STATE OF FLORIDA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER 22-202
WHEREAS, article TV of the Florida Constitution vests the State's "supreme executive
power" in the Governor and requires the Governor to "take care" that the laws of Florida are
faithfully executed. Art. IV, § l(a), Fla. Const. ; and

WHEREAS,infurtherance oftheGovernor's executiveresponsibility, theGovernor "may
suspend from office . . . any county officer . . . for malfeasance, misfeasance, neglect of duty,
drunkenness, incompetence, permanent mability to perform official duties, or commission of a
felony. " Art. IV, § 7(a), Fla. Const. ; and
WHEREAS, a district school boardmember is a "county officer" subject to the Governor's
suspensionpower. Inre Advisory Opinionto Governor-Sch. Bd. Member-SuspensionAuth, 626
So. 2d 684, 690 (Fla. 1993) (finding that "a district school board member is a 'county' officer"
subjectto gubernatorialsuspension);and

WHEREAS, "malfeasance" refers to "evil conduct or an illegal deed, the doing of that
which one ought not to do, the performance of an act by an officer in his official capacity that is
wholly illegal and wrongful, which he has no right to perform or which he has contracted not to
do. " State exrel. Hardie v. Coleman, 155 So. 129, 132 (Fla. 1934); and

WHEREAS,"misfeasance"refersto "theperformance byanofficerinhisofficialcapacity
ofa legal act in animproperor illegal manner." Id.; and

WHEREAS, "neglect of duty" refers to "the neglect or failure on the part of a public
officer to do and perfonn some duty or duties laid on him as such by virtue ofhis office or which
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is required ofhim by law. " Israelv. DeSantis, 269 So. 3d 491, 496 (Fla. 2019) (quoting Coleman,
155 So. at 132). "It is not material whetherthe neglect be willful, through malice, ignorance, or
oversight." Id. (quoting Coleman, 155 So. at 132); and
WHEREAS, "incompetence" may arise from "gross ignorance of official duties or gross
carelessness in the discharge of them" or from "lack ofjudgment and discretion. " Id. (quoting
Coleman, 155 So. at 133); and

WHEREAS,districtschoolboardmembersareconstitutionallyelectedasprovidedby law
to "operate,control andsuperviseall freepublicschoolswithinthe schooldistrict." Art. IX, § 4(b),
Fla. Const.; see § 1001.32(2), Fla. Stat. (same); and
WHEREAS, a district school superintendent not subject to election is "employed by the

districtschool board"asprovidedby law. Art. IX, § 5, Fla. Const. ; and
WHEREAS, all public schools within a school district are under the direction and control

ofthedistrictschoolboard,withthedistrict schoolsuperintendentservingastheexecutiveofficer.
See § 1001. 33, Fla. Stat; and

WHEREAS, district school boards are "responsib[le] for the actual operation and
administration of all schools needed within the districts in confonnity with rules and mmimum
standards prescribed by the state. " § 1001. 30, Fla. Stat; and

WHEREAS,the State ofFloridarequires district school boardsto pay "proper attention
to health, safety, andother mattersrelatingto the welfareofstudents." § 1001.42(8)(a), Fla. Stat.;
and

WHEREAS, to that end, state law places various duties on district school boards to

promotethe health, safety, andwelfareofstudents-includingdutiesrelatedto the supervisionof
district school superintendents and the planning, maintenance, protection, and constmction of

school property. See, e. g., § 1001. 41(5), Fla. Stat. ("The district school board, after considering
recommendations submitted by the district school superintendent, shall. . . [pjerform duties and
exercise those responsibilities that are assigned to it by law or by rules .. . and, m addition thereto,
those that it may find to be necessary for the improvement ofthe district school system in carrying
out the purposes and objectives ofthe education code. "); § 1001. 42(4)(c), Fla, Stat. (district school
board is responsible for "[a]dopt[ing] and provid[ing] for the execution of plans for the
establishment, organization, and operation ofthe schools ofthe district, including, but not limited
to,.. . [p]rovid[ing] adequate educational facilities for all children"); § 1001.42(1l)(b)6. -8., Fla.
Stat. (distnct school board is responsible for "[a]pprov[ing] plans for locating, planning,
constructing, sanitating, insuring, mamtaining, protecting, and condemning school property,"

including "[p]rovid[ing] for the proper supervision of constmction, " "[m]ak[ing] or contract[ing]
for additions, alterations, and repairs on buildings and other school properties, " and "[e]nsur[ing]
that all plans and specifications for buildings provide adequately for the safety and well-being of
students, as well as for economy of construction"), § 1001. 42(ll)(c), Fla. Stat. (district school
boardisresponsible for "[p]rovid[ing] adequately for theproper maintenance andupkeep ofschool
plants, so that students may attend school without sanitary or physical hazards, andprovide for the
necessary heat, lights, water, power, and other supplies and utilities necessary for the operation of
the schools"); and

