning and 

Programming sometime in 2003. However, we have heard no evidence as to who directed him to do 

so or why. We have heard conflicting testimony as'to whether he did or would do such a thing on his 

own. The site for this new school was selected in November of2003. In July and December of2004 

the Board authorized the acquisition of property on which to build the new school, at that time 

justified by overcrowding at Hollywood Central. All ofthese items were on the consent agenda and 

generated scant discussion. 

Whatever justification existed for building what was then known as Elementary G-1 was 

fleeting. The area where it was planned to be built was over capacity long before its groundbreaking 

in March of 2009. In fact we have heard testimony that District officials were opposed to building 

Beachside believing it to be unjustified, a position articulated to the Board on multiple occasions. 

The District's School Boundaries department gave specific figures to the Board on October 23,2007 

at a boUndary workshop showing that building a new school was not justified for the projected 

enrollment in the area. The figures showed a consistent enrollment decline in the area including a 
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, drop of over 800 students in surrounding schools. They also pointed out the impact of five new 

charter schools in the last eight years. Nonetheless one Board member at that meeting stated she 

I 

: 

I 
I 

i 

preferred to use her own projections though nothing in the record demonstrated what her 

qualifications for predicting enrollment or population growth are. Despite the information provided 

by the boundaries department there was no decision by the Board one way or another, just some 

t, ' 

informal feedback at the workshop to continue developing boundaries for the school. As there 

appears to be no formal process for stopping unnecessary projects, Elementary G-l, now Elementary 

. "C" continued to roll along like a snowball headed downhill. 

Ultimately one Board member realized building an elementary school in that area was too 

blatant a mistake, and suggested Elementary "C" become a K-8. At the same time another Board 

member decided the, school would have a Montessori curriculum and become a magnet school for the 

south side of the county. The first public announcement of these decisions came at the ground 

breaking ceremony for the school on March 5th 
; 2009. That was the first time the South Area 

Superintendent learned of these plans. Not until November of2009 is there a mention in the school 

board minutes of the intention to make Elementary C a Montessori school. All of the decisions 

concerning Beachside are on the Consent Agenda, except for the awarding of th~ construction 

contract. None of these decisions merited any public discussion ofany significance. At no time did 

any Board member disclose that staff had warned them the enrollment numbers did not justify 

building the school, that the consultant had warned them the plans were not final and that there would 

likely be significant cost overruns, or that the Board members were stalling the new Plant Survey out 

offear the state would stop them from buildi:p.g Beachside and every other project not under contract. 

I 

I I 

That is the public record behind the building ofBeachside. 
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The reality of what happened, as told to us by a myriad of witnesses, is that after 2006 

Beachside became a particular Board member's "baby". According to witnesses it is well known to 

virtually all District employees that most, ifnot all, Board members have pet projects that it's best not 

to interfere with, no matter how wasteful or unjustifiable the project may appear to be. 
r 
I I 

This particular Board member argued the case for Beachside against the number crunchers in 

the Boundaries department When former Deputy SuperintendentMichael Garretson tried to cancel 

the project in June of2008, itwas this same Board member who, in the presence ofMr. Garretson and 

the PM, stated emphatically that the school would be built and it would be built with that contractor. 

1- It was the' same Board member who decreed that the school would be changed to a K-8, necessitating 

delays, design changes, and driving up the costs. It was this Board member who decided unilaterally 

that it would be a Montessori school. As the process neared completion, it was this same Board 

member who attended a meeting of parents interested in sending their children to Beachside, a 

meeting held not at a school building or other public building, but rather at a private residence, a 

meeting she attended in her official capacity even though it was not publicized and attendance was by 

invitation only. 

Beachside was slated to be built partly on a City of Hollywood park, an extremely 

controversial decision amongst some Hollywood residents. The city contributed the land based on 

Board plans for an elementary school. The change to a K-8 caught both the city and residents off 

guard. This change required the City to ratify changes to the existing contract between the City and 

Board. When opposition to the change arose in Hollywood, due to the impact onpark operating hours, 

it was this Board member who attended the city commission meeting and made a thinly veiled threat 

I 

: to have the park closed even longer if the city did not agree to the changes. 
l 
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I According to the witnesses and documents provided to us, as early as 2006 virtually everyone 

in Facilities up to and including the Deputy Superintendent recognized that it was a waste ofmoney to 

pay for a new school building in that area. We question where the senior leadership ofthe district was 

during this process. Why was there no effort by the District to seize back control ofthe construction 

program, or to at le~st insist that the decision be made by the Board as a whole? Had there been a full 

I 
I I public debate perhaps all of the issues could have been addressed. One thing that might have been 

done was to explore the option ofchanging the boundaries. Another might be emptying out one ofthe 

I .existing schools and renovating it to accommodate the Montessori concept. That would have avoided 

t-. destroying a local park, displacing residents, saved millions in land acquisition and millions more in 

construction. Perhaps the school could have been located in an area of overcrowding out west. 

Apparently the people behind Beachside weren't interested in other ideas or public debate. 

In our view the inaction ofboth the Board and the District leadership allowing an individual 

Board member to unilaterally shove through a "pet project" was a gross dereliction of duty on their 

parts. This "process" doesn't sit well with us and we doubt it will sit well with the taxpayers who in 

.the end had to pay over $25 million for an unnecessary school building. 

These are far from the only examples ofBoard members crossing the line and micromanaging 

the District. Of all the bad decisions the Board has made the worst may be to personally insert 

themselves in the decisions to select contractors and vendors. Board members do this through their 

app~arance on several committees, specifically the Financial Advisory Committee. which selects 

banks arid other [mancial institutions that manage the District's money including investments and the 

issuance of construction bonds), the Insurance Committee (which selects the companies providing 

health and other insurance to the district)~ and QSEC (which prequalifies and selects the contractors 

Page 34 of51 



that build the school infrastructure). Time and space constraints limit us to a discussion ofjust QSEC 

in this Report. 

I 
c. Construction Manager at Risk, QSEC, 

.and Campaign Contributions 

Construction Manager at Risk (CM@Risk) is the name of a delivery method by which a 
[ 

building project can be delivered by a contractor. The way it's supposed to work is that the owner, 
( : , 

(here the District) selects a Construction Manager (CM) and pays him a fee to manage the 

construction project for the District. The fee is a percentage of the approximate price the District 

expects theproject to cost. The CM then hires the contractors to do the work and when he receives all 

the bids from the contractors he lets the District know how much it will cost him to build the project 

and what the guarailteed maximum price (GMP) the District would have to pay. If the cost of the 

project exceeds the GMP for any reason the CM must make it up, i.e. he is at risk for it. The District 

will not pay for any change orders unless the District changes the scope ofthe project. Ifthe project 

, 
I ' . comes in under budget the money saved is shared between the CM and the District providing the CM 

with incentive to bring the project in on time and under budget. Using this method should typically 
i
I ' 

result in paying about 20% - 30% more than if the project had simply gone to the lowest bidder 

through a hard bid process. The justification for paying such a premium is that all risk is borne by the 

CM and is ordinarily limited to complex jobs that have a higher than normal risk. this is how it 

should work in theory. 

lJ 
In reality it is an abomination that has wasted millions of taxpayer dollars that wind up as 

excess profits in the hands of contractors "lucky" enough to snare one of these lucrative contracts. 

Virtually everything about the way CM@ Risk is used in Broward is wrong. For one thing 
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Broward allows General Contractors (GC) to act as CMs which immediately puts the fox in charge of 

I ' the henhouse. There is little incentive for the CM to put pressure on the GC to cut costs whenhe is the 

GC. CM@Risk is also used inappropriately and indiscriminately by the District. Because it costs 

more it is supposed to be limited to those complex high risk projects where cost overruns due to 

unforeseen circumstances are a real possibility. Instead CM@R.isk has become the overwhelming 

I ! favorite as a delivery method and used for the simplest box projects any contractor can handle. CM@ 

Risk is a misnomer in any case, at least in Broward. Rather than being at risk for cost overruns 

CM@Risk projects appear to have as many change orders as any other type ofdelivery, in short there 

is little risk for contractors in these CM@Riskprojects. 

I ' 
The responsibility for this enormous waste of money lies. squarely on the shoulders of the 

Board and the Superintendents that have given in to them. The District is the entitythat recommends 

to the Board the type of delivery to be used; however the Board has the [mal say. Furthermore we 

have received testimony that individual Board members frequently pressure the District to change the 

recommended delivery from a hard bid to CM@Risk. One senior official in the Facilities Division 

testified that over the last few years about half of the Board members have called the Deputy 

i 
I 

' 
, 

:Superintendent to change projects to CM@Risk. 

Board members will also intervene to keep projects as CM@ Risk when the District tries to 

l ' ~ 
.J 

l 
II 
[I 

save money by changing a project to a hard bid. For example we reviewed an April 16th 
, 2009 e-mail 

from a PM to her supervisor regarding a Coral' Springs Gym project projected to cost approximately 

$6 million. The PM pointed out that using a CM@Risk could cost as much as 20% more on what was 

a simple straightforward project. The answer back down the chain was clear and emphatic, the Board 
. ,) 

member wanted the project to stay as a CM@Riskand that was the end of the discussion. 
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Why are Board members so fiercely loyal to the concept of CM@Risk? According to 

witnesses, projects that are slated for hard bid go to the lowest bidder with no input from the Board. 

Projects that will use a CM go to a selection committee on which two Board members sit, which gives r: 
i I 

them tremendous influence in the decision to award lucrativeCM@Risk contracts. 

QSEC stands for Qualifications Selection Evaluation Committee. This committee, made up 

primarily ofDistrict personnel, also includes one at large Board member and another Board member 

in whose district the construction project will take pla~e. Why Board members think they have any. 

qualifications ,to determine who is or isn't qualified to do well on complex construction jobs is a 

mystery. Nonetheless, the committee reviews the applicants and scores them on a variety offactors, 

but not price. While the Board members are a minority of the committ~e and the scoring is 
i 
: 

1 

f,	 anonymous, Board members engage in open discussions and make it clear who they favor and who 

they don't. It is not surprising to fmd that the Board members' favorite is invariably the top scoring 

applicant.
I 
I i 

Why Board members are so keen on selecting contractors is obvious. The ability to steer, or 

even to seemto have the ability to influence where millions ofdollars in contracts go, is lifeblood to 

politicians. One long time Board member stated openly that he would never support a hard bid for a 

project again. Not surprisingly the most generous supporters to Board campaigns are contractors and 

I 
I !

f	 

their subcontractors, as well as their lobbyists, friends and families. We agree with witnesses that 

i testified· that the Board is in many respects a training ground for newbie politicians, where 
I ' 
\ 

unfortunately bad habits are learned. 
I I
I I. 
\ .. __ 1 Now that the well is dry (in terms of any significant spending on construction in the near 

future) the Board has fmally acknowledged the obvious and recently removed Board members from 
l.J 
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service on the QSEC. Of course that is not set in stone, the change was nothing more than an 

amendment to School Board Policy 7003 which has been amended in the past and can be amended 

tomorrow or whenever the board feels the coast is clear. 
r 
I I 

Another easy fix to this sort ofcorrupting influence is for Board members to simply refuse to 

( I 

I	 accept contributions from anyone that does business with the District. I 

2. Ethical Blind Spots 

We heard testimony that the Board has not had any ethics training until this year. Many of the 

examples ofthe Board's shortcomings we have discussed are also good examples ofwhat we see as 

l~11	 ethical blind spots. There are unfortunately many more examples big and small. The recent arrests of 

two Board members would certainly cou,nt as big. But some Board members appear to have difficulty 

understanding or following what would be considered small, simple rules like the ones concerning the 

! I	 receipt of gifts.i 

a. Failure to report gifts 

For example, at the semi-annual FSBA meetings, corporate sponsors treat guests to free 

cocktails and dinners at expensive restaurants.r&Several sponsors combine to host the dinner and 

disclose on the invitation itselfthat the meal need not be reported because each sponsor contributed . 

less than $25.00. This of course pertains to the sponsor's reporting requirement not the Board 

members. Board members must report all gifts valued at over $100.00, regardless of how many 

donors contributed. Unfortunately it appears some Board members may have misinterpreted this 

footnote on the invitation as applying to them, either out of ignorance or convenience. One Board 

member even testified that she believed this was the opinion of the General Counsel's Office. 

Board members could have of course contacted the General Counsel's Office, the Florida LJ 
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I Commission on Ethics or even visited the Commission's website at www.ethics.state.fl.us where they 

I I would have read this: 

34-13.510 Valuation of Gifts Provided by Multiple Donors. 

(1) For purposes ofany gift disclosure to be made by a reporting individual or procurement 
r employee, the value ofa gift provided by multiple donors is determined by the valuationprinciples of 
i Section 112.3148(7), F.S, and Rule 34-13.500 applied to the gift as a whole, rather than by anypro 

rata share.	 (emphasis added) 

Instead it appears that every Board member who has attended these dinners for at least the last 

five years has bought into this convenient interpretation. According to witnesses and records we 

\-;	 reviewed, numerous Board members have attended these dinners yet our investigation reveals only 

one Florida Quarterly Gift Disclosure Form has been filed with the Florida Commission on Ethicsby 

any Board member in the last five years, a remarkable record. Ofcourse it is possible that the-Board 

members subsequently reimbursed the sponsors for the event, which points out one ofthe difficulties 

of the current law, i.e. investigators not only have to prove the acceptance of the gift they have to 

prove a negative, that the value of the gift was not returned. Still, testimony from one of the recent 

event organizers was that he had no recollection of ally Board member paying for their meal and 

drinks. 

b. Breaches of confidentiality 
I I 

Sometimes ethical blind spots are revealed not by actions taken but by actions not taken. For 

l j	 
example, recent news reports detailed how a website run by a former Board member published 

confidential background information about a sitting B?ard member. The information concerned a 

confidential document that contained a notation that suggested it came from the District's Special 
, I

lJ	 Investigation Unit Th?ugh the breach apparently occurred back during the 2006 election cycle, it only 
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came to light in October of2010. 

Given ~he Board's penchant for micromanaging in other areas we.are shocked to see that the 

Board has taken no action to direct or ask the District to determine who was responsible for th~ 

breach; how or why such a breach occurred; what policies, ifany, were violated; what policies need to 

be created or strengthened to prevent such a disclosure in the future, and perhaps most importantly-­

: given the regular practice ofBoard members bypassing chain ofcommand to speak directlyto District 
i I 

personnel-- whether the breach was the result ofBoard member action. 

This failure to act is either another example ofnonfeasance or a failure ofthe Board to even 

recognize a serious breach ofethics, ifnot outright criminal conduct, possibly by one oftheir own. It 

may ultimately turn out that there is no misconduct by anyone on the Board or at the District, but the 
! ' 

failure to even inquire and demand answers is inexcusable. 

c. Silencing Critics by Threats 

Around the same time we became aware ofanother published report concerning an attack on a 

person using the Facebook identity ofBroward Cleansweep. This person has been highly critical of 

the Board andits operations and has called for the ouster ofvirtually all incumbent Board members. 

An anonymous poster, believing Broward Cle.answeep to be a District employee (and married to 

another District employee) threatened to use his connections at the District or Board to have both of 

them fired and or prosecuted if he did not immediately take down the Facebook page and stop his 

I attacks on the Board. Ultimately the poster concluded Broward Cleansweep was not who he believed i 

and abandoned his attacks. 
I 

I 
\. This extortionate attempt to silence political criticism is poison in any democratic society. The 

u attack would be reprehensible coming from any quarter. For it to come from a Broward political 
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I ~ 
consultant who has worked for numerous local political candidates, including school board members, 

is even more disturbing. Worst ofall, the poster who attempted to silence Broward Cleansweep has 

previously served, and presently does serve on District advisory council(s). Based on the testimony w.e 

heard, at least one Board member is aware ofwhat took place, yet so far as we know, no action has 

been taken to ask this person to voluntarily resign, disclose his actions to the rest of the Board, or 

otherwise disassociate from him. So far as we know, no one at the Board has even asked a single 

First, lthere appears to be no Board policy that prohibits voting in this situation, or that even 

requires disclosure. 

Second, in all the months since this information has been revealed, the Board has been utterly 

silent on this issue. Not one Board member has asked a single question. Not one Board member has 

asked for an admission or denial or explanation. No Board member has, to our knowledge, inquired 

into the feasibility ofcreating a policy to cover such situations, and no one has so much asked for an 

[ 

(I 
agenda item to discuss this issue in general. 

We understand the reluctance ofpublic officials to disclose details oftheir personal affairs, but 
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I
I I when personal affairs intrude into the discharge ofpublic duties that reluctance must be overcome. 

Once again when faced with an opportunity to address a serious ethical issue the Board takes no 

action. 
[ I 

Contrast their silence on these issues with their response to a chance to pat themselves on the 

back. Our next example pertains more to style than substance, but it does show how Board members I 

view themselves and the job they've done. It portrays their mindset and their sense ofentitlement, 

I : 

which we fmd surprising, given how poorly they've done their job over the years. 

e. Self Serving 

Last May, the Board voted 5-3 to honor one ofits own by naming ahigh school athletic field, 

track facility and press box after a sitting Board member. It was the second track facility named after 

this Board member, both ofwhich are in that Board member's District. A review ofthe minutes of 

the meeting revealed no basis for the honor other than the fact he's a school Board member. 

The principal ofthe affected school implied that the Board member was "involved" with the 

school. It's their job to be involved. If the implication is that the Board member favored this school 

(and the other with a track named after him) because it was in his District, then we question the 

wisdom ofrewarding a Board member for acting parochially. Despite the fact that Board members 

technically represent their own district, we hope they remain aware oftheir responsibility to look at 

the big picture and act for the good of the District as a whole. 

To the extent the honor is for the Board member's support for either the school or the building 
I 

ofthe facility, it would be good for the Board to remember this is taxpayer money they're spending, 

U not their own. We find it hard to believe that with all.the people in Broward County they couldn't 

li fmd one single person to honor who has done something big, something noble, made some sacrifice 
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or dQne something beyond the call ofduty, something otherthanjust being an elected official. Ifthat 

wasn't possible they could have at least honored the people truly responsible for the building ofthe 

facility and called it the Taxpayers ofBroward County Athletic Field and Track Facility. 

f. Stalling the Plant Survey 

Finally, in what might be the worst example, it is our conclusion that there was a deliberate, 

conscious effort by senior officials at the District in collusion with or at the direction ofcertain Board 

members to avoid the timely filing of an updated Plant Survey With the State Department of 

Education between 2006 and 2008 for the express purpose ofcontinuing what was by then an out of 

control and badly mismanaged construction program. This was in our view driven mostly out of a 

desire to benefit contractors and the political fortunes ofBoardmembers. The result ofthis effort is an 

abundance of empty classrooms, mostly in the east, $2 billion in debt and critically overcrowded 

schools in the western part of the county. 

We have heard the explanations proffered for the delays in the survey (See Exhibit 9) and 

reject them as not credible; they are excuses and bad ones at that. Balanced against them was 

overwhelming testimony that everyone involved in the District's construction program knew of, and 

openly spoke ,of, the looming deadline for the issuance ofthe new survey, that they knew they had 

overbuilt and that the State would freeze any new building as soon as the new survey was submitted. 

Minutes from a Project Management Staff Meeting on September 25th
, 2007 attribute to Deputy 

Garretson the statement that "projects had to be bid because ofthe new state survey which is due the 

last of October, which will most likely remove all of our capacity additions." Each time the survey 

was stalled and the new deadline approached, the alarm would sound throughout the facilities 

department to rush plans and contracts through to have them in place before the freeze. 
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I The Board knew as early as 2003 that emollment was projected to flatten out by the time the 

new plant survey was due. In 2002 the Board had commissioned a private consultant to create a Long­[ 

Range Facility Master Plan covering the years 2003-2013. It was provided in April of2003 at a cost 
[ 

of$1.1 milli0!1' Itwas then promptly shelved and ignored according to high level district employees. 

[ The problem was the consultant predicted emollment numbers well below what the District was 

projecting and well below what the Board wanted to hear. In hindsight the consultant's numbers were 

I 
much closer to the mark then the District's. 

I The worst part ofall this is that despite their mania to build to overcapacity, they still weren't 

I- able to put a dent into the critically overcrowded schools in the western portion ofthe county. As far 

back as 2003 the disparity in capacity between east and west Broward was apparent. The 2002 Report 

I warned "A boundary shift is necessary to take advantage of eastern schools' excess capacity. This 

might prove to be very controversial." 

The Board was warned over seven years ago about this issue and they have done nothing to 

address it. We don't know if boundary shifts will be the answer but we do know that thanks to the 

Board's shortsighted and wasteful building program, building more capacity out west will no longer 

be an optionto relieve overcrowded schools. 

3. The Problem with Single Member Districting 

One ofthe issues raised by having single member districting is that it intensifies politician's 

instinct to act parochially and play to their perceived power base. This is especially a problem when 
i 

the politician is a member ofa Board that is supposed to act in concert for the good ofthe entire larger 

U organization, i.e. the school District as a whole. Instead of fostering cooperation single-member 

districts tend to divide the Board as members compete for dollars for their particular district. The LJ 
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legislature itself recognized the potential for Board members losing sight ofthe big picture when it 

stated in F.S.l 001.363 "Each member ofthe district school board shall serve as the representative of 

the entire district, rather than as the representative ofa district school board member residence area." 

The statute, and School Board Policy 1005 which follows it, has been routinely ignored by the 

majority ofBoard members. 

Our view ofthe evidence convinces us that Broward County does not have a School Board as 

such, but rather a' collection of nine independent officials who by and large act independently and 

generally make decisions solely for the benefit ofwhat they perceive to be their power base, usually 

their own district. We've already heard that the Board itself. admitted that it was acting 

dysfunctionally and was prone to petty infighting as far back as 2005. 

One witness (a senior staffer in the building department) testified that during a discussion with 

one ofthe Board members, the Board member stated "I don't give a crap about anything in the south, 

those people don't vote for me" 

Sometimes there are side deals agreed to by a couple ofBoard members to the detriment ofthe 

District as a whole.. The same witness testified to an arrangement by two Board members agreeing to 

shrink the size of one high school project in one of their districts to free up dollars to build a high 

school in the other member'·s District. This vote trade of course was never publicly revealed. 

We question the value of single member districts as well as the need ~or having nine board 

members. The current makeup only dates back to 1998. The move to single member districts and the 

increase to nine members was the result ofa referendum mandated by a special, short lived (passed in 

1997, it was repealed in 2000) legislative act. 

'The Board members have created havoc by acting individually. They have interfered in the day 
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I ' to day operations of the District. They have made petty and costly demands like changing bus stop 

locations, increasing thy size ofstadium scoreboards, and doubling football stand capacity from 2,500 

to 5,000. They have pressured officials to rush school openirigs, influenced principals to allow certain 

children to bypass the lottery or waiting lists, influenced the selection'ofcontractors and vendors, and 

pressured Facilities to use more expensive contracting methods. Inspectors and PMs have been 

reassigned to benefit contractors. Personnel have been pressured to sign offon retainage reductions. 

The Board has pushed-pet projects that have cost the public millions. Why not have the required 

minimum of five Board members instead ofproviding jobsfor four more politicians? 

The way it stands now the District has ten bosses, nine ofwhich have no particular expertise in, 

the running of a large multi-billion dollar school district. And it should be obvious that the more 

people involved in a decision the less individual accountability there can be. Returning power to a 

Superintendent and reducing the influence ofthe Board should be the goal. We see no way ofmaking 

that happen and getting it to stick without moving to an elected Superintendent. 

We understand it seems to' go against the grain to solve the problem oftoo manypoliticians by 

creating another political office. Electing the Superintendent certainly has its' drawbacks, one of 

which will be limiting the search for a Superintendent to just Broward, and its' likely that the position 

will be filled by a politician rather than an educator. 

Many Florida counties do rely on elected Superintendents however, and having an elected 

Superintendent would bring back accountability, something sorely lacking at the Board for many,. 
many years. It's not an easy choice, but the behavior of the Board over the last 20 years makes it, 

easier. 
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V. Conclusion 

The 2002 Report said: 

"Over the past fifteen (15) years, the School Board may have lost the public's 
confidence in its ability to spend taxpayers' money wisely in the construction of our 
schools. Whether this loss of confidence is well taken is debatable." 

We have spent a great deal oftime reviewing the work ofthe Board and District, heard from 

many witnesses and reviewed hundreds ofpages ofdocuments. In fairness to both we didn't look at 

everything they do, but sadly, everywhere we did look, we found problems. We think it's no longer 

debatable; in-fact we have little confidence in their ability. One ofthe legacies ofthe Board will be the 

r squandering ofhundreds ofmillions oftaxpayer dollars for a mediocre product, debt and empty seats 

in the east and overcrowded schools in the west. 

We did not anticipate at the outset that a review of the Board and District would be so time 

consuming. The reality is that as much time as we spent we have only scratched the surface. The 

examples we have reported on are typical, not the exceptions. There simply isn't sufficient time and 

resources to follow up all the leads we learned of, nor to comment fully on all we did learn. What we 

did learn however, was enough to support our fmdings and make our recommendations. 

One area we would have liked to explore further was the quality, or lack thereof, of 

construction projects. Many of the issues we heard of were raised in the 2002 report, including 

shoddy roofing jobs, water intrusion, and early failure of stucco. Some of these issues have been 

raised in the press, like the new addition to Parkside Elementary that can't be occupied because ofan 

unknown stench. We're not surprised these problems· continue to occur, given the Board's 

I
I

i 

l interference in the construction process and their protection of contractors. 

Corruption comes in many forms; not always the obvious money in an envelope for a vote 
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-trade that's easy to recognize. One dictionary defInition is "An act done with an intent to give some 

advantage inconsistent with official duty and the rights of others." Much of the activity we have 

learned ofand reported on can be described as corrupt, at least as understood by regular citizens and 
[ I 

yet escape criminal punishment because of the defIciencies and weaknesses in state law we earlier 

r I 

reported on. Whether prosecutable or not we fInd this sort ofcorruption has a longstanding foothold at 

, 
I ' 

the Board. 

The corruptive influence here is most often campaign contributions from individuals with a 

[mancial stake in how Board members vote. Long ago the Board should have recognized the risk that 

L putting themselves in the center of handing out hundreds of millions in taxpayer dollars would 
I 

. inevitably drawn attention and undue influence from moneyed interests. They should have taken steps 

to insulate themselves from this influence by delegating to professionals in the District things like 

contractor selection and bid processes and simply have adopted a watchdog role. Instead they drew 

closer to it and fIercely protected their role. Only now, years late and with pressure from all sides, 

have they begun to take steps to resolve this and other issues. Unfortunately based on the history of 

this Board as. an institution, we have no confIdence in their ability to make meaningful changes and to 

adhere to them. The solutions we see, .at least short term, are to remove as much power and influence 

from the Board as possible and to have an independent outside authority monitor their dealings 

closely. 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 
I I 

To the Broward County School Board 
i ! 

i i 1.	 Read the Broward County Grand Jury's "Interim Report of the 2002 Fall Term 
Grand Jury on School Board Construction" at: 

I 
I	 

http://sao17.state.fl.us/GrandJury2002.html
I 
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2.	 Refuse campaign contributions from contractors, vendors and others doing business 
with the Board. 

3.	 Require mandatory ethics training and testing by an outside agency 
, I 

i I 

4.	 All late additions to the Board's agenda must be discussed at a public meeting. 

5.	 Add more detail to agenda items or provide a link to where more information 
concerning the item can be found. 

6.	 Reduce the threshold on spending items on the consent agenda. 

7.	 Remove retainage reductions from consent agenda. 

8.	 Require documentation listed in Policy 7005 to accompany request for retainage 

i
, 

reduction. 

9.	 Require recommendation of the Superintendent or the Deputy Superintendent for 
reduction in retainage to be in writing and under their signature. 

10.	 iEnd the influence of the Board over the Building department by turning over 
iinspections to local building departments. 

11.	 ':Reduce number of school board members to 5. 

12.	 Place before the voters the issue of electing the Superintendent 

13.	 Create independent office of Inspector General to monitor the Board and District 

. 14.	 Go back to hard bids from prequalified contractors. Prohibit bids from builders with 
outstanding issues. 

15..	 Remove all involvement by Board members in the selection ofcontractors, vendors, 
or financial institutions. 

16.	 No official business conducted between school board members and staff, nor should 
Board members attempt to influence staff regarding official business. All business 
should be done with Superintendent or manager ofdepartment, or personally atpublic 
school board meeting. 

17.	 All bids should be opened in public, with Auditor·there to certify bids met minimums. 
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18.	 No decisions, fonnal or infonnal, should be made anywhere other than a regularly 
scheduled board meeting. 

19.	 No discussions should be had other than at Board meetings or workshops as per 
Sunshine Law requirements. 

20.	 Prohibit gifts of any value to any Board member or District employee from anyone 
doing business with the District or lobbying the Board 

To the Legislature/State Department of Education 

1.	 Empower DOE to penalize Districts that don't file required paperwork by withholding 
any Stale funds until Certificates of Occupancy, Certificates ofFinal Inspection and 
Project Implementation Fonns are filed with DOE. 

~	 Respectfully submitted to the Honorable Victor Tobin, Presiding Judge, this ~ day of January, 
2011. 

~._-L:'~=---~~~~~~1.£-=- Foreperson, Juror # 5"3 ,NineteenthStatewideGrandJiny )
! I ofFlorida 

I 

i	 I, Oscar Gelpi, Special Counsel and Assistant Legal Adviser, Nineteenth Statewide Grand Jury ofI ~ 

Florida, hereby certify that I, as auth~ized and required by law, have advised the Grand Jury which 

I returned this report on this ;J.., 1..1 day of January, 2011 
I 

I 
NICHOLASB. COX 
STATE~EPROSECUTOR
 

STATE~E GRAND JURy LEGAL ADVISER
 
NINETEENTH STATE~E GRAND JURy OF FLORIDA
 

[	 STATE FLORIDA 
I 

i ' ... 

i i OSC GELPI 

II 
l ! ASSISTANT STATE~E JURy LEGAL ADVISER 

Nineteenth Statewide Grand Jury ofFlorida 
Florida Bar Number 382345 
110 S.E. 6th Street, Suite 900
 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301
 

lJ	 (954) 712-4600 
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THE FOREGOING F'p.·'li:lJll'\p eturned before me in open court, this '2. I day ofJanuary, 
2011. 

r HONO E VICTOR TOBIN, Presiding Judge 
I Nineteenth Statewide Grand Jury ofFlorida 
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The School Doard ·dJ-BrowwdCoun4J, .r1.orida 

The Building Department 
Ronald Morgan, Special Assi¢nnient, ChiefBuilding Official 

July 28, 2005
 

TO:
 

FROM:
 

SUBJECT:
 

Angelino L. Garcia, Project Manager n 
Coral Cove Elementary 

Ronald MorgC!Il, SpeCial Assignment, Chief Building Official ~ 
Building Department .. 

Coral Cove Elementary 
Project No. 2011-24-01 . .. 
Certificate of Occupancy and OEF nOb form 

In accordance with the 2001 Florida Building Code, Sections 106.1.1, 106.1.2 and 423.3.7 this 
Certificate of Occupancy stating the nature of oc~upancy is being issued for Building 1. The 
facility may. be safely occupied, the construction of the building is ·complete and all required . 
electrical, gas, mechanical, and plumbing and fire protection ~ysteDlS have been inspected for 
compliance with the technical codes. . . 

Per Section 1013.371, Florida Statutes, anOEF nOb Certificate of Occupancy will be endorsed 
certifying that. the referericed project has been in~ected, that aU safety to 'life systems are 
operational and that the facili~ is in compliance with the approved plans and specifications.. 

The referenced project may be occupied during completion of the items listed on the final 
inspections. The results of the final inspections are of a nature that Will allow occupancy of the 
premises and will be issued as the finalllst of items for each trade,· The Jinallist of items will be 
attached to the llOb form and issued once the complete list is compiled.. 

If I can be of further assistance, please call me at 754-321~4806. 

RPM/vh 

cc:	 Dr. Frank Till, S.uperintendent of Schools 
Donnie Carter, Deputy Superintendent, Operations . 

-1\1ichael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent, Facilities and Construction Management 
Samuel E. Gregg, South Area Superintendent 
Marilyn R. Holmes, Principal Coral Cove Elementary 
Derrick Ragland, Executive Director, Project Mailagement 
Building Department File ~Coral Cove Elementary 

Rock Island.Professlonal Development Center 
2301 NW 26th Street. Ft. Lauderdale. FL33311 
Phone: 754-321-4800 Fax.:· 754-321-3389 

II 



July 29, 2009
 

TO:
 

FROM:
 

SUBJECT:
 

Angela Fulton, Principal 

RobertF.liarnberge~ 

Chief Building Official 
The Building Department 

Discovery Elementary School ('A' Elementary) /J!I..J1
3962-2505· ...4IfIV 
New Facility . .. 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy 

[ , In accordance wjth the 2004 Florida Building Code, Sections 110.1; 110.3, '423.3 and 423.3.7, this 
is notification that a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy is being issued for the new facility. 

All Life Safety systems have been inspected and are operational. There are a number of 
inspection issues and/or items that need to be corrected; this Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy does not relieve any of these issues. A complete list will be compiled from all of the 
past inspection reports and given to the Project Manager for disposition. 

The new facility may be occupied during completion of the items listed on the final 
inspections. The results of the final inspections are of a nature that will allow occupancy of the 
premises and will be iss'ued as the final list of items for each trade. 

If I can be of further ~ssistance, ~Iease call me at 754-321-4810. 

RFH/vh 

lJ 

Cc: Donnie Carter~ Deputy Superintendent, Operations 
Jeffrey Moquin, Executive Director of Support Operations 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent, Facilities and Construction Management 
Leontine Butler, Central Area Superintendent 
Derrick Ragland, Executive Director, Project Management 
James Caraballo, Project Manager 
Doug Cole, Project Manager 
Harry Kimmel, Plans Examiner/Inspector-Building 
Lu Ball, Project Management File . 
Building Department File 

lJ 
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Broward COunty Public SchoolsI 
Building Department 

Ronald Mor,:!an, Actin,:! Chief Building Official 
I 

July 21, 2006[ 

TO:	 Sharon LudWig, Principal
 
Hallandale Elementary School
 I 

l
 
FROM: Ronald Morgan, Acting'Chief Building Official ~ -1_"'.e(,
 

The Building Department . .
 

SUBJECf:	 Hallandale Elementary School 
Location No. 0131, Project No. 0131-99-02 
Replacement School . 

\ . Conditional Temporary Certificate of Occupancy 

I- Pursuant to Chapter 106.1.3 of the 2001 Florida Buildmg Code, a Conditional Temporary Certificate of 
OCcupancy has been issued for Hallandale Elementary (Replacement School) effective July 23, 2006•. 

Understanding the amount of work required for the staff to get ready for school, staff· will be allowed to 
occupy 'the. building to prepare the classrooms. This approval is for school staff only to prepare 
classrooms, administration suite, and kitchen and media center. 

All Life Safety systems have been inspected and are operational. There are a number of inspection issues 
and lor items that need to be corrected. This Conditional Temporary Certificate of Occupancy does not 
relieve any of these issues. A complete list will be compiled from aU of the past final inspection reports 
and given to the Project Manager for disposition. 

This Conditional Temporary Certificate of OccupancywiU be valid for 7 days. Pending any delays, the 
project is sCheduled to be issued a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for staff and students on or before 
JiJly 31, 2006.	 . 

If I can be of further assistance, please caU me at 754-321-4810. 