WHEREAS,statelawsimilarlyplacesvariousdutiesonthedistrictschoolsuperintendent.
See, e. g., § 1001. 51(6), (10)-(11), Fla. Stat. (disti-ict school superintendent is responsible for
"[r]ecommend[ing] the establishment, organization, and operation of such schools, classes, and
servicesasareneededtoprovideadequateeducationalopportunitiesforall childreninthedistrict,"
"[r]ecommend[ing] plans, andexecut[ing] suchplans asare approved, regardingall phases ofthe

school plant program," and "[r]ecommend[ing] measures to the district school board to assure
adequate educational facilities throughout the district"); and
WHEREAS, the district school superintendent is "[r]esponsib[le] for the administration
andmanagement ofthe schools andfor the supervision ofinstmction inthe district. " § 1001. 32(3),
Fla. Stat. ; and

WHEREAS, Patricia Good ("Good"), Donna Kom ("Kom"), Ann Murray ("Murray"),
andLaurie Rich Levinson ("Levinson") are all members ofthe School Board ofBroward County
("the Board"); and
WHEREAS, Murray hasserved on the Board since 2008, andher current term expires this
year; Good and Levinsonhave served since 2010, but Good's current tenn expires in 2024 and
Levinson's expires this year; and Kom has served since 2012, and her current tenn expires this
year; and

WHEREAS,RobertRuncie("Runcie")wasemployedbyandistheformer Superintendent
ofthe Broward County Public Schools; and

WHEREAS, Barbara Myrick ("Myrick") was employed by and is the former General
Counsel ofthe Broward County Public Schools; and

WHEREAS,the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury was convened in the aftermath of the
tragic Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School shooting; and

WHEREAS,the Order Directing Impanelment of the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury,
issuedby the FloridaSupremeCourt on February25, 2019,askedthe GrandJuryto examinefoiir
issues:(a) whetherrefusal or failure to followthe mandatesofschool-related safety laws, suchas
the Marjory Stoneman Douglas Public Safety Act, results in unnecessary and avoidable risk to
students acrossthe state; (b) whetherpublic entities conamitted-and continueto commit-fraud

and deceit by accepting state funds conditioned on implementation of certain safety measures
while knowingly failingto act; (c) whether school officials committed-and continue to commit-

fraud and deceit by mismanaging, failing to use, and diverting funds from multimillion-dollar
bondsspecifically solicitedforschool safetyinitiatives; and(d) whetherschool officialsviolated-

andcontinuetoviolate-state lawby systemically underreporting incidentsofcriminal activity to
the DepartmentofEducadon;and

WHEREAS, on April 16, 2021, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury issued its Final
Report (attached hereto and incorporated by reference asExhibit "A"), but the Report was sealed
andthus unavailable to the public; and
WHEREAS, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury's Final Report was unsealed and
releasedto thepublic on August 19, 2022; and

WHEREAS, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury, afiter conducting an in-depth
investigation, examining records obtained from numerous sources, and questioning numerous
witnesses, found in its Fmal Report that School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, and
Levinson each committed malfeasance, misfeasance, neglect of duty, and incompetence in
mismanaging the SMART Program, a multimillion-dollar bond specifically solicited for school
safety andrenovation initiatives, among other things; and
WHEREAS, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury found in its Final Report that the Board

was aware of serious problems with the SMART Program, including Runcie's inability or
unwillingness to manage those problems, and that it fell to tfae Board to exercise its powers to
resolve the problems, namely: (1) the power to hire, fire, evaluate, and contract with subordinate

leaders andmanagers, including Runcie and Myrick; (2) thepower to approve andratify the yearly
budget; and (3) the power to write policy; and

WHEREAS, Runcie and Myrick were both indicted for felonies related to their
appearances before the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury; and
WHEREAS,the Twentieth StatewideGrandJury foundin its Final Reportthat although
the criminal transgressions of Runcie and Myrick are not the fault of the Board, the permissive
atmosphere that the Board created for its former employees, coupled with the Board's
unwillingness to hold Runcie, Myrick, and other employees accountable, emboldened their
unacceptablebehavioras detailed in the FinalReport; and
WHEREAS, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury found in its Final Report numerous
failures of the Board related to their oversight of school board personnel, including Runcie, and
the SMART Program; and

WHEREAS,the TwentiethStatewideGrandJuryfoundin its FinalReportthatthe Board,
through fraud and deceit, has mismanaged the SMART Program and will continue to mismanage
that program if nothing changes; and
WHEREAS, for example, the Final Report found that the SMART projects "which were

clearlyandspecificallypromisedin2014by [Disb-ict]officialsto becompletedbythe endof2021
at a cost of $987 million are now estimated to be completed m 2025 at a cost of approximately
$1.462 billion"; and
WHEREAS,theFinalReportfurtherfouudthat"theoverall patternofthelast sevenyears
is clear: District leadership-guided by a woefully inaccurate scope of work from 2014continues year after year to sail SMART Program projects into stonn after storm"; and