RFM/vh 

cc:	 Donnie Carter, Deputy Superintendent, Operations 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent, Facilities and Construction Management 
Samuel Gregg, South Area Superintendent 
Derrick Ragland, Executive Director, Project Management 
Phillip Kauford, Project Manager II 

\ Jose Sadin, Plans·Examiner/Inspector - Building 
Lu Ball, Project Management File 

U	 Buildmg Department File 

Rock Island ProfeSSional Development Center

l\ 2301 NW 26th Street, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33311 
Phone: 754-321-4800 Fax: 754-321-3389 

lJ
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Return completed form as needed to:(' Educational Facilities ' 
FlorIda Department of Education 
325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400 
(B50) 487-1130, SunCom 277-1130k::::.. ---l,;=c...:..::;:.....:..:"""""=:.::.::.:.:.:..:::;~:..;.::.;'--_----' 

FLORIDA flLENADfuYATION-'" OEF USE ONLY 
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
 

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY
 

INSTRUCTIONS, Submit one copy of the completed form for each project over $200,000. Reproduce this 
form in SUfficient quantity for your use. (Section 4.1, SREF, 1997) . 

r	 I 

RE:	 School Board of Sroward County (iii School District o Community College) 

Cyoress Run Education Center (II School Name o Campus) 

New Construction Description of Project 

In accordance with Section 235.26(5)(c), Florida Statutes, and L!pon recommendation of the project architect/engineer and the Uniform 

Building yode Inspector (U.SCI), as stated below, the subject projectis ready for occupancy. 

Signature: Date: 03-28-08 
0 S'uperintendent 0 President 0 Designee 

Intended Occupancy Date: r..{ l-de ~ h-c..",) 

PROJECT ARCHITECT/ENGINE.ERAND USC) CERTIFICATION .' 

I have insp~cted the subject project and, to the best of my knowledge and ability, I have determined that the safety systems'" are working 
. satisfactorily; the facility is in compliance with statutes, rules and codes affecting the health and safety of its occupants; and that no asbestos 
containing materials werE;! specified for use in this building, nor were asbestos containing materials used in the construction of this project 

Architect or Enaineer liIf Record: 

Jose MurgLiido. \ f #AR10670 2-28-2009 
License # Expiration Date 

... 
..~.::!. 

P:u \(,,;05\	 \ \ -?~·~ot 
Expiration Date 

CG-C... 00 1\ I 0 &> 1.1' otr 
License #	 Expiration Date 

License #	 Expiration Date 

'"	 $afety systems include, but are not limited to: exiting, safety, rescue, fire rating, fi.re protection, means of egress, master valves, eye wash 
and dousing shower in science labs; emergency disconnects in shops; fume and dust collection systems; heat and smoke detectors, working 
stage protection including curtain operation, smoke vent, sprinklers, etc.; kitchen hood; fire sprinklers; smoke venting; illumination of means 
of egress; emergency lighting; emergency power; exit lights; fire alarm systems with required incidental functions; fire extinguishers; fuel fired 
heaters; electrical illumination; electrical system required ventilation; toilet facilities; kitchen hot water supply; water supply; and sewage 
disposal as they apply to this project. 

1108 
06/30/98	 Frank T. Brogan, Commissioner 

Name (Type or Print) \ I 

-algnL ."­ "'\ 
,': I!i A$chi eet----"0 Engineer 

Unifo .Billldina Code InJDe~ or: 

,~ /to. ~ .~. 'c.~ 
Name (Type or ~Z12'. .~ / Rx­ S';'H·c~Signature: . 

F 

Contractor: 
L./ 

James B. Pirite Construction Company 
.Name (Type or Print) 

ThreShold Inspector (if applicable): 

Name (Type or Print) 

li 



! 

Return completed form as needed to: 
Office of Educational Facilities 
325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400 

, (850) 245-0494, SUNCOM 205-0494 
!,:,::::~:~::~ Fax (S50) 245-9236 or (850) 245·9304 

"-~-:.: fiLE COpr
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OEF USE ONLY 

Office of Educational Facilities
 

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY
 

r I 

INSTRUCTIONS: Submit one, copy of the completed 
Reproduce this form in sufficient quantity for your use. 

form for each project over $200,000. 

RE: School Board of Broward County 

Orange Brook Elementary SC?hool (0711.23~01) 

New School • Entire Project 

(X School District 

(X School Name 

Community College) 

Campus) 

Description of Project 

EFIS Number (if applicable) 

i' 

/ ..1 

In accordance with Section 1013.37(2)(c), Florida Statutes, and upon recommendation of the project architect/engineer and the 
certified inspector, as stated below, the subject project is ready for occupancy. 

Superintendent President 

Date: -,- _ 

Intended Occupancy Date: ~J~un!..!:e~12:J,w:2:l::0:l:!O~8_----.:C~'T'~C..:O:...J~~ ---,.. _ 

-

Expiration Date 

Expiration Date 

Expiration Date 

Expiration Date 

02129/09 

OB/31/0B 

License # 

License "# 

License # 

License # 
:faMeS H- ~ th?t\2.-yez. 

51534 

CGC 1505539 

PROJECT ARCHITECT/ENGINEER AND CERTIFIED INSPECTOR 

I have inspected the subject project and, to the best of my knowledge and ability, I have determined that the safety systems" are 
working satisfactorily; the faoility is in compliance with statutes, rules and code,S affecting the h'ealth and safety of its occupants; and 
that no asbestos-containing materials were specified for use in this building, nor to the best of my knowledge were asbestos 
containing materials used. in the construction of this project. 
Architect or En inee 0 Rec 

Signature! _-I-..)~~~~~~~~===- ~ _ 

Name (Type or Print) 

Threshold Inspector (if applicable): 

Name (Type or Print) . 

Building Official (if applicable): 

.. Contractor: 

Pavarini Construction 

(Type or Print) LIcense # Expiration Date 

Si nature: 

u . *Safet)! systems include, but are not limited to: exiting, safety, rescue,'fire rating,Jire protection, means of egress, niaster valves, eye 
, ,:.wash and dousing shower in soience labs; emergency disconnects in shops; fume and dust collection systems; heat and smoke 

IJ 
\:,3>detectors, working stage protection including curtain operation, smoke vent, sprinklers, etc.; kitchen hood; fire sprinklers; smoke 

venting; illumination of means of egress; emergency lighting; emergency power; exit lights; fire alarm systems with required incidental 
functions; fire extinguishers; fuel fired heaters; electrical illumination; electrical system; required ventilation; toilet facilities; kitchen hot 
~water supply; water supply; and sewage disposal as they apply to this project. 

ni=1= 11nR 

" 
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The School Board OfBroward County, Florida 
The 'Building Department 
Ronald Mor~an. Acting Chief Building Official 

r ' June 8, 2007 

TO: Krista Herrera, Principal 
Glades Middle School 

.FROM: Ronald Morgan, Acting Chief Build.irig Official/J,.J'\ 
The Building Department . ~ , 

I 

I­

SUBJECT: Glades Middle School 
Location No. 2021, Project No; 2021-2401. 
New School 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy 

Pursuant to Chapter 110.3 of the 2004 Florida Building Code, a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy has 
been issued for Glades Middle School effective June 8, i007. 

AU Life Safety systems have been inspected and are operational. There are a number of inspection issues 
and/or items that need· to be corrected.. This Temporary CertifiCate of Occupancy does not reliev\e any of 
these issues. A complete list will be compiled from all of the past final inspection reports and given to the 
Project I.vIanager for disposition. 

This conditional Temporary Certificate of Occupancy will be valid for 90 days and will expire on 
September 5, 2007 or upon completion of the following: . 

1. Pending instaliation of sprinkler heads in paint spray booths. 
2. Pending clear floor space for emergency eyewash/shower combo. 

If I can be of further assistance, please call me at 754-321-4810. 

. RPM/vh 

l 

cc: Donnie Carter, Deputy Superintendent, Operations . 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent, Facilities and Construction Management 
Steven Friedman, South Area Superintendent 
Derrick Ragland, Executive Director, Project Management 
Sonjia Coley, Project Manager III 
Joe Pasquariello, Plans Examiner/Inspector;.Building 
Lu Ball, Project Management File 
Building Department File 

1 ..1 

[I 
Rock Island Professional Development Center 

2301 NW 26th Street. Ft. Lauderdale. 'FL 33311 
Phone: .754-321-4800 . rax: 754-321-3389 

[1
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The School.doardOJBroward Cowt4J';··'Florida 

The Building Department 
Ronald Mor an; S ecial Assi nment, Chief Buildin Official 

"July 28,2005 

TO:	 Gregory Boardman, Project Manager II .
 
Dave Thomas Education Center
 

FROM:	 Ronald Morgan, Special Assignment, Chief Building Official~ 
Building Department . 

SUBJECT:	 Dave Thomas Education Center
 
Project, I:Jo. 0231-21-01
 
Certificate of Occupancy and OEF nOb form
 

~ 
In accordance with the 2001 Florida Building Code, Sections 106.1.1, 106.1.2 and 423.3.7 t1ris 
Certificate of Occupancy stating the nature of occupancy is'being iss~ed for this facility. The 
facility D}ay be safely occupied, the construction of the building is complete and all required 
electrical, gas, mechanical, aI:1d plumbing and fire protection systems have been inspected for 
compliance with the technical codes. 

Per5ection 1013371, Florida Statutes, an OEF 110b Certificate of Occupancy will.be endorsed 
certifying that the 'referenced project has been' inspected, that all safety to life systems are 
operational and that the facility is in ~ompliancewith the approved plans and specifications: 

The 'referenced project may be' occupied during completion of the items listed on the final 
inspections..The results of the final inspections are of a 'nature that will allow occupancy of the 
premises and will be issued as the final list of items for each trade. The final list of items will be 
attached to the 110b form and issued once the complete list is compiled. 

If I can be of further assistance, please call me at 754-321-4806. 

RFM/vh 

Dr. Frank Till, SupeIintendent of Schools 
Donnie Carter, Deputy Superintendent, Operations 

-Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent, Facilities and Construction'Management 
Dr. Harry LaCava, North Central Area Superintendent . 
Linda Wilhoit, Principal"':' Dave Thomas Education Center 
Derrick Ragland, Executive Director, Project Management 
Build:ing Department File - Coral Cove Elementary 

Rock Islanq Professional· Development Center' 
2301 NW 26th Street. Ft. Lauderdale, ,FL 33311 

Phone: 754-321-4800. ·Fax: 754-321-3389 

l j 
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JAMES R. TUCKER, ~NC. ~ 
r I 

Construction Consultants I 

The School Board ofBroward County . April 16, 2009 
Facilities and Construction Division 
1700 S.W. i4th Court 
Fort Lauderdale, Fl. 33312 

AnN: Mr. MichaelGarretson, Deputy Superintendant, 'S.B.B.C. 
'," .:..,.'. 

"".' . rI RE: Close outs ofvarious projects.. 
i 

Dear Mr. Garretson,. " {;,'.': /I We had our weeIdymeeting at'the S.B.B.C. Building Department 
yesterday, April 15, 2009. ..At'the meeting we were successful in obtaining the Certificates 
ofOccupancy (Form I lOB) for the following facilities: Embassy Creek Elementary . 
School (18 classroom addition) and Pines Middle S~hool (Replacement School). 

We were also able to receive signed copies·ofthe Certificates ofFinal Inspection (Form 
209) for the following facilities: Hollywood Central Elementary School (HVAC additions 
and alterations) and Cypress Run Education Center <N:e~ Construction) 

At the meeting were: Eric Gnage and Marc Pecner ofJames A Cummings, Inc., Ron 
Morgan and Dave Defazio ofthe S.B.B.C. Building Department and Jack Cooper of 
Facilities. We discussed with the Cummings people all oftheir projects and we received a 
narrative from the Architectural firm ofTetcella Courtamancbe regarding the Dave 
Thomas Education Center. 

The narrative dealt with the issue ofExplosive Smoke detectors for rooms 209A & 209C, 
this was the issue preventing the issuance ofthe Form 209. Mr. Morgan was satisfied that 
the narrative would suffice as an explanation ofthe situation and he will sign the Form 
209for the entire facility. 

James A. Cummings Inc. is working to resolve the other issues preventing the Forms 
110B & 209 from being issued for their various projects. 

I 
I 

I 
.1
 

2617 N. E. 37th Drive, Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33308-6324 Office (954) 267 - 9455 Fax (954) 267 - 9466
 

, Visit our website at www.jamesrtucl<er.com Email: jrtinc@bellsouth.net 

lJ 
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We were also able to discuss projects built by other Contractors, namely Padula and 
Wadsworth. We are still waiting for them to complete the required work to close.out their 
projects. Padula and Wadsworth have a long list of items that require attention. We will 
be meeting with the Building Department on a hi-monthly basis from this point on and 
several facilities are close to being closed out within the next week or two. 

The majority oftheissues preventing the close out ofthe various facilities that are 
outstanding are issues that the various Contractors need to deal with and weare 
continually working to have them facilitate the work required to accomplish the goal of 
closing out all the facilities for the School Board ofBroward County. We will keep you 
informed ofour progress! . . 

Sincerely, 

James R. Tucker, Inc. 

Bruce R. Tucker 

C.C. Mr. Ed Marko, S.B.B.C. Attorney 
Mr. Ron Morgan, ChiefBuilding Official, S.B.B.C. 
Mr. Jack Copper, Senior Project Manager,S.B.B.C. 



.---_ .._--- ._._-._- ~--------------- ,----- -~_.__ - .. _ - "- _-_._-------.---- ---­

I ' 
I i 

I
 

I
 

EXHIBIT 3
 
I
 
I ; 

!' 
I
 

I

I •
 

I
 
I
 

I
 I
 
I I
 
I ,
 

[I 



[ I-~-~~-:----_...:....--...----:.._-------:-----

r 

The School Board of Broward County, Florida 
.The Building Department 

Ronald Morgan, Chief Building Official (Acting) 

August 15, 2008 

f	 gTO:	 J..inda Pazos, Principal I !	 o·Boulevard Heights Elementary ~hool 
~ 

FROM:	 Ronald Morgan, Chief Building Official (Acting~ 
N
W 

The Building Department '. 
-0 
~. 

SUBJECf:. Boulevard Heights Elementary School . '"
 
Project No. 0971~2101 . to>
 

0"
Multipurpose Classrooms 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy 

In accordance with the 2004 Florida Building Code, Sections 110.1, 110.3, 423.3 and 423.3.7, this 
is n.otification that a Temporal'}' Certificate of OccupancY is being issued for the Multipurpose 
Classrooms. . 

All Life Safety systems have been inspected and are operational. There are a number of 
inspection issues and/or items that need to be corrected; thi$ Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy does not relieve any of .these issues. A complete list will be. compiled from all of the 
pasf inSpectiOll reports an.d given to tl'e Project Manager for disposition. 

The Multipurpose Classrooms may be occupied during completion of the itemsUsted on the 
final inspections. The results of the final inspections are of anatllre tha~ will aUow occupancy 
of the premises and will be issued as the final list of items for each trade. 

If I can be of further assistance, please call me at 754-321-4810. 

RFM/vh', 

. Cc: 'Donnie Carter, Deputy Superintendent, Operations . 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent, Facilities and Construction Management 
Joel Herbst, South Area Superintendent 
Derrick ~agland, Executive Director, Project M~Jlagement 

Rodney Williams, Project Manager II 
Joseph Pasquariello, Plans Examiner/Inspector.Building 
Lu BaU, Project Managenlent File 
Building Department File I i 

U 

l j RO'ck .Island Professional Development Center 
----~--'----lI--------<'l23"01-MW26~tre_et;_Ftta'udelda1e,Fb-33i-:S~:+~·~t---------1---- __
I.	 'Phone: 754-321-4300 Fax: 754;.321 :-3389 
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Approved in Open 80ard Meeting, Allgust 27, 2008 

THE SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
 
OFFICEOF .THE SUPERINTENDENT
 

July 22, 2008
 
TU¢$day, 10:15~.m.
 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

The 5<:,hool Board of Bro\.vard County; Florida; met in regular session at" 10:53 a.m.,
 
Tue$day, J~ly 22; 2008; in the Board ~oOlnoftheKathleen C. Wright Administrative
 
Center; 600 Southeast Third Avenue; Fo.rt Lauderdale,.Florida. Present were
 
Chair Robin Bartlemao; ViCe Chait Maureeil'S. Dirineil; Members, Beverly A, Gallagher,
 
Jennifer Leonard Gottlieb, Phyllis· C. Hope, Stephanie Arma'-Kraft, Bsq" .
 
(Dr. Robert Do Parks was absen.t), Eleanor Sobel, Benjamin J. Williams, Superinten.dent
 
James F. Notter, and Edward J"Marko, Esq. .
 

.Call to Order . Mrs. Bartlemi:lri, Bbard Chair, callec;i the meeting toordet:and led
 
the Pledge of Allegiance to llieFJagot the United States of America.
 

Minutes for ApprovaIMotion.wasmad~by Mq;.Jdope, sec;QnqedJ,y M$. Dinnen·
 
and c~rriedi to approve the officialminutesfor thefoIlowingBoard Meetings:
 
Dr: Parks was absent. (8-0vote)
 

June.3, 2()()~- Regular Schopl 6pcird 1Vl¢eting.
 
June 17,20013- Special- Student.Expulsions.
 
June 17,2008- Regular Sch;pb1Boarcl Meeting.
 
JUne 25,2008 -Special ~ S.choolBoar:4 Meeting: .. .. . . . . .
 
June 25,2008 -lstPublic Hearing - Tentative District Educational Facilities Plan for the
 

Five Years ending June 30, 2013 

Close Agenda Uponm()tion by. Ms. Dinnen;secondedl~y Mrs. Gottli¢b and .. 
carried, the Agenda Was approved and declared closed.Dr. Parks was absent. (8-0 vote) 

REPORTS 

District Advisory Council- Jeanne Jusevic 

Ms. Jusevic reported that.DAChas notmet in}uly, however, they. will plan the 2008­
2009 school year and the alIDual PAC Breakfast. The breakfast wJ11 be held at the 
Signature Grand Hotel onSeptember 3, 2008, and this opportJ,mity willenabJe DAC to 
empower its Area and South Chairs to a panel discussion with various key district 
individtialsandthreebreak-out classes. 'Subsequently, DAC will distribute a definitive 
Area South manual. I 

The first DAC meeting will he held onAugust 20,2008 at the KCWright 
Administration Center and theSteeriligCommittee meeting will be held on 
August 4,2008 at the South CentralArea Office beginning at 9:00 a.m. 

July 22; 20Q8 Minutes of Regular Me~ting 
. Page 1. of 38 
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J. FACILITIES AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

J-I.	 Reduction of Retainage - Balfour Beatty Construction, LLC. ­
lAO ICafeteria - Fort Lauderdale High School- Project No; P.000179 
(f.k.a.0951-99-0n ' , (Approved)

[ : 

Approved the recommendation to reduce retainage now being held on 
Fort Lauderdale High School, Project No. P.000179 from the General 
Contractor, Balfour Beatty Construction'LCC, from $489,241 to $100. 

r 

In accordance with School Board Policy 7005, the Facilities and
I ' Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
i be reduced from $489,241 to $100. 

This project has reached Substantial Completion and given a Temporary 
[ Certificate of Occupancy. The amount of$489,141 is being released at 

this time pending final inspection of the project. 

~	 Subsequent to final inspection, this project will be brought back to the 
Board for Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage. 

The funds being released totaling $489,141 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2007-2008 to 2011-2012, 
page 145. 

I J-2.	 Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage - DiPompeo Construction 
Corporation - Cafeteria and (8) Classroom Addition - Broadview 
Elementary School, Pompano Beach - Project No. P.000144 (f.k.a. 0811­
21-01) . (Approved) 

Approved the Final Acceptance for Broadview.Elementary School, 
.Cafeteria and (8) Classroom Addition, Project No. P.000144, and release 
the balance of retainage in the amount of $22,312. 

The General Contractor, DiPompeo Construction Corporation has 
completed the project within the extended contract time limits. In 

. accordance with State Statute No. 255.078 Public Construction· 
Retainage, the Facilities and Construction Management Division is 
recommending that the retainage be released by the amount of $22,312. 

The funds being released totaling $22,312 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2007-2008 to 2011-2012, 
page 34. . 

I 
u 

II 
July 22, 2008 Minutes of Regular Meeting 
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J-3.	 Reduction of Retainage - James B. Pirtle Construction Company, Inc. ...,.. 
New School (Reuse of Pine Ridge) - Cypress Run Education Center, 
Pompano Beach - Project No. P.000655 (f.k.a.3891-22-0l) (Approved), 

Approved the recommendation to reduc.e retainage now being held on 
Cypress Run Education Center, New School, Project No. P.000655 fro:J;Il 
the Construction Manager at Risk, James B. Pirtle Construction 
Company Inc., from $407,864 to $7,864. 

[ i 

In accordance with School Board Policy 7005, the Facility and 
Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
be reduced from $407,864 to $7,864.I 

I 

Construction of the project has reached final completion. The amount of 
$7,864 is being held pending final documentation of completion. 

I 
Subsequent to final documentation of completion, this project will be 
brought back to the Board for Final Acceptance and Release of 
Retainage..~ 
The funds being released totaling $400,000 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2007-2008 to 2011-1012, 
page 164. 

J-4.	 Final Construction Documents which Include Authorization to 
Advertise for Bids - Renovation and Remodeling Auditorium and ADA 
Restrooms - Boyd Anderson High School, Lauderdale Lakes - Project 
No.P.000325 (f.k.a.1741-24-0n . (Approved) 

Approved Final Construction Documents, which include Authorization 
to Advertise for Bids for Renovation and Remodeling Auditorium and 
ADA Restrooms, Boyd Anderson High School, Lauderdale Lakes, 
Project No. P.000325. 

Project Consultant: Architecture, Inc. 

Scope of Work: Remove existing lights & sound system. Update 
with state of the art system including new 
electrical distribution center. Remove and replace 
existing stage curtains. Install new ADA stage lift. 
Repaint interior of theater. Remodel existing 

l bathrooms to meet ADA requirements. 

The Contract Estimate is $1,074,084. 

I Final Construction Docunients, which include the advertisement forbids 
are available for review at the Facilities and Construction Management 

U
 Division.
 

July 22, 2008 Minutes of Regular Meeting 
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There is no financial impact. The sources of funds are identified in the 
Adopted District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2007-2008 to 

[ 2011-2012, page 135. 

J-5. Reduction of Retainage - James B. Pirtle Construction Co., Inc. - New
 
1-: School- West Broward High School, Pembroke Pines - Project No.
 

P.000660 (f.k.a. 3971-25-03) (Approved)
 

Approved the recommendation to reduce retainage now being held on 
f	 West Broward High School, Project No. P.000660 from the Construction. 

Manager at Risk, James B. Pirtle Construction Co., Inc., from $2,119,867 
to $423,973. 

( 

In accordance with Article 8.4 of the Agreement, the Facilities and 
Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
be reduced from $2,119,867 to $423,973. I 
The amount of $423,973 is being withheld at this time pending 
completion of the project. ~ 
Subsequent to final completion, this project will be brought back to the 
Board for Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage. 

The funds being released totaling $1,695,893 are included in the 
Adopted District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2007-2008 to 
2011-2012, page 134. 

J-6.	 Reduction of Retainage - James A. Cummings, Inc. - Classroom 
Addition/ Environmental Science and Everglades Restoration 
Program/Renovation - South Plantation High School, Plantation-
Project No. P.000425 (f.k.a.2351-22-02) (Approved) 

Approved the recommendation to reduce retainage now being held on 
South Plantation High School, Project No. P.000425 from Construction 
Manager @ Risk, James A. Cummings, Inc., from $466,341 to $93,268. 

In accordance with School Board Policy 7005, the Facilities and 
Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
be reduced from $466,341 to $93,268. 

This project has reached Substantial Completion and given a Temporary I' Certificate of Occupancy. The amount of $373,073 is being released at 
this time pending final inspection of this project. 

[j	 Subsequent to final inspection, this project will be brought back to the
 
Board for Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage.
 

U 
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The funds being released totaling $373,073 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2007-2008 to 2011-2012, 
page 156. 

K. OFFICE OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

K-l. Bank Resolutions (Approved) 

Motion was made by Ms. Dinnen, seconded by Mrs. Kraft and carried, to 
approve bank resolutions for school internal accounts. Dr. Parks was 
absent. Ms. Gallagher and Mrs. Sobel were absent for the vote. (6-0 vote) 

School Name of Bank 

Atlantic West Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Banyan Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Chapel Trail Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Community School North Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Coral Springs High Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Everglades Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Fairway Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Forest Hills Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Fort Lauderdale High Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Gulfstream Middle Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Lauderdale Manors Elementary Suntrust, N.A. 
New Renaissance Middle Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Orange Brook Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Peters Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Plantation Middle Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Pompano Beach Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
Sunset Schqol Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
West Broward High Wachovia Bank, N.A. 
West Hollywood Elementary Wachovia Bank, N.A. 

A bank resolution authorizes a school to maintain activity fund accounts 
with a bank or savings and loan associations. The approval of this 
resolution is pursuant to 1011.18 (4) Florida Statues 

There is no financial impact to the district. 

Mrs. Bartleman indicated that staff has addressed the concerns of 
Mrs. SobeL 

K-2. Revision to Capital Projects Funds Budget Amendments (Approved) 

Approved the Capital Projects Funds Amendments for Fiscal Year 2008. 
These amendments are as of April 2008. 
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THE SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 

December 16, 2008 
,Tuesday, 10:15 a.m. 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

The School Board of Broward County, Florida, met in regular session at 10:17 a.m., 
Tuesday, December 16, 2008, in the Board Room of the Kathleen C. Wright 
Administrative Center, 600 Southeast Third Avenue, Fort Lauderdale, Florida. Present 
were: Chair Maureen S. Dinnen; Vice Chair Jennifer Leonard Gottlieb; Members, Robin 
Bartleman, Beverly A. Gallagher, Phyllis C. Hope, Stephanie Arma Kraft, Esq., Ann ~ 
Murray, (Dr. Robert D. Parks was absent), Benjamin J. Williams, Superintendent 
James F. Notter, and Edward J. Marko, Esq. 

Call to Order Ms. Dinnen, Board Chair, called the meeting to order and led the 
Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

Minutes for Approval Motion was made by Mrs. Gottlieb, seconded by 
Ms. Gallagher and carried, to approve the official minutes for the following Board 
Meetings: Dr. Parks was absent. Mrs. Hope, Mrs. Kraft and Mr. Williams had not yet 
assumed their seats on the dais. (5-0 vote) 

December 9, 2008 - Special- Student Expulsions 

Close Agenda Upon motion by Mrs. Gottlieb, seconded by Ms. Gallagher and 
carried, the Agenda was approved and declared closed. Dr. Parks was absent. 
Mrs. Hope and Mrs. Kraft had not yet assumed their seats on the dais. (6-0) 

SPECIAL PRESENTATION 

Student Enrichment in the Arts and Science (SEAS) Report 

Mr. Abraham Fischler informed the School Board that 17 years ago the School Board 
and the Broward Center for the Performing Arts began a partnership to present quality 
presentations to all students. 

Mr. Mark Nerenhausen, President, Broward Center for the Performing Arts, concurred 
that the School Board has been the foundation of the program but other support in the 
community has increased through private funds and sponsorship programs. . 
Remarking that 2 million students have benefited by SEAS, Mr. Nerenhausen stated . 
that the program has been consistent due to the ability to plan long term.u 
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The Greater Fort Lauderdale/Broward County Convention Center will 
lease their facility to the School Board to hold the Teacher of the Year 
Luncheon on Wednesday, January 28, 2009, and the Community 
Involvement Awards Banquet on Thursday, April 30, 2009. 

It is the policy of the Convention Center that the licensee executes the 
agreement first. 

The School Board Attorney has approved this agreement as to form and 
legal content. 

There is no financial impact to the school district. Ticket sales and 
sponsorships support the expenses associated with these events. 

J. FACILITIES AND CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 

J-I.	 Reduction of Retainage - Moss and Associates, LLC - Classroom 
Addition, Remodeling, ADA, HSS, Maintenance - Apollo Middle 
School, Hollywood - Project No. P.000350 (f.k.a. 1791-99-01) 

(Approved) 

Approved the recommendation to reduce retainage now being held on 
Apollo Middle School, Project No. P.000350, from Construction 
Manager, Moss and Associates, LLC, from $427,890 to $25,000. (Exhibit 
3 was revised). 

In accordance with School Board Policy 7005, the Facilities and 
Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
be reduced from $427,890 to $25,000. 

This project has reached Substantial Completion and given a Temporary 
Certificate of Occupancy. The amount of $25,000 is being withheld at 

- this time pending final inspection of the project. 

Subsequent to final completion, this project will be brought back to the 
Board for Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage. 

l
 

I The funds being released totaling $402,890 are included in the Adopted
 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2008-2009 to 2012-2013,
 
page 139.
 

11 

lJ 
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J-2.	 Reduction of Retainage - Moss and Associates, LLC ­
Cafeteria/Multipurpose Building, Replacement and Miscellaneous 
Improvement - Boulevard Heights Elementary School, Hollywood ­
Project No. P.000180 (f.k.a. 0971-21-01> (Approved) 

Approved the recommendation to reduce retainage now being held on 
Boulevard Heights Elementary School, Project No. P.000180 from 
Construction Manager, Moss and Associates, LLC, from $313,009 to 
$25,000. (Exhibit 3 was revised). 

In accordance with School Board Policy 7005, the Facilities and 
Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
be reduced from $313,009 to $25,000. 

This project has reached Substantial Completion and given a Temporary 
I Certificate of Occupancy. The amount of $25,000 is being withheld at 

this time pending final inspection of the project. 

[-- Subsequent to final completion, this project will be brought back to the 
Board for Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage. 

The funds being released totaling $288,009 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2008-2009 to 2012-2013, 
page 39. 

J-3.	 ReappoiTI.tment of School District Representatives to the Oversight 
Committee (Approved) 

Motion was made by Mrs. Hope, seconded by Mrs. Bartleman and 
carried, to approve the reappointment of School Board Members Robin 
Bartleman, Maureen S. Dinnen and Lew Naylor a member of the District 
Advisory Council as School Board Representr;ltives to the Oversight 
Committee for the Implementation of the Interlocal Agreement for 
Public School Facility Planning, to comply with the provisions of the 
Amended Interlocal Agreement. Dr. Parks was absent. Mrs. Kraft was 
absent for the vote. (7-0 vote) 

The Amended Interlocal Agreement for the Implementation of Public 
School Facility Planning (ILA) addresses the coordination of growth 
management issues and the provision and availability of public school 
facilities in Broward County. The Amended ILA between The School 

I	 Board of Broward County, Florida, Broward County, and 27 Broward 
County Municipalities requires the establishment of a fifteen (15) 
member Oversight Committee (OC), five each appointed by the School 

I.	 Board, the Broward County Commission, and the 27 Municipalities, to 
monitor implementation of the Agreement. Through a mutually 
agreeable process, the 27 Municipalities elected to have the Broward 
League of Cities appoint the five Municipal representatives to the ! 
Committee. 
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Also, the Amended ILA requires the Committee to meet at least 
annually to conduct a public hearing and issue a report to the parties to 
the Agreement and the general public regarding the successes and 
failures of implementation of the Agreement in the preceding calendar 
year. However, the Committee By-Laws requires the Committee to meet 
quarterly during each calendar year and conduct public hearings. 

Section 1, Article II-Membership, of the Oversight Committee By-Laws, 
states that "Each appointing body shall appoint/ reappoint their 
members for two year terms. Each member's two yeqr term shall begin 
on the date of their official appointment by their appointing body". 

Mrs. Bartleman, Ms. Dinnen and Mr. Naylor were initially appointed by 
the Board on December 12, 2006, as three of the current five School 
Board representatives on the Committee, and as such, their terms on the 
Committee will expire on December 12, 2008. Mrs. Bartleman, Ms. 
Dinnen and Mr. Naylor have indicated that they would like to continue 
to serve as School Board representatives on the Committee. Therefore, 
staff recommends that Mrs. Bartleman, Ms. Dinnen and Mr. Naylor 
should be reappointed to the OversightCortunittee. 

There is no financial impact to the school district. However, the 
Amended ILA requires the Superintendent to organize and staff the 
meetings of the Oversight Committee. This item does not require a 
collaboration form from the Capital Budget Department. 

No discussion was held on this item. 

J-4.	 Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage - McTeague Construction 
Company - Lauderdale Manors Elementary School, Fort Lauderdale ­
Replacement Multipurpose Kitchen/Cafeteria - Project No. 0431-98-01 
(P.TBD) (Withdrawn) 

J-5.	 Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage - Advanced Roofing, Inc. ­
Roof Replacement - Miramar High - Project No. P.000333 (f.k.a. 1751-8­
06-24) (Approved) 

Approved the Final Acceptance of the Miramar High School, Roof 
Replacement, Project No. P.000333, and release the balance of retainage 
in the amount of $287,562. 

The contractor, Advanced Roofing, Inc., has completed the project 
within the adjusted contract limits. 

The funds being released totaling $287,562 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years, 2008-2009 to 2012-2013, 
District-Wide Roofing Replacements, Appendix E, page 30. 
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J-6. Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage - Advanced Roofing, Inc. ­
Roof Repair - Cooper City High - Project No. P.000387 (f.k.a. 1931-99-05) 

(Approved) 

Approved the Final Acceptance of the Cooper City High School, Roof 
I
r '

I Repair, Project No. P.000387, and release the balance of retainage in the 
amount of $149,250. 

The contractor, Advanced Roofing, Inc., has completed the project 
within the adjusted contract limits. 

The funds being released totaling $149,250 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years, 2008-2009 to 2012-2013, 
page 47. 

I J-7.	 Contingency Use Directive No.1 - Skanska USA Building, Inc. - New 
Elementary School- Elementary School "2", Parkland, Florida - Project 
No. P.000847 (f.k.a. 3961-25-02) (Approved)

1-' 
Approved a decrease in the Contingency account in the amount of 
$73,360 as provided for in the agreement between The School Board of 
Broward County, Florida, and the contractor, Skanska USA Building, 
Inc. 

This Contingency Use Directive remedies the schedule offset and the 
. additional cost associated with the discovery of undulating cap rock and 

the different approach to obtain a uniform support for the building 
I 

i '	 foundation. The total amount necessary to accomplish this required 
I	 action is a reduction to the contract contingency account in the amount 

of $73,360 from the original contract contingency of $390,465. 

The funds being released totaling $73,360 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal years 2008-2009 to 2012-2013, 
page 34. This amount will come from the contingency line of the 
construction manager's contract. This item adjusts the contract 
allocations and does not affect the original Guaranteed Maximum Price; 
therefore, this item does not require a collaboration form from the 
Capital Budget Department. 

J-8.	 Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage - Padula and Wadsworth 
Construction, Inc. - New School- Coral Cove Elementary School, 
Miramar - Project No. P.999153 (f.k.a. 2011-24-01) (Approved) 

Approved the Final Acceptance for Coral Cove Elementary School, NewI 
I . 

l.	 School, Project No. P.999153, and release the balance of retainage in the 
amount of $45,001. (Exhibit 3 was revised). 

I Il j 

December 16, 2008 Minutes of Regular Meeting I I Page 28 of 44l: 



r I 

I 
! i 

The contractor, Padula and Wadsworth Construction, Inc., has 
completed the project within the adjusted contract time limits. 

The funds being released totaling $45,001 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years 2006-2007 to 2010-2011,· 

r
I 

'
I Rage 38. 

J-9.	 Final Acceptance and Release of Retainage - South Florida Construction 
Services, Inc.- Lake Forest Elementary, Pembroke Park - Phased 
Replacement - Project No. P000149 (f.k.a. 0831-99-01) (Approved) 

ii	 Approved the Final Acceptance of the Lake Forest Elementary Phased 
I. Replacement Project No. P.000149, and release the balance of retainage 

in the amount·of $299,121. (Exhibit 4 was revised). 

.The contractor, South Florida Construction Services; Inc., has completed 
the project scope of workwithin the contract limits. In accordance with 
State Statue No. 255.078 Public Construction Retainage, the Facilities and 
Construction Management Division is recommending that the retainage 
be released in the amount of $299,121. 

i ,	 
The funds being released totaling $299,121 are included in the Adopted 
District Educational Facilities Plan, Fiscal Years, 2007-2008 to 2011-2012, 
page 61. 

J-10. Traffic Signalization Agreement and Installation of Required. ) 
Improvements Agreement - Southwest Ranches School Site Plat ­

I
,

! Southwest Ranches, Florida (Not approved) 

Motion was made by Ms. Gallagher, seconded by Mrs. Hope, to approve 
the Traffic Signalization Agreement and Installation of Required 
Improvements Agreement - Southwest Ranches School Site - Southwest 
Ranches, Florida. Dr. Parks was absent. (0-8 vote) 

On October 19, 2004, the School Board approved an Agreement for 
Purchase and Sale of 28.839 acres of land on Sheridan Street and SW 
190th Avenue from the Town of Southwest Ranches. A condition of the 
agreement required the Town of Southwest Ranches to plat the land on 
behalf of the School Board. The School Board shall be responsible for 
payment of bonds, required improvements, on and off site, and 
improvements which may be required by any governmental authority, l	 which arise from the plat application process. . 

The Town of Southwest Ranches has secured the approval of the Board 

I of County Commissioners in platting the Southwest Ranches School Site 
Plat. In order to record the plat, the School Board is required to execute 
the Installation of Required Improvements and Traffic Signalization 
Agreements.I 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDucATlorflL ECOPl 
Office of Educational Facilities 

~.'	 
CERTIFICATE OF FINAL INSPECTION 

OEF USE ONLY 

325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400 

TO: Office of Educational Facilities (OEF) 

(850) 245-0494, SUNCOM 205-0494 
Fax (850) 245..,0494 SIC 205-0494 or (850) 245-9304 SIC 205-9304
 

INSTRUCTIONS: Submit for OEF files one copy of the completed form, for all projects
 
• with construction costs exceeding $200,000. Marie the appropriate term in each
 
, parenthesis. Reproduce form in sufficient quantity for your use. Section 1013~37(2)( c),
 

F.S. 

RE:	 OEFAssigned Project Number 

_-"S""c"-"ho""o"'-I.=:B.,.,oa..,.r.... .....	 -'--_(X School District o Community College)
 d""o'-'fB~r""o""wa""rd""-"C""o""'un tyoL-

ADOllo Middle School	 (X 'School Name 0 Campus) 

_.....J1..!.72.91i::-92ig.;.~'.!:..01!...-	 (X School ~ College) Code Number 

)- _-"C!!!la"-Es2srw=0~om!.!.!.LA~d~d!.!!iti~onU-2!an.!>dwR~ea.n!!o!ov.l::.5a~ti:!o!.on!.!5s~	 Description of Project 

I 
SECTION A: BOARD'S ACCEPTANCE 
"Upon the recommendation of our Project (0 Architect 0 Engineer) in his certification in Section B below, in accordance with Chapter 1013, F.S., THE 

BOARD ACCEPTED the above referenced project on ' _ 

Name (Type or Print)	 _ 

__________~,20--Date:Signature: 

t:-SCTION B: (e ARCHITECT 0 ENG NEER CERTIFICATION 
,r:::As PROJECT (X ARCHITE 'T 0 GINEER), I have inspected this project and, in my considered professional opinion, the work required by the 

contract for this project has e oompl d in accordance with approved contract documents; Chapter 1013, Florida Statutes, SBE Rules 6-2.001, i I 

FAC, Chapter 553, FS: and th e. '
 
, , Signature:_ Date: ~ , /2... c>,
 

I" Firm Name: Tercilla Co 
I 
) 

Address: __--"2""0:>;.47!...Vi..!..I!2sta""-'-P-:"a""rk\...w"'a'=:v....."S""u"':it:"-e......1""00"--- --'-W-'-'e""s....t !...P'=al':"m'-'B""e""a.,.,ch'-'-- -'-::FI":'0.!.':'rid""'a=--__~3""3=4:'-11'-------
Street/P.O. Box Ci State Zi 

SECTION C: 0 BUilding Official [1 Other (Specify) Certification 

I have inspected the project and, in my considered opinion,,it is complete and in accordance with applicable statutes, rules, and codes. 

Name (Type or Print) ~C:;;~ -ttM4~~ j2:..I ' 

"	 f2--d--'cd,_ Date:Signature:,_....>.{;.~o:F-~H'-4-*-------------__­
Official [j Certified Ins ector 

SECTION D' FACILITY INFORMATION 

j. 

3. 

TYPE OF PROJECT: C New Plant 

J Addition [j Remodeling 

~ Renovation LJ 

SOURCE OF FUNDS:
 

[j Local eState
 

liI 
I ;i Federal [j

i 

I I 

LJ
 

2.	 CORRECTED "SPACE INVENTORY REPORT" (land, building, room) HAS BEEN FILED WITH 

THE OEF: DYes [j No o N/A If "No," explain: 

4. ADJUSTED FINAL CONTRACT AMOuNT:$
 

5, PROJECT GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE: SQ. FT.
 

6.	 COST PER GROSS SQUARE FOOT: $ 

7.	 COST PER STUDENT STATION: $ 

Page 1 of 2 
Revised June 2005 



I 
I I 

CERTIFICATE OF FINAL INSPECTION (CFI) 
-.- ...... 

8.	 BUILDING CONTRACT DATE: COMPLETION DATE: .,';, ..:. 

9.	 CHANGE ORDERS - List of each Change Order and amount 

C:O.No. $ C.O. No.. 

C.O.No. $ C.O. No.. 

C.O.No. $ C.O. No.. 
r	 I 

C,O. No. $	 CoO. No.. 

10. DATE OF OCCUPANCY: 

11.	 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

i I 
I 
I 

~.-. 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

. :...: 

.>. 
! I 

I 
I 

I	 I 

IJ 

t.J .:. 
" 

I 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
 

Office of Educational Facilities and
 
SMART Schools. Clearinghouse
 

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY
 

OEF USE ONLY 

INSTRucnONS; Submit one copy of the completed 
Reproduce this form in sufficient quantity for your use. 

RE: School Board of Broward County 

fonn for each project over 

(x School District 

$200,000. 

0 Community College) 

Atlantic West Elementary School (= School Name 0 Campus) 

[' New Modular Classroom Building Description of Project 

OEFIS Number (if applicable) 

In accordance with Section 1013.37(2)(c), Florida Statutes., and upon recommendation of the project architectlengineer and the 
certified inspector, as stated below, the subject project is ready for occupancy. 

,
Signature: Date:
 

Superintendent 0 President 0 Designee
= 
Intended Occupancy Date: 

PROJECT ARCHITECT/ENGINEER. CERTIFIED INSPECTOR AND CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL 

I have inspected the subject project and, to the best of my knowledge and abiDty, I have determined that the safety systems~ are 
working satisfactorily; the facility is in compIi.ance with statutes, rules and codes affecting the health and safety of its oocupants; arid 
that no aSDestos~contail:llng material!•.were specified for use in this building, nor to the best of my knOWledge were asbestos 
containing materials used in the constiuc:tiD.~ of this project. 
Architect or Engineer of Record: 

. _Spillis Candela DMJM Tania TZ8nltzis	 00015369 Feb 2005 I 

-:~ Name (Type or Print)	 License # expiration Date 
/~~~ 

I I 

I I 

I 

I ' 

I 
I 

Signature: 
= Archit'ect "OEil9ifl;er 

Certified Inspector: 

Nee5S"']':S - fr\ 0 f"A J'\/1S.s()L.tN, t-E . 6/ r6j 
Na e (Type or Print) . ;;r) . License # 

~Signature: 
Chief Building Offi~~. 

=bee .4E!F'B1'I D~ ... rt .fv'k~ POC-1.Z6 
Name (Type or Print) 
Signature: 

X)~~-'IT ") 
License # 

Contractor: t..-/' 
James a. Pirtle Construction, inc. GGGOOlllD 
Name (Type or Print) License # 

Threshold 'Inspector (if applicable): 

NlA 
Name (Type or Print) License '# 

-2IZ~7 
EScPiration Date 

.~ l~l.to~ 
Expiration Date 

August 31~ 2006 
Expiration Date 

Expiration Date 

-----	 ._ ... '-'---'-' "'---' I II---~afety systems inclucie, but are not limited to: exiting, safety, rescue, fire rating, fire protection, means of egress, master valves, eye 
I	 . wash and dousing shower in science labs; emergency disconnects in shops; fume arid dust cOllection systems; heat and smoke 

detectors, working stage protection including curtairi operation, smoke vent, sprinklers, etc.; kitchen hood; fire sprinklers; smoke 
.:(enting; illumination ofmeans of egress; emergency lighting; emergency power; exit lights; fire alarm systems With required incidental 

':;~::::::::~l,Inctions; fire extinguishers; fuel fired heaters; electrical illumination; electrical system required ventilation; toilet facilities; kitchen hot II	 5
.. J ·::~::.:.:::ater supply; water supply; and sewage disposal as they apply to this project. .	 . . 

.... i OEF 11 DB	 Revised October 20D2 FCM 

lJ' 



t.f:1i;'" FILE COpy 
Return completed form as needed to: 

OffIce of Educ:alional Facilities 
325 West Gaines Street, Room 1DS4 
Tallahassee, FIDrida 32399-0400 
(850) 487-1130, SUNCOM 277-113D 
Fax 185DI488-1677 or f850) 488-1442 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
 
Office of Educational Facilities and
 

SMART Schools Clearinghouse
 
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY
 

OEF USE ONLY 

INSTRUCTIONS; Submit. one copy of the completed form for each project over $200,000. 
Reproducp,.this form In sU~Jenf quantity for your use. /'. 

RE: cX¥OO?c L5{)I'U1 l3.A?tJW/J1!4 f../J.V'/Il'0tf School District Community College) 

6'a¢'tfe IiarJcJ-vTd@(J:..!:p-E/Ol1.!WC:L:=--­ School Name Campus) 

~ Descriptio" Df Project 

J'&C ltt/.'OJ'!/- '19-01 OEFIS Number (if applicable) 

"..LVe& 

In accordance with Section 1013.37(2)(c}, Florida Statutes, and upon recommendation of the proJectarchitectJenglneer and the 
certified inspector. as stated below, the subject project is ready for occupancy, 

Date: _Signature: _--::_---:--:---:--:- ---=-_~-----=---:--_
 
Superintendent President Designe~
 

1-' Intended Occupancy Date: --------------- ­

PROJECT ARCHITECTIENGINEER. CERTIFIED INSPECTOR AND CHIEF BUILDING OFACIAL 

Jbr gg,2tJ~ 
ExpiratJofi Date 

(0/1°7 

Expiration DateName (Type Dr Print) • J iJ· _ /:. ./ License # 

Signature: ftJ~ ~~ 
Chief Buildina Official: 7 .. 

·~IJh...L.O ...N.-I?..cW . 
N~me (Type Dr Print) \ I l J)I'-..f'::;:o~_--- License # Expiration Date 
Signature: ~ x.. "~ J 
Contractor: 

JrtLeI UMl1lVCllIJN CgCOz.B5'5'f S€;PT. ,Jo(z:~oti 
License # Expiration Date 

Name (Type or Print) License # Expiration Date 

Safety systems include, but are not limited to: exiting, safety, rescue, fire rating, fire protection, means of egress, master valves, eye 
wash and dousing shower in science labs; emergency disconnectS in shops; fume and dust collection systems; heat and smoke 
detectors, working stage protection inclUding curtain operation, smoke vent,sprinklers, etc.; kitchen hood; fire sprinklers; smoke 

· .. venting; illumination of means of egress; emergency lighting; emergency power; exit Iigh1s; fire alann systems With required incidental
( I

, .' 
- '~.;~~:).:; functions; fire extinguishers; fuel fired heaters; electrical illumination; electrical system required ventilation; toilet facllitles; kitchen hot 

. water supply; water supply; and sewage disposal as they apply to thiS project 

OEF 11DB Revised October 2002 FCM 
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r.o. 
( . 

, .....(' ­

Fl:~KIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCA1~1L ......--V-t#iOi-EF.....,UI-SE-O...,...N-LY----, .F,-=.LJm completed form as needed to:
 
Office of Educational Facilities
 Office ofEducationai Facilities and	 ~ 
325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 SMART Schools Clearinghouse Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
 

350) 487-1130, SunCom 277-1130
 CERTITICATEOFOCCUPANCY' 
".. :;:ax (850) 488·1677 or (850) 488-1442 
~=:::.:::....:'-------------_...... 
INSTRUCTIONS: Submit one copy of the completed form for eachproject over $200,000. Reproduce
 
this form in sufficiCllt quantity for your use. (Section 4.1, SREF, 1997)
 

RE:	 CORAL GLADES HIGH SCHOOL(HIGH SCHOOL JJJ) 3891-22-01 o School District 0 Community College 
2700 SPORTSPLEX DRlVE •. School Name 0 Campus 
CORAL SPRINGS, FL. 33065 Description ofProject HIGH SCHOOL i I	 

OEFIS Number (if applicable) 

/­
I
 
I 

<.. 

I I
 
I
 

1_; 

In accordance with Section 235.26(5)©, Florida Statutes, and upon recommendation of the project architect/engineer and the Uniform 
Building Code Inspector CUBC!), as states below, the subject project is ready for occupancy. 

SigIJature: -'-,. ­ ----, _ Date: _ 

o Superintendent 0 President 0 Designee' 

Intended Occupancy Date: _ 

PROJECT ARCHITECTIENGINEER, CERTIFIED INSPECTOR AND CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL 
I have inspected the subject project and., to the best ofmy knowledge and ability, I have determined that the safety systems are working satisfactory: the facility is in 
compliance with sta1lles, roles and codes affecting the health and safety of its occupants; and that no asbestos-containing materials were specified for use in this 

'building, nor were asbestos containing materials used in the construction of this project. 

Architect or Engineer of Record: 

Zyscovich Inc. 02/28/05 
Name JOSE MURGUIDO Expiration Date 

. '. 

~ Signature: ----+---~?'<:;""""""'_:_:_'~;.--\_ o"--==_____:_--------- ­

Certified Ins 

f.:*l ~~t.i	 I \.~Q.Q'1 

Name (Type or P . License #	 Expiration Date 

Signature: --""~~~ M_an.. ______ _\_a.._\l_v.J,_._t:.. 'TU "\\J.M \_C'\_~~ _:__------­

Chief Building Official: -rex.. Z,.z,'i3	 ~:::O·c'e 

Name(TYPeo~~ ~ License #	 Expiration Date 

Signature: . ~ fx(y= 
Contractor: 

CQC cx;>{/{O 8·3.1' Of, 
Name JAMES B. PIRTLE CONST. CO License # Expiration Date. 

Threshold Inspector (if applicable) 

Name (Type or Print) License #	 Expiration Date 

l;) afety systems include, but are not limited to : exiting, safety, rescue, fire rating, fire protection, means of egress, master valves, eye 
T':$h and dousing showerin science labs; emergency disconnects in shops; fume and dust collection systems; heat and smoke detectors, 

I_I \ )/)rkIDg stage protection including curtain operation, smoke vent, sprinklers, etc.; kitchen hood.; fire sprinklers; smoke venting; 
':<!1mination ofmeans of egress; emergency lighting; emergency power, exit lights; fire alarm systems with required incidental 
functions; fire extinguishers; fuel fired heaters, electrical illumination, electrical system required ventilation, toilet facilities, kitchen hot 

( j water supply, water supply; and sewage disposal as they apply to this project. ,27 
n1='1=' 110B	 Revised October 2002 FCM 
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Return completed form as needed to: 
Office ofEducational Facilities 
325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 
Tallahass'ee, Florida 32399-0400 
(850) 245-0494, SUNCOM 205·0494 
Fax 850 245·9236 or 850 245·9304 

OEF USE ONLYFLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Office of Educational Facilities 

CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 

~~::<::.::: INSTRUCTIONS: Submit one copy' of the completed form for each project over $200,000. 
Reproduce this form in sufficient quantity for your use. 

RE: School Board of Broward County (0 School District 0 Community College) . 

Coral Springs Elementary - 12A Classroom Building (0 School Name [j Campus) 

I: Project # Description of Project 

EFIS Number (if applicable) 

1-] 

.. 

II 

"Safety systems include, b are not limited to: exiting, safety, rescue, fire rating, fire protection, means of egress, master valves, eye 
wash and dousing shower in science labs; emergency disconnects in shops; fume and dust collection systems; heat and smoke 

I 3tectors, working stage protection including curtain operation, smoke vent, sprinklers, etc.; kitchen hood; fire sprinklers; smoke 
:.;,<\~ting; illumination of means ..of egress; emergency lighting; emergency power; exit lights; fire alarm systems with required incidental [

- I ":cr~nctions; fire extinguishers; fuel fired heaters; electrical illumination; electrical system; required ventilation; toilet facilities; kitchen hot 
water supply; water supply; and sewage disposal as they apply to this project. 

I I OEF 1108 Revised January 2005 

LJ ~r 

In accordance with Section 1013.37(2)(c),· Florida Statutes; and upon recommendation of the project architecUengineer and the 
certified inspector, as stated below, the subject project is ready for occupancy. 

Signature: :--_-:-­ ~:-"----- ~--

rJ Superintendent 0 President 0 Designee 

Date: _ 

Intended Occupancy Date: ....:­ _ 

PROJECT ARCHITECT/ENGINEER AND CERTIFIED INSPECTOR 

I have inspected the subject project and, to the best of my knowledge and ability, I have determined that the safety systems" are 
working satisfactorily; the facility is in compliance with statutes, rules and codes affecting thehealth.and safety of its occupants; and 
that no asbestos-containing materials were specified for use in this building, nor to the best of my knowledge were asbestos 
containing materials used in the construction of this project. 
Architect or En ineer of eeord 

Expiration Date: 02.28.07License #0005568 

Certified Inspector: 

Signature: -~--::::f'Iaffi-:-:-:--'---- -------'-----------­
IJ Engineer 

Name (Type or pri1? . 

Signature: ,-f1'1 
License # 

\ \ -0"1 
Expiration Date 

·Contraetor: 

Threshold Inspector 

CGCOOll10 
License # 

AUG 31, 2006 
Expir(3tion Date 

Name (Type or Print) License # Expiration Date 

Name (Type, In!) 

Si nature: 

License # Expiration Date 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIOJ lLECOPl 
Office of Educational Facilities 

f 
~'....•; CERTIFICATE OF FINAL INSPECTION ," 

. 

_.....!1..L79S2..1!.:;-92.i9<:-O~1L- (X School [j College) Code Number 

_~C!!!la==s~sr-"'o~omC!.!.LA~d~d!!!itio""n.!.-'aS!.!.n.!loOdwR~e<!..Jn~ov!..Sa!!!ti~on~sL- -'- Description of Project 

SECTION A: BOARD'S ACCEPTANCE 

TO: Office of Educational Facilities (OEF) 

325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400 
(850) 245-0494, SUNCOM 205-0494 

Fax (850) 245-0494 SIC 205-0494 0((850) 245-9304 SIC 205-9304 

OEF USE ONLY 

INSTRUCTIONS: Submit for OEF files one copy of the completed form for all projects 
with construction costs exceeding $200,000. Mark the appropriate term in each 
parenthesis. Reproduce form· in sufficient quantity for your use. Section 1013.37(2)(c), 
F.S. 

RE: OEF Assigned Project Number 

_-"S""c,-"ho""o",-I""B""oa"'-r"'-d-"'ofw B"'r-"'owa=r-"'d-'=C""o""un.....tv1---"' -:- (X School District 0 Community College) 

Apollo Middle School (X School Name 0 Campus) 

. Upon the recommendation of our Project (0 Architect 0 Engineer) in his certification in Section B below, in accordance with Chapter.1013, F.S., THE 
BOARD ACCEPTED the above referenced project on . 

Name (Type or Print) _~ -:-_--;--__ 

Signature: Date: __________, 20__ 

.(lJ Su erintendent 0 President) 
~ ... 
~/'ECTION B: (C ARCHITEQT 0 ENG NEER CERTIFICATION 
'~:-As PROJECT (X ARCHITE T 0 GINEER), I have inspected this project and, in my considered professional opinion, the work required by the 

contract for this project has e .eompl d in accordance with approved contract documents; Chapter 1013, Florida Statutes, SBE Rules 6-2.001, 
FAC, Chapter 553, FS, and th e. 
Signature:_ . Date: ~ , /2.. e> , 

Firm Name:--'-""""""""-~F<=>"F-""-'-"-"''"''''''''''''''"'-''-''''--------'----------------------'----

Address: __--"2""0::!.47"-"-Vi""sta""'--lP-::a""rk:1uw""a~y'-'. --'W....,e""s"...t...... a e""a!.><ch!.!.- -'-:F:""1o"-':rid""a=--__--J3""3=4:-!-11-'-- _S::-'u""it;"'"e...!.1""00"-- P":'al":""mwB
StreetlP.0. Box Ci State Zi 

SECTION C: 0 Building Official [1 Other (Specify) Certification 

[_I 

1. TYPE OF PROJECT: C New Plant 2. 

. J Addition [j Remodeling 

r-; Renovation U 

3. SOURCE OF FUNDS: 4. 

[j Local eState 5. 

01 Federal iJ 6. 

7. 

I have inspected the project and, in my considered opinion, it is complete and in accordance with applicable statutes, rules, and codes. 

Name (Type or Print) ~S~ .ff~~~ iZ- . 
-,- _ Date:Signature:_--"/i<E1;;;#---'Y4FT+-*"" f'Z-d--dt,_ 

Official [j Certified Ins ector 

SECTION D' FACILITY INFORMATION 

CORRECTED 'SPACE INVENTORY REPORT" (land, bUilding, room) HAS BEEN FILED WITH 

THE OEF: DYes o No o N/A If "No," explain: 

ADJUSTED FINAL CONTRACT AMOUNT:$
 

PROJECT GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE: SQ. FT.
 

COST PER GROSS SQUARE FOOT: $
 

COSTPERSTUDENT STATION: $
 

Page 1 of 2 
OEF 209 Revised June 2005 
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I 

r~:,.:'::::·,~,,-,,:::~ .
 

CERTIFICATE OF .FINAL INSPECTION (CFI) 
_ .. .,.1. 

B. BUILDING CONTRACT DATE: COMPLETION DATE: 

9. CHANGE ORDERS - List of each Change Order and amount 

C:O.No. $ C.O. No.. 

C.O. No. $ C.O. No.. 

C.O.No. $ C.O. NO.. 

C.O. No. $ C.O. No.. 

10. DATE OF OCCUPANCY: 

r ; 11. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

i­

:.:. 

> 

i i 

t.l
 
Ii ,.-:,: 

. 

II 
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FILE COpyFLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
J 

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
 

.. ?':. CERTIFICATE OF FINAL INSPECTION
 
, :;,)iY,:r'-O-:-----E-du-c-a-tio-n-a..,.-'F=a-c"""ir";:'ltie";:'s~(O~E;';"F~)';;:"';;"";;";:"";;~;::"':""--=--=";;="":":"':""::"":-=---'-""-"-""";---""'O""E~F~U=S-=E""-O"':"'"':'""':N":"":L y,....,.-----. 

I, 

( , 

325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054
 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0400
 
(850) 487-1130, SUNCOM 277-1130 
Fax (850) 488-1677 or (850) 488-1442 

INSTRUCTIONS: Submit for OEF files one copy of the completed form for all projects with 
construction costs exceeding $200,000. Mark the appropriate term in each parenthesis. 
Reproduce form in sufficient auantitv for your use. Section 235.26(5)(c), F.S. 

RE:	 3041 - 2521 OEF Assigned Project Number 

SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY	 I School District 0 Community College) 

CORAL PARK ELEMENTARY	 . I School' ,,!ame [1 Campus) 

___---'-	 ----------------- (0 School 0 College) Code Number 

TPM - CLASSROOM ADDITION - PARTIAL ONE STORY BUILDING	 Description of Project 

1- SECTION A: BOARD'S ACCEPTANCE 
Upon the recommendation of our Project Architect 0 Engineer) in his certification in Section B below, in accordance with Chapter 235, F.S., THE 
BOARD ACCEPTED the above referenced project on , _ 

Signature:	 _ Date: 
(0 Su erintendent 0 President 

ARCHITECT 0 ENGINEER CERTIFICATION 
As PROJECT ARCHITECT 0 ENGINEER), I have inspected this project and, in my considered professional opinion, the work required by the 
contractfor this project has been completed in accordance with approved contract documents; Chapter 235, Florida Statutes, SBE Rules 6-2.001, 

! .<:::::::/)AC, and SREF. ~D 'II'J1 
\:~:.:1~~.signature: G~. ~ Date: \0 ­ I~ - ,20rif ­

Firm Name: SYNALOVSKI GUTIERREZ ROMANIK ARCHITECTS, INC. 

Address: 1800 ELLER DRIVE, SUITE 500 FT. LAUDERDALE FLORIDA ·33316 
StreeUP.O. Box Ci State Zi 

SECTION C: (0 UNIFORM BUILDING CODE INSPECTOR 0 OTHER) SPECIFY CERTIFICATION 

statutes, rules, nd 

Signature:_----J;,.......60-......,,.....:--f-~~---------"~----Date: 

As Uniform Building Code Inspector, I have inspected the project and, in my considered opinion, it is complete and in accordance with applicable 

o Other Certified Ins ector 

SECTION D'	 FACILITY INFORMATION
 

TYPE OF PROJECT:
1. 

3.	 

2. CORRECTED "SPACE INVENTORY REPORr (land, building, room) HAS BEEN FILED WITH o New Plant 

o Remodeling 

0 

o State 

0	 

THE OEF: o Yes o No o N/A If "No,1I explain:I Addition 

o Renovation 

-
SOURCE OF FUNDS:, 4. ADJUSTED FINAL CONTRACT AMOUNT:$ 

o Local 5. PROJECT GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE:	 SQ. FT. 

o Federal 6. ' COST PER GROSS SQUARE FOOT:I 
$l 

7. COST PER STUDENT STATION: $	 SQ. FT. 

I(,!tYOEF 20. i; t. f'I0ridi:l.E~.'l~g.l~~.ln~nl of
Revised August 2000 . , ., .. "'.~'~'~ "j';•• ;" '" 

DOE Page 1 of 2 [I 
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'7':'::- - -­
:.:~":' 

I : 

~ CERTIFICATE OF FINAL INSPECTION (CFI) 

a. BUILDING CONTRACT DATE: OCTOBER 15, 2004 COMPLETION DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2004.J... '..... 
;. ~.;'., .'"... :1 
.::::'::;:.:::. 9. CHANGE ORDERS - List of each Change Order and amount: 

C.O.No. $ C.O. No.. $ 

C.O.No. $ C.O. No.. $ 

C.O.No. $ C.O. No.. $ 

C.O.No. $ C.O. No.. $ 

10. Date of Occupancy: 

11. Additional Information: 

,.,.,. 
«(~: ::) 

('-­

t.r 
OEF 209 DOE Page 2 of 2 
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FLOhiDA DEPARTMENT .oF EDUCATk--~a FILE COpyOffice 'Of Educational Facilities· 

\~i!~: Office of Educatio~~~~~i~t~~~~~F)OF FINAL INSPECTION OEF USE ONLY· 
325 West Gaines Street, Room 1054 

.Tallahassee, Florida 323~9-0400 
I·,." ... (850) 245-0494, SUNCOM 205-0494[ I .Fax (850') 245"'0494 SIC 205-0494 or (850) 245-9304 SIC 205-9304 

r .:' •...
 
I ;: . RE: -.:.... ,......,..-----------::-----'------------'-----,OEFAssigned Project"Number
 
\ ' .... 

---,....!Th.!.!e!a.2S:!:i!ch~o:!!:Oo!!..i1 B!2!oO!!ai!J;rd!:!..!:lo:!-fB~r~o~wSiar~d'_:C~o~uC!nty.L._..!.F....!.!·lo:!.!.ii!l:!ds..a (0 School District 0 Community College) 

:..-....lC~o:!!.ra~Iw:S~p!!.!ri!!ingi:l.!sL!E!::.!I~em!.!.J· !l:::e.!.!Jnt~aury_·~_-------------'---'---------·(0 School Name 0 Campl,ls) 

~~~Q~~~~~~/~_---~~~.~'~H~~D~./~------------- ~~~S~~DC~~~C~e*~~';: ~ ..:' , :.... : " 

12A Classroom BUilding	 qescription of Project I~h':~;,: ~ .' :,.,,;,:.: '. .Tota.l.Program Mar:1agement 

I :::··:~k2tibN·~·.. BOARD'S ACCEPTANCE 
.:'-(jpon'the recommendation of our Project (0 Architect 0 Engineer) in his certification in Section B below, in accordance with' Chapter 1013, F.S., THE 
..~0ARP ACCEPTED the above referen~d project on .' .. . . I . 

I . .-. ':Name(T~p~ or prtnt) : 
·t-~~rt: ~~;.:~.A :I~·.: ..:.: .. :. :.: ·t. • . 

Date: ,20__.Signiilture: . 
" ' ... .	 'lDSuDerintenden 0 President) 

.. :s.ECTION S: (0 ARCHITECT o ENGINEER) DE RTIFICATION' 
":;\PROJECT (Til ARCHITECT 0 ENG'NE~ ,,,,",,,,,, tho pro]eO! ,"d, '0 my ro",~,,.d ,,,,""",io,,' opinion, the worl< ,",,"" by tho 

·.· ...:.:ontracl for this proj~'ct has been c~mplete~ c rdance with approved contract documents; Chapter 1013, Florida Statutes, SBE Rules 6-2.001, 
. FAC, Chapter 553, FS,. and the Flonda Buildl 0 e. 
. Signature: William F. Brown Partner X 
. '", 

Brown and Br.own Architects... Fir'mName: 

Date: 05.16.06 
( 

. 

Address: . 7100 SW 99 Ave" Suite 201 
.Street/P.O. Box 

Miami 
City 

Florida 
State 

33173 
Zip· 

. . . . ... 

project's 

S!~6TION C: 0 Building Official 0 Other (Specify) Certificafion
 

I have Inspected ~~e ,in my considered opinion, it is complete and.in accordance with applicable statute:s, rules, and codes.
 

o t'-~().~ 
Name (Type or pri~~:A!~~~~~~-~:....:~.::.:~::-----­

Date: . _~\!....\ \_-_e_~ _
Signature:.....;.__~~~~:z~~=::_:_:_::_::~:_:_:_--:------­


Official rJ'Certified Ins ector
 

I ' 
2;	 CORRECTED ;'SPACE INVENTORY REPQRT' (land, b~i1ding, room) HAS BEEN FILED WITH 

THE OEF: DYes [] No o N/A If "No," explain: 

4.	 ADJUSTED FINAL CONTRACT AMOUNT:$ 

5.	 PROJECT GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE: SQ. FT. 

6.	 COST PER GROSS SQUARE FOOT: 
.J 

$ 

7. COST PER STUDENT STATION: $ 

[I 
.Page 1 of 2 7S 

OEF 209 Revised June 2005 

SECTION D' FACILITY INFORMATION.. 

1. TYPE OF PROJECT: o New Plant 

[I Addition o Remodeling 

rJ Renovation o Prototype 

3. SOURCE OF FUNDS: 

; I Local o State 

U Federal 0 

:.:.:.­

I 

l i 



e.;:,.
 
r ; 
! I 
! ~i ~C=ER:....:..T:....:.I:.....:FI~C.:....:AT..:....:E::::..__=O:..:..F__.:....:FI~N.:....:A=,.L....:.:IN:..:..:S::..:.P-=E=-=C....:...T:.:::IO:..:..N=-~(C:..:...F..:.LI) ---:.-.-"--_--, 

I I~;::~".. BUILDING CONTRACT DATE: COMPLETION DATE: .,___---'--..:......,.......;.-~-.,___-
, 4~[E:;j-·--------------=-------:.-~--------.,..--.-..""-".....---~......j 

9. CHANGE ORDERS - List of each Change Order and amount: 

C.O. No. $ _ C.O. No.. $ ~~...__-_-

, 
I 
i 
I 

".. , 

C.O.No. $"__-,- _ C.O. No.. ----:., $ _._---.,.---~_----..,; 

C.O. No. $ ,.-'-__-,-----: _ C.O. No. . $-,- _ 

C.O.No. $ __'-- _ c.o. No.. " $ .......;. _ 

10. DATE OF OCCUPANCY: --:- _ 

11. ADDITIONAL INFORMATiON: 

' 

/~ 
", ,.­

I I 

t ; 

[.!
 
I ._ . 

[. iiZ]; 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Office ofInspector General 

U.S; Department ofHomelamJ Security 
Eastern Region 
Office ofEmergency Management Oversight 
10 Tenth Street, Suite 750 . 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

·Homeland 
Security 

October 19, 2010 

Major P. (Phil) May, Regional Administrator 
FEMA Region IV 

C~Dta\'i~R~i~~·:~:O~f:fiirec.t~ @~j£J~Eas em eglOnl:lJ. ce	 ~ l 
Broward County School Board District 
Public Assistance Identification Number: 011-107CO-00 
FEMADisasterNos. 1602 and 1609:"DR-FL 
Report Number DA-II-03 

We performed an audit ofpublic as~lstance funds awarded to the Broward County School Board 
District (SclJ.ool Board), in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. the audit objective was to determine whether 

I I	 

the School Board accounted for and expended Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
 
funds according to federal regulations and FEMA guidelines. .
 

As' ofOctober 9, 2009, the School Board had received public assistance grant awards totaling $60.8 
million from the Florida Department ofCommunity Mfairs (DCA), a FEMA grantee, for damages 
related to Hurricanes Katrina and Wilma. The awards provided 100% FEMA funding for debris 
removal activities, emergency protective measures, permanent.repairs to facilities, and other disaster­
related ~ctivities. The specifics for each disaster are presented in the table below. 

I 1 

I 

We limited our review to $15.7 millio~ awarded under th.e two disasters. This consisted of$1.3 
million under 4 projects for emergency work related to Hurricane Katrina and $14.4 million under 28 . 
projects for emergency and permanent repair work related to Hurricane Wilma (see Exhibit). 

1 Federal regulations in effect at the time ofHurricanes Katrina and Wilma set the large proje~t threshold at $55,500 and 
$57,500, respectively. . 





r I 
I : 

The School Board did not comply with federal procurement requirements when awarding a 
contract totaling $997,833 for roofrepairs to portable classrooms damaged during Hurricane 
Wilma. The School Board selectedthe contractor using state and local emergency contracting 
procedures and agreed to pay the contractor a rate of$12.39 per square foot without performing a 
cost analysis to determine the reasonableness of the proposed contract price. 

I. , 

FEMA performed a cost analysis to determine the reasonableness of the contract rate of $12.39 
per square foot by reviewing rates the School Board paid other contractors to perform similar 
work. Based on this analysis, FEMA authorized the roofrepairs on the project worksheets at 
$11.40 per square foot. However, the School Board's claim under the projects was based on unit 
price rates that ranged from $14.30 to $18.42, which were in excess oftheFEMA authorized rate. 
Therefore, we question $195,419 of costs claimed under the projects as excessive. The affected 
projects and related questioned costs are identified in the table below. 

8490 
8530 
8434 
8468 
8285 
8425 
8281 
8417 
8456 

i 2687 
I ' 

$28,166 
$1,788 

$72,960 
$22,224 
$20,520 
$17,920 
$36480 
$6,745 
$7,426 

$100,892 

$67,292 
$35,364 

$112,874 
$34,444 
$25,648 
$52,522 
$56,733 
$16,456 
$8,310 

$113,250 

$39,125 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$5,128 
$0 

$9,052 
$0 

$885 
$12,358 

8339 
8337 
8387 
8333 
8340 
8360 
8444 
8274 
8396 
8335 

$10,075 
$34,566 
$39,593 
$48,370 
$25,056 
$82,080 
$27,360 
$2,370 

$36,480 
$20,730 

$33,975 
$33,975 
$56,625 
$56,625 
$90,600 
$91,468 
$23,376 
$11,996 
$45,300. 
$31,000 

$15,735 
$0 

$1,905 
$8,255 

$65,544 
$9,387 

$0 
$8,955 
$8,820 

$10,270 

C. Supporting Documentation. The School Board received $14,672,709 ofFEMA funds under 
several projects for debris removal and emergency protective measures based on estimated 

, , project costs. However, we could not validate the eligibility of the $14.7 million because the 
School Board did not provide source documentation such as cancelled checks, paid bills, payroll, 

r time and attendance records, contracts and subcontracts award documents, etc. to support the 
I 

! costs. Office ofManagement and Budget Circular A-87 (Cost Principlesfor State, Local and 
Indian Tribal Governments), Attachment A, Paragraph C.1, requires that costs be adequately 

I I 'documented to be allowable under a federal award. 

I I 

School Board officials said they had difficulties gathering the source documents from their 
various departments. During the course of our audit, they requested assistance from the 

l i departments and their technical assistance contractor to obtain the documentation. However, at 
the conclusion ofour fieldwork the documentation had not been provided for our review. 

lJ 
Therefore, we question the $14.7 million ofunsupported project costs as shown in the table 
below.' . 

lJ 
3
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1095 Katrina $ 144,273 $ 144,273 $ 144,273 
1096 Katrina 755,199 755,199 755,199 
6235 Wilma 1,924,305 1,924,305 1,924,305 
6236 Wilma 2,476,400 2,476,400 2,476,400 

r I 6964 Wilma 5,750,029 5,750,029 5,750,029
I 6970 Wilma 1,262,259 1,262,259 1,262,259 

6974 Wilma 326,315 326,315 326,315 
7080 Wilma 1,518289 1,518,289 1,518,289 
7085 Wilma 83,48783,487 83,487 
8296 Wilma 432,153 432,153 432,153 

l:IITr)~tll1J.~~ij;j ~1~1:!~~if!!fw,~}~¥ril~~~~ rlra;'~1¥4~i(jJj~'i@W~~ f~fcfifi~~I~~2~7k],~J.~ ~~jj\;l!gj,'lili1}~~~1'0~~NN· t!.~{H.,,: •..u.,~.~_-a.*~ ~*.l;2:,.A~.~Hi~l,b~~Si .... ~&.. :,.. ;~ ,\'O~ .I._.I':::':,'~ .. ~_,'. _'I'~"':_..... ;ll~ L':: .i:P......:',l.;'"Abi:.• ,'._H. .!••.:..~-t .,..ti~"tFm:"_':"I'.J';"' .• ~. ;U;;o'iI.) ,~~,._~.,.1 

I 
D. Project Charges. Office ofManagement and Budget Circular A-87 (Cost Principles/or State, 

(-:	 Local,·andlndian Tribal Governments), AttachmentA, Paragraph C.l.a, states that.costs under 
federal awards must be both necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient perfonnance and 
administration of an award. The School Board claimed $68,783 to remove and repair 

[ ,	 portable classroom roofs that had been previously improperly insta,1led by a contractor. Because 
the School Board did'not properly monitor and inspect the roofrepaits made by the original 
contractor and did not obtain a warranty for such work, the School Board had to hire ' 

I ' another contractor to remove and repair the improperly installed roofs. We question the 
I, 

$68,783 ofunnecessary project charges as indentified in the table below: 

I I 

l 

E. Labor Charges. Under Project 1013 (Hurricane Katrina), the School Board claimed $50,600 for 
overtime labor of facilities department employees based on employee timesheets. However, the 
hours on the timesheets did not agree with the School Board's official payroll registers. 
Therefore, we question the $50,600. 

u 
u 
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F.	 Project Flinding. Under Project 1014 (Hurricane Katrina), the School Board claimed $259,931 
for clearing and moving debris to the edge of the right-of-way to facilit~teschool inspector crews 
in detennining the safety ofreopening school facilities. A FEMA document dated April 27, 
2010, recommended that the School Board be reimbursed $261,994 for such activity based on a 
project close-out review. However, the School Board had documentation to support only 
$259,931, or $2,603 less than the amount FEMA reimbursed. Therefore, we question the $2;603 
ofexcess funding. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Regional Administrator, FEMA Region IV, in coordination with the DCA; 

I Recommendation #1. Instruct the School Board to s~parately account for project costs on a 
I
I

I project-by project basis and to maintain supporting documentations that facilitates the tracing 
ofproject expenditures in its accounting system, as required by federal regulation'(Finding 
A). ' 

Recommendation #2. 'Inform the School Board that it must comply with federal regulations 
and FEMA guidelines when procuring goods and services under FEMA awards (Finding B). 

Recommendation #3. Disallow $195,419 of excessive contract charges for roof repairs 
(Finding B). 

Recommendation #4. Disallow $14,672,709 ofunsupported project funding and instruct the 
School Board to maintain adequate source documentation for all charges under FEMA 
awards. The questioned costs could be reduced if the School Board can provide adequate 
source documentation to the StatelFEMA closeout team to support eligible activities funded 
under the projects. (Finding C) , ' , 

Recommendation #5. Disallow $68,783 ofunnecessary project charges (Finding D). 

Recommendation #6. Disallow $50,600 of excess labor charges (Finding E). 

Recommendation #7. Disallow the $2,603 of excess project funding (Finding F). 

! 

U
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r '	 DISCUSSION WITH MANAGEMENT AND AUDIT FOLLOW UP 
I 

I 
We discussed the audit results with School Board, FEMA, and DCA officials during our audit. We 
provided written summaries ofour findings and recommendations in advance to these officials and 
discussed them at an exit conference held on July 13,2010. School Board officials agreed with our 
[mdings. They said that they are working with their various departments and technical assistance 
contractor to obtain the documentation needed to resolve the [mdings. Their comments, Where 
appropriate, have been incorporated into the body of this report. I 
Please advise me by December 20,2010, of actions taken or planned to implement the 

!
 recommendations contained in this report, including target completion dates for any planned actions.
 
Should you have any questions concerning this report, please contact me at (404) 832-6702, or Felipe 

. Pubillones, Audit Manager, at (404) 832-6705. Key contributors to this assignment were Felipe 
Pubillones, Oscar Andino, and Carlos Aviles. 

cc:	 Mary Lynne Miller, Deputy Regional Administrator
 
Jesse Munoz, Director Recovery
 
Valerie Rhoads, Branch ChiefofPA
 
Denise Harris, Regional Audit Coordination
 
Robert Ives, FL Recovery Office Director,
 
Hope Ayers, TRO Coordinator
 
Audit Liaison, FEMA
 

, i 
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r Exhibit 
I 
I 

,Broward County School Board District, Florida
 
FEMADisasterNo. 1602 and l609-DR-FL
 

Schedule Of Amount Awarded, Claimed, and Questioned
 
August 24, 2005 to September 15,2009
 

Hurricane Katrina-DisasterNo. 1602 

1013 $ 127,179 $ 172,689 $ 50,600' 
1014 261 994 261,994 2,603 
1095 144,273 0 144,273 
1096 755,199 0 755,199 

Hurricane Wilma - Disaster No 1609 

(­

[ 

2687 $ 100,892 $ 1i3,250 $ 12.358 
6235 1,924,305 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11,996 
56,733 
25,648 

0 
56,625 
31,000 
33,975 
33,975 
90,600 
.91,468 
56,625 
45,300 
16,456 
52,522 

112,874 
23,376 

8,310 
34,444 
67,292 
35364 

1,924,305 
2,476,400 
5,750,029 
1,262259 

326,315 
1,518,289 

83,487 
9,626 

20252 
5,128 

432,153 
8,255 

10,270 
0 

15,735 
65,544 
9.387 
1,905 
8,820 

0 
7,222 

49,690 
0 

885 
0 

39,125 
0 

6236 2,476,400 
6964 5750,029 
6970 1262,259 
6974 326,315 

1,518,2897080 
7085 83,487 

2;370 
36,480 
20,520 

432.153 
48,370 
20,730 
34,566 
10,075 
25,056 
82,080 
39,593 
36,480 
6,745 

17,920 
72,960 
27,360 
7,426 

22,224 
28,166 

1,788 

8274 
8281 
8285 
8296 
8333 
8335 
8337 
8339 
8340 
8360' 
8387 
8396 
8417 
8425 
8434 
8444 
8456 
8468 
8490 
8530 

~... ,s.,~'" 
WG'!$:Jjj f:~m~M%j~{~t.i~~~)Y}:~~~'" ~ii: 
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2010-08-05. 14:03 » P 3/15 

AGENDA REQUEST FORM 
The School Board of 8roward County, Florida 

5:30o.m. meelimL 
McelinllDau Aged3 1'811 NlIl\\ber 

8-2-06 o peR Agenda Time Certa.in Request I 
~Yes _No _Yes -X.. _ No 

~. 

TrtLt: I 

District Educational Facilities Plan For the Five Years Endin~ June 30~ 2011 
R£QUI!:STED ACTION: I 

Adopt the Distiict Educational Facilities Plan for the Five Years Ending June 30, 2011, which includes the 
purchase ofa District Facility for administrative purposes. 

By approving this Five-Year Plan, the School Board hereby amends any parts or provisions ofthe 2001-06 
State Educational Plan Survey to be consistent with this facilities plan. 

SUMMARY EXPLANATION AND BACKGROUND: I 

The School Board approved the Tentative District Educational Facilities Plan on June 7, 2006. The 
purpose ofthe District Educational Flicilities Plan is to keep the School Board and the public fully 
infonned ofthe District's capital outlay program. The District Educational Facilities Plan shall be a 
complete~ balanced capital. outlay financial plan for the Distric~ and shall set forth proposed commitments 
and planned expenditures ofthe District. It shall address the educational facilities needs ofstudents and 
adequately provide for the maintenance ofthe educational plant and anemat)' facilities. 

scaoor.. BOARD GOALS: r 
_eGoalOne: All smdenrs will achieve at their highest POtfllltla1. 
_eGoalTwo: All schools will have equitable resources. 
:!..(3oal Thre~ All operations ofthe SChool system will demonstrate beSI practices while supporting student achievement. 
_-Goal Fout: Allstalc:eholdetS work together to build a better school system. . 

FI1'IAIIICW,IMPAcr: I 

!be first year ofthe District Educational Facilities Plan will be incorporated into the annual budget 
appr~va1 process. 

EXI"BITS: (List) I 
I) District Educational Facilities Plan for Fiv~ Years Ending June 30, 2011, for Fiscal

...)

Years 2006-07 to 
2010-11 

.BOARD ACT'ON: SOURCE ~~ONAL JNFORMAT1ON:
 
Adopted as amended.
 Omar Shi ./J.". ~754} 321-0763 

I(For Official School Board Records' office OnlY) Name AP'fJ«.1h Phone 
-v 

Tllt SCHOOL BOARD F BROWARD COUNTY, Fl.ORlDA 

,I. BENJAMIN LEONG, C 
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI 

Approved in Open Board M t' 'AUG 22006 

u
 
u
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August 2.2006,5:30 p.m. ­ Public Heanng- District Educational Facilities Plan­
Amendment to Item No.1- District Educational Facilities Plan for Five Years Ending 
June 3D. 2011 

High Schools - Page 111. Northeast HiW School 
Motion was made by Ms. Dinnen; seconded by Mrs. Bartleman. to amend to move 
Demolish Building I and replace with a new administration building and classrooms 
($12,000,000) from 2009.-2010 to 2006-2007. 

I 

[_: 

Official School Board Records 
8/3/06 
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~SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 
600 SOUTHEASTTIll.ltD AVENUE· FORT LAU'DiRDAl.E. MRJDA 33~OI·312S •m 754-3.21-2600 •FAX 754-321·2701 

""~Il~ ..... rt 

DR. FRANK TlLL	 SQlOOL B04RD 
Sup6riFllitndcntofSdtoob 

C/IDIr BEWAMIN I. WILLIAMS 
1'/«0 Chnfr	 tI~y .... GALl.AGHEk 

CAl\OLll I.. ANDREWS 
l\OIlIN tlAR'lUMAN 
DAA/.A LCAR.TI!R 
tMUR!EN S. DINNEN ' August 31,2006	 SIEPIWllEARMA KRAft, ESQ. 
ROBERT J). PARKS. U,O. 
MAltTl/ R1JBlNS'l'ElN 

Spessard l3oatright, Director 
Office ofEducationafFacilities 
FLOlUDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
325 W. Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, PL 32399-0400 

1-	 Dear Mr. Boatright: 

I am. hereby requesting the extell5ion of :Broward County Public Schools 2Q01·2006 State 
Educational Plant Survey be aranted from October 2006 to February 2007. The purpose of 
this request is to provide the School Board additional time to discuss the CUJ"Te:nt decreasing 
mrrollment 1rend and its long term impact to the district's building program. 

Attached for your information is the signed bOlU'd item approved by the School :Board on 
August 2, 2006. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request and all the assistance you have provided my 
staff.· 
, ~ca_Till 
SuperlDtendcmt of Sc;hools 

FrIMGfr)G:dbk 
Attachment 
c:appltmdDC. '#317 

ce 1. B=:ljamin Leong, ChiefFlmlncial Officer 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent 

Facilities Ccmstructi011 &: Management 
Tom Coates, Executive Director 

Facility Managem=:lt. Planning &'Site Acquisition 

Tra/llff<lrmlng Educ:ntil,1Jl: One Stutlent CIt A Time ... _ 
Brol','Qrd County Public SehIJU/S/3 An EquQI OpjWl1/1n/ly/EquQI Aocess Emplnyer 

,I 
! 

u 

l 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONr 

STAT; BDAJU)Oll tDvCA'I'ION 

F. PJIll.IPH.\NDy, CIi_ 

'1". WILLAllII J1N1l, """ o..rllllDl/ 
MIlfJlbtrI 

DoNllll.G. CALLAWAY 

JlOl'DlTO lIlMTifta 

PllOI2\lRAlURsCft 

KATIILEIN flIIAr(N\AN 

LINDA IC. TAYLOIl 

September 18, 2006 

Dr. Franklin L. Till Jr., Superintendent
 
Broward County School District
 
600 Southeast Third Avenue
 
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301-3125
 

Dear Dr. Till: 
....,. ,'0 ._ ,'_ ' .•••••• ',' 

Your request for a six month extension"on your S-Year Educational Plant Survey dated. August 
31,2006. has been granted. Your new due date is now. February 28, 2007. 

We, are looking forward to visiting the Broward County School District on, Oet0¥r 16 - 20, 
2006, to complete an on-site Florida Inventory of SchoolHouses (FISH) v~tion., Thank you 
for your cooperation. 

~~ ,.... f: 

.Alex L. Carswell 
. =­::=>~:':~ C)"" ­:::;tAdministrator, 'Educational Facilities Planning ~.': .. ",
".. " ~rr.-':,. J ._~ ...... -:=....., ',)ALC:he -,... 

N ?! rr··.::::~.. 
..-!~,. 
~ 

~ ::~<
Cc: Michael Garretson -<.J ::.;: 

'P.ro.·~... J7
Sp~ard Boatright :-...-.: ~ .:: ;\:-
DwfghtHyle ,-' 

0'"~.:.,~-~* 

IJ SPESSAm BOATRlOHT 
.Ol~CTOR, omCilOP BoocA'nONAt.FACILl'I1IlS 

[I 325 W. GAlNES Srmt •S\Jin 1054·TAl.LAHAsm, FL3239~-o400 •(8S0) 24S-0494· wwwJJdo~.!!};! 

[I 
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AGENDA REQUEST FORM 
THE SCHOOl. '8OAll.O OF 8ROWARD COUNT'\', FLOlUOA 

Meellns c.t. 

1/16/2007 Open 
YeS 

Agenda 
x' No ' 

ITim e Cethin Requeu 
Yes· X No 

AgenQ lll:m lIlD,lIIbct 

J-17 

TrrLIlI I 

State Educational Plant Survey 2001- 2007 
R6QUE$TBD AarON: I 

Approve the re-adoption of the existing State Educational Plant SUI'"Vey 2001 - 2007 to extend the 
validation period through October, 2007. 

SUMMAR.\' IlXPLANATlON' ANO 8ACKGROUllltll I 
Section 1031.31 of Florida Statutes requires that every five years districts must conduct a plant sunrey to 
aid in formulating plam for hOUSing the educational program, smdent population, andac1ministrative 
staff of the district. The district's current S'i.u'v~y is active through February of 2007. Pending Board 
approval, a request for an. extension will be made to the Department of Education (DOE). Staff has 
discussed the feasibility of such an extension with DOE and has teceived a positive indication that an 
extension would be a reasonable request. A DOE approved extension would allow the district to continue 
to operate under the current State Plant Survey through October, 2007, 

. An exteilsion is being req,uet;;ted so that the diStrict's new State Educational Plant Survey 2007 - 2012 will 
be in aIign:cnent with the upcoming District Educational Facilities Plan 2007-2008 to 2011-2012 that 1:legins 
development inJanuary, 2007. Most of the assumptions used to develop the State Plant Survey are used to 
develop the district's Educational Facility J?lan. The State Plant Survey sets the district's space standards 
and justifies the needs while the Facility Plan priotitizet;; the needs and commits clallam to fund capital 
projects. The two planning.processes support each other. 

This extension. will per.atit the five-year plant survey and district facilities planning processes be 
conducted simultaneously, This will allow that the district's major facility planning issues of meeting 
class size reduction goals, growth management, and decliNng enrollment be addressed concurrently and 
not in isolation. 
SCHOOL llOARJ) GOALS: I
 
_-Goal Ot\e: All students will achieve at their highest potential.
 
X .Goal Two: AIl5Chool$ will have eqUitable resources. .
 
_ .GoalThree: All operlltions of the $Chool system will d.emo~trate best practices while ~pporting
 

student ac:hievemeI'\t. 
·GoalFour: Allslakeholders will work ~ther to build a better school SYstem. . 

l1lNANCIAL IMPACT; I 
There is no financial impact to the District 
EX'lflBITs< !LIt1) '.I

APPROVED ISOlJKCltOP AD01TIONAt.INfQl!MATVON, 
ThOtna$Cetz 7S4-321-836S 

(FotOfllclalSc:hoollloo,rdllc<onl!l'Ol!lceOnly) I Name ThOQla$ Coates Phone 754-321-8351 

1l000D ACtiON: 

TIlE SCHOOL BOARD Of BROWARD COUNTY1 FL~OAI 11/JL­(' 
~!:provedin Open Board Meeting JAN 1 6 ~ ~ 

By: ---=~--O."...:tj-=t1.:....::::.~==.:;;;..;;..:.*L--.;...-~SchOOlBoardChair 
Revised My 31,2003
 
JFN
 



~~_._--_._.~-----_. 

RECEIVED 08/05/2010 13:44 

2010-08-05 14:03 » P 6/15 

1 THE SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 
600 SOUTHEAST THI RD AVENUE - FOR,. LAUOERDALe. FLOIUOA 3330\·3125 • TEL 754·32i -2500 - FAX 7S4-n1-2701 

............
 
JAMES F. NO'ITER SCHOOL BOARD 
lnlerim $uperinte"delll qfSchools 

.. 

! 
.J 

JanueJj' 29, 2007 

Spessard Boatright, Director 
Office of Educational Facilities 
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCAnON 
325 W. Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, PL 32399-0400 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

I am hereby requesting the extension of Broward County Public Schools 2001-2006 State 
Educational Plant Survey be granted from February 2007 to October 2007. The purpose 
of this request is to provide the School Board additional time to ensure the timing of the 
plant survey is in alignment with the constroction of the district's new concurrency level 
of service, 2010 Class Size Reduction goals, and the development of the new educational 
facilities plan. 

Attached for your information is the signed board item approved by the School Board on 
lanuary 16,2007. 

Thank you for yOUf consideration of this request and all the assistance you have provided 
my staff. 

JFNIMOtrJG:dhk 

/HI.IJfJA~~ 
es F. Notter 

erim Superintendent of Schools 

Attachment 
«Ippkmd«:, #3;19 

cc 1. Benjamin Leong, ChiefFinancialOfficer 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent 

Facilities Cons1ruction &. Management 
Tom Coates, Executive Director 

Faoility Management, PlaMing &. Site Acquisition 

I]
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

SfATE aOAJUlOF EDI:~nON 

T. WILL...1l0I'AI1l.C1l...... 

#tnJlw! 

DOl'fj'(A 0. C"~'YAY
 

DR. ,u(!lIlAY DIiSAI ,
 

~08BRTO ~roYlTlNro:z 

PIIOUS RAllLtRSON 

"'~THUE." $1I~'lAK""'"
 

LINDA I(. TA'iLO~
 

1- February 7, 2007 

Mr. James F. Notter, Interim Supenntendent 
Btoward County Scbool District 

. 600 S.E. Third Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301 

Dear Superintendent Notter: 
I.,i 

JOllnL. ~inn
 

C:ommi$5loner~r J;;duoarlon
 

1M"Just Il.ead, 
~rldAl 

Your request for an extension on the due date for your SYear Educational Plant Survey has been 
granted. Your new due dale will be October 1,2007. We visited your district in October, 2006 to 
'Validate your FfSH inventory and found your district to be in compliance. Thank you for your 
continued efforts. 

Alex L. Carswell 

ALC:he 

I 

I 

cc: Spessard Boatright, Director· 
Dwight Hyle, Educational Program Director 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent 

l! 
.4.Ul(!..C...P.SIVSLL 

ADMINISTRATOR, OFFiCE OF EOUC!SIONAL F,~CILITIES PlJ,~'NING 

.,~.; u: n "111~~ C;TRFIIT' StilT~ 1054' T...LLAH"SSEE, fL32399-0400 ' (SSO) 2-13·9239' www.f1dgc.org .
• t\"""~ , 
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AGENDA REQUEST FORM 
THE ScaOOL BOARD OfBR.OWA.lU> COVN'IY, n,ORIDA 

Mtetll!8l)aHo 

7/24107 OJlll1\ Agenda 
Yes X No 

A8eW IItm Numb!\' 

ITi 11\ e C~rUin Requellt J·11 
Yes _No 

TtrU: I 
Educational Plant Survey Req'Uest for Exception 

REQIJmt.D ACTION: I 
Approve the Requc$t For Exception to Department ofEducation COHORT Five-Year :Projection.( , 

SUMMARY I!XPLANAnON AND BACKGROUND! I 
Section 1013.31, Florida Statutes tequiteS fNery district to submit an educational plant survey at least once every 
five yeaI8. The purpose ofthe survey is to aid in fonnulating.plans for housing the educational program and.$tUdent 
population an4 all ancillary services of the district. The district's current survey is valid through the end ofOctober 
2007. Sectionl013.31,(1}(b)2 requires that public schools prepare the Educational Plant Survey \ISing the 
l)epartment of Education's COHORT Fivo-Year Capital Outlay Full Time Equivalent (COFTE) Projection. The 
recently released COFTE projections are considerably lower than the district's .,rojections. COFrE projections 

. show a student popUJ.ation of208,560 ve1'SUS the district's projection of235,369. The difference of26,7l)9 translates 
into less student seats the district can build using state dollars. The current Tentative Educational Facilities Plan, 
Broward County' Public SChool Element, and the Concurrency Interlocal Agreement are all developed using the 
district's five-year projections. 

Section 1013.32, Florida Statutes provides an exception ifthe school board considers that it will be advantageous to 
the welfare of the educational sysretn. The request is made to the Commissioner of Education &md requires approval 
ft'om the School Board and the .arowal'd CountY Growth Planning Office. 
Ifapproved by the Commissioner ofEducation the locally detennined projected COFl'E numbers ofstudents for the 
Ivear 2011- 2012 will be used to develoll the district's Educational Plant Survey 2007-08 through 2011·12. . 
3c:HOOL BOARD COALS: I
 
_·Cold One: AU studentS will achieve al their highest potential.
 
~'Coal Two: AJI5dIoo1s will have equitable resources.
 
_-Goa11hree: All operationsof the school system will deu'lonstrate bestpractices while suppomng studentachievement.
 

-Goal Four: All litakeholdilrs will work tol!ether to build a better school S1lslem. 
f1NANaALIMfACl': I 
There is no financial impact to the district; therefore this item does not require a collaboration form from the Capital 
Bud- e. 
EKHlBltS. /Uttl I 
1. Broward County Offil:e of Urban PlillU\ing and Redevelopment Letter 

a. PubUc School Reque$t for Exception to OOE COHORT FIve-Year Projec:tion Form 
b. BrOWill'd COlmty Offic:e of Urban Planning and Redevelopment Forecasting Model 

2. Sdwol Sol1rd of Broward County leltilr from Sc:hool Boundolries 
a, 6<:hoo1 Boarct of Broward Countv~ Proiection MethoclololtV J 

SOUltCll Of ADOmONAL 
;. 

IIOAKDACOON, .--­ Tom Getz, Director I~ ~ 
Capital Planning and (7S4) 321-8365 
Nan1!! PhoneI fITnp Official SchoolBoard Recol'ds' 018<e OnlY) 

THBSCHOOL,BOARDOFBROWARDCOUN1Y, FLORID~~' po 

MICHAEL GARRETSON, DBPUTY SUPSRINTENOENT 
PACILmBS ANDCONSTRUcnON MANAGEMBNT DIVISION 

'Approved In Open Board Meetlngon: ...{lIoRLLII_2...:4:&..ol.Z.l.l:OOw7'--__~ _ 

School Board ChairBy: 
Revised Ncwember28.:lOO6 
/FN/MG/fG:Il.kirby 

l 

/.7 
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Ms. Jeanine Blomberg 
Commissioner ofEducation 
FL DepartmentofEducaUon' 
325 W. Gaines Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Dear Commissioner Blomberg: 
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Per Section 1013.32. Florida Statutes, The School Board of Broward County hereby requests an 
, exception to the Departt.llent of Education COHORT five year projected Capital Outlay Full Time 
Equivalent (COFrE) dated June IS, 2007. The district is asking approval to use locaJly determined 
projected COFTB numbers ofstudents for the fifth out-year (2011 - 2012) to be used in determining 
capital outlay ,need in the required Five-Year EduoationaIPlant Survey. The school district's 
Educational Plant SUIVey is up for renewal by the end ofOctober 2007. 

The district school board staffhas analyzed the DOE COHORT projections, reviewed them with the 
Broward County Urban Planning and Redevelopment Department~ and both the distrlct and county 
staffs agree the Department ofEdueation COHOR,T five year projections are low. The DOB 
COHORT projection for year 2011 - 2012 is 208,660 whereas the local projection is 235,369. The 
fonowing table provides a breakdown ofthosetotal!l. ' 

I I'rcoK K ~ a 4 li Ii 7 I , 10 11 12 Total 

. I DOE COHORT 2.l16 17"57 d,lD1 '1,167 1f,4,1 1$,OU 14m 1$.0&1 '15,0%1 1s.4f4 '7.'1' lI,5I5 1"716 13,51& 1O~. 

rLocal COFfEl' un 17$1 1"''' 17,"0 ",630 "0185, 17;110 ,18,3'5 110m lB,1'n 10,192 17,52$ 17,2$1 u.s.. 2,l,<,m 
"Local\)' projl'dQd COF'l'EIllIDlbm t!lat m SIIpp(II'led by tbaCOWl~ planned, 

The DOE projections imply a significant deCJ:easein the county's population. This is inconsistent 
with Broward County's Planning Services' projection and those of the University of Florida's 
Bureau of'Business and Economic Research. 

The district's locally' determined projections have provided the ,foundation for our growth 
management plan that we are developing with the county and municipalities and are nearing 
completion. OVer the pm year and half the school district has been working very closely with the 
planning staffs of the county and the municipalities to revise the Gl'owth Management Jnterlocal 
Agreemen~ establish 8 level of Sel'Vice, and develop a financially feasible Educational Facilities 
Plan. In additio~ the school district has worked very closely with Broward County planning staff to 
develop a publio school element that is currently being reviewed by the Department of Community 
Affairs. The distriCt's revised. interlocal agreement has satisfactorily gone through its first review 
with DCA. With only seven months left before ilie district must implement school concurrency; I 
am asking your help to allow us to utilize the projections used to develop the public school element, 
interlocal agreexnentand Educational Facilities Plan. ' 
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Ii Provided for your infonnation is a letter from Ms. Cynthia S. Chambers, Director Urban Planning 
and Redevelopment Department, Broward County supporting the school district's projections and a 
copy of the county's population forecast model that indicates that school-age popUlation will 

r	 continue to grow through 2030. Also attached is a description of the district's student enrollment 
projection methodology and a letter from Ms. Jill Young, Director of School Boundaries explaining 
the methodology. 

I Should you require atIy additional infofmation please contact me. Thank you very much for taking 
the time to address our request. 
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I~ 

JFN/MJG/TJC/T]G:dhk 
Atlaclunenis 

cc	 Michael Gmetson, Deputy Superintendent
 
Facility Construction & Management
 

, Dr. Katherine Blasik, Associate Superintendent
I ' Research, Evaluation, Assessment &. Boundaries 
I 

Tom Coates, ExecutiveDirector 
PacilityManagement, Plam'ling &. Site Acquisition 

atl'p1R"do~ #357 
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REQtlmEIIACTIONI I 
,~v:e thexe-a~Ftion of the ~state Edueatio'l.'lai Plant S1mrey 2Qoi ~~ to ~d the 
vali\iatiOn ~Qd tl;rQpgp-(Jctobeli 200S, 

,~mtr>WVi-JP!I'~~ua:;~NDJ J 

Section 1o;n,3:1'\1f ~St4.~~~t ~ver:y five years p'w~ ,must ~l,Wt ~ pl:al;d: 
SU!Vef. ~ aid i,ufOl'D:tU1aWgplwfer llQusingj:be educational pregram.. ~tM@~~QP; ~ 
~trativ~ $£f Of th.e;~trict. ~distrh;rs iJ!,u'rent S'lIrii'ey is ~~e ~agh October of 2007. 
pemruig Beata apprQvaL a±~:i1eSt fpr an exteItSiGn will be made to the Depanment of Education. 
(POE). A DOE approved ~ 'OITould allow the distrlct: to CI':1i'l.tinue to ~petate 'tUlder the 
euti.'e.Ilt5tate Edu~1ion'al PlantSUrVey t1wu~ Oetober, 2008. ' 

.hns elde.nsipn ~i11_F-QYid~ ,the:~ time ro-evaIuate'the imPact01 impleiTieXltingpnblic SlZltl091 
~Cy, and t1:i.e districl!s dianging demographi.cs. It . 

I sci!Oo'cuo.u11ioArii: I 
.....:.·SOa10tle Alfrlliidmts willad1levBllttfleif1'iir;aeskpotenlillJ.,
 
,X-4Coit TW'tl: All.tlehoillsWi1l have ~Ie ~es. .
 
_ *GoAt~ ~bperiitii?ful'cif!he Dotsystem wiD dl!DlOllSlrllte best pradice$ W'hiIe~g 9b1dell1:lIdUlI'1emF­

;S!id FolD': All sfljfte~WJl1 'WOrk Ixlirether to build II be!tIerscllool SV&teln. 
~~tolM1'A.Cl': I -. 
I=nofinancial imp~ t\) ~.diatcl~therefore this -iran does not require a corrsboridion fOrM from the capital 

DCDlHtmClllt. 
~P..II I 

lIOURCilOPADmTlONALINFOllMA1'ION:llQAJU)<A\;lIClllll 

TotnGctt ~1!2lk ('1SA.) 921-8365APPROVED rhonm Q)atm. :J..,....-(754) 321-8351 
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THE SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY, FLOR~DA 
600 SOUTBl!:AST TEUaJUVENOB • FOnt LAUDER.DA.LE,FLOknJA 333Cl1-3W • TJU. 7S4-3Z1·2600 • FAX 754-3ZI·Z701 

JAMES F. NOTI'ER	 SCHOOL BOARD 
SlIpBrinI8nd4l1l ofS,ho"ls C/Kllr IiIMilU.Y A.lJ.w.AG1mR 

VIl'8C1Ja1r ROBIN BAll.'ltBMAN 
MATJRIiBN ~.~ 

.IENNIPFA LEONAl'lX> l30TJUEB 
PHY.LUS C.HOP.!i 
STEPHANmAllMJ,. lOv.Fr,l!SQ. 
ROBERTD.PAAAs,Ed.D.September 18, 2007 
IlLBi\NCmSO~ 

BENJAMIN J. \\'II.t.IAM$ 

Spessard Boatright, Director 
Office ofEducational Facilities 
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF EDl1CATION 
325 W. Gaines Street 
Tallahas~e, FL 32399-0400 

Dear lVIr. Boatright: 

I am hereby requesting the extension of Broward County Public Schools 
2001-2006 State Educational Plaut Survey be granted from October 20.07 
to October 2008. 

",.	 Attached for your information is the signed bOll.1'd item approved by the 
Sohool Board on September 18,2007. 

Thank Y(l~ for your consi~Qn of this request and all the assistance yo).! 
have proVIded my staff. 

JFNIMOITJG:dhk 
Attachment 
capplaNJDt:. /lJ60 

cc I. BenjaminLeon~ ChiefFinanclal OfficerI 
:Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent 

Facilities Construction & Management 
tom CQates, Executj.ve Directorl Facility Management, Planning & Site Acquisition 

lJ
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Trt1lI#ormirlg Etb"c4#Qn: OM StudentAt A Time 

U
 
Broward County Public Schcols 1s An E'.luo./ Oppo,·tunlty/Equal Accelrlr Employer
 

U
 



(1 
RECEIVED 08/05/2010 13:44 

I
» P 1"152010-,08-05 14:04· 

[ 

FLORIDA DEPART:MENT OF EDUCATION 
[- , 

STATI BoARDorElI\ICI.'\1ON 
JesnIQe Illembcrg

I'
 CommlBslen~r ofJi;duCiltion
T. WILI,ARD FAIR, cw­
MetIJbm 

DONNAG. CM./.AWAV 

DR. AIClIIIAY Pi5Al 

llDIElr!'O~AAT!NEl'. 

PlfDEBE RAllLERSllI'/I ICATlILIiENSlWfAIIAl'l 

I.I!lDAK. TAYLOR 

[ 
September 21, 2007 

1-'	 Mr. James F. Notter~ Superintendent 
Broward County School District 
600 Southeast Third Avenue . 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301-3125I 
D~ar Superintendent Notter: 

I	 Your request for an extension ot the Bl'o~ard County Public Schools 2001·2006 5-Year 
Educational Plant Survey bas been granted. Tlie expiration date for the Broward County Public 
Schools is now October 20, 2008. 

Please file this extension with all official copies ofthe district educational plant sw:vey. Ifyou 
have any questions, or require further infonnation, please contact Dwight Hyle at (850) 245­
9300 or SUNCOM 205·9300. 

~lYJ (J0 
/,~~ 

Tom Inserra 

TI:dj 
I 

Co:	 I. Benjamin Leong
 
Michael Garretson
 0 

Tom Coates[ 
v'tomGetz
 

Dwight Hyle
 

I ! 
SPESSARD BOATlUORi 

DlImCTOR, OmCEol' BDUCATIONAL FAClLmES 

U	 325 W. GAINES S'mEr. TAU.AHASSEI!, FL~2399·0400· (850) 245-0494· www.fldoe.org fD 
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The School Board OfBrowarcl County. Florida 

Facilities Be Construction Management 
Michael Garretson, Deputy Superintendent 

TO: James F. Notter, Superintendant oESchools 

FROM: Thomas]. Coates, Executive Director ~ 
Facility Mgmt" Planning & Site Acquisition 

VIA: Michael C. Garretson, Deputy Superintendent 

SUBJECTI APPR,OVAL OF PLANT SURVEY 

On Wednesday, May '1,7, Z009. the Florida Department of Education approved the District's 5- Year 
Plant Survey. Please see attached e-mail fron'l. the Florida Department of Education. 

As a conseql,1ence of the District's drop in enrollment, there is an eXcesS of Student Stations in our 
F.I.S,H., thereEQre the proposed new schools, middle school NN, and high school MMM are not in 
the approved survey. In addition, the following capacity aQditions are not in the approved survey: 

Atlantic West ES 
Crystal Lakes MS 
Deerfield Beach ES 
Glades MS 
Horb:on£S 
Lauderhill MS 

Pembroke Pines ES 
PioneerMS 
Sheridan Park ES 
Silver Lakes ES 
Silver Palms ES 
Silver Trail MS 

If the Board wishes to proceed with any of these capacity additions, the oj.Year Plant S~rvey will have 
to be amended through a Spot Survey. If the Spot Survey is approved and funding is availahIe, we 
would be able add the project with the Board's approval to the DEFP. 

Staff is currel'ltly erossrreferencingthe proposed D.E.F.P. to insure and verify that all proposed 
projects have been appl;o'Vecl in the Plant Survey. 

MCG/TJC/J1<ldhk 
Attachment 
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1700 SW 141h Courl- Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33312 
Phone: 754-321-1510 Fax: 754-321-1681 11 