WHEREAS,theFinalReportobservedthat schooldistrictpersonnelhadbeenaware"that
the roofingprices [for SMARTProgramprojects] were fatally flawedsince2016," but "[wjhatis

unclear to [the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury] is how Superintendent Runcie and the Board can
claimthey arenot awareofthis fact in 2021";and
WHEREAS, the Final Report noted that, as late as September 2020, "the Board ha[d] not
taken any substantive action, or directed Superintendent Runcie to take substantive action to
address the problems in the Building Department"; and
WHEREAS, the Final Report found that a safety-related fire alami that could have

possibly savedlives attheMarjory StonemanDouglasHighSchool"wasandis sucha lowpriority
that it remains uninstalled at multiple schools" in Broward County; and
WHEREAS, the Final Report concluded that "students continue to be educated in unsafe.

aging, decrepit, moldy buildings that were supposed to have been renovated years ago" and that

the "Board cannot continue to give the District a blank check to incompetently manage these
SMART Program projects"; and

WHEREAS, basedon its findings, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Juryhasrecommended
that the Governor immediately suspend School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, and
Levinson from public office; and

WHEREAS, based on its findings, the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury does not
recommendthatthe Governor suspendany other current BoardMembers; and
WHEREAS, School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, and Levinson were on the
Board from the beguming of the SMART Program and were responsible for the management of

the Program, the conduct ofschool boardpersonnel, andthe safety andwell-being ofthe students
of the Broward County Public Schools; and

WHEREAS, School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, and Levinson have failedtheir
responsibilities and duties to the parents and students of the Broward County Public Schools due

to their failiire, as described in the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury's Final Report, to adequately
oversee the management of the SMART Program, to supervise school board personnel, and to
protectthe students ofthe BrowardCounty Public Schools;and
WHEREAS, as found in the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury's Final Report, the gross
mismanagement of the SMART Program by School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, and
Levinson occurred in part during theu' current terms in office and constitutes malfeasance,
misfeasance, neglect of duty, and incompetence in violation of their oath of office to "faithfully
perform the[ir] duties" as School Board Members. See art. II, § 5(b), Fla. Const. ; and
WHEREAS, due to their malfeasance, misfeasance, neglect of duty, and incompetence,
School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, and Levinson can no longer demonstrate the
qualificationsnecessaryto meet their duties in office; and
WHEREAS, it is inthe best interests ofthe residents and students ofBroward County, and
the citizens ofthe State ofFlorida, that School Board Members Good, Kom, Murray, andLevinson
beimmediately suspendedfrompublic office.
NOW, THEREFORE, I, RON DESANTIS, Governor of Florida, pursuant to the
Constitution and the laws of the State of Florida, do hereby fmd, and for the purposes of article
IV, section 7 ofthe Florida Constitution, determine as follows:

A.

PataiciaGood, DonnaKom,AnnMurray, andLaurieRichLevinsonare, andat all

material times were, members ofthe SchoolBoardofBrowardCounty.
B.

The office of district school board member is within the purview ofthe suspension

powersofthe Governor, pursuantto article IV, section7 ofthe FloridaConstitution.
C.

The actionsandomissionsofSchool BoardMembers PatriciaGood, DonnaKom,

Ann Murray, and Laurie Rich Levinson, as referenced above and as detailed in the Twentieth

8

Statewide Grand Jury's Final Report, which has been attached hereto and incorporated by
reference, occurred in part during their current terms in office and constitute "malfeasance,"
"misfeasance, " "neglect of duty, " and "incompetence" for the purposes of article IV, section 7 of
the FloridaConstitution.

D.

If, after executionofthis suspension, additionalfacts are discoveredthat illustrate

further malfeasance, misfeasance, neglect of duty, incompetence, or other constihitional grounds
for suspension of School Board Members Patricia Good, Donna Kom, Ann Murray, and Laurie
RichLevinson,thisExecutiveOrdermaybe amendedto allegethose additionalfacts.
BEINGFULLYADVISEDin thepremises, andin accordancewiththe Constitutionand
the laws ofthe State ofFlorida, this Executive Order is issued, effective immediately:
Section 1. Patricia Good, Donna Kom, Ann Murray, and Laurie Rich Levinson are each

hereby suspended from the public office that they now hold, to wit: Member ofthe School Board
ofBroward County.

Section2. PatriciaGood, DonnaKom, Ann Murray, andLaurieRich Levinson are each
hereby prohibited from perfonnmg any official act, duty, or function of public office; &om
receiving any pay or allowance; from being entitled to any of the emoluments or privileges of
public office during the period ofthis suspension, whichperiod shall be from the effective date
hereof,until a further executiveorder is issued, or as otherwiseprovidedby law.
Section3. As ofthe signingofthisExecutiveOrder,theBrowardCounty SheriffsOffice,
assistedby otherlawenforcementagenciesasnecessary,isrequestedto: (i) assistm theimmediate
transitionofPatriciaGood, DonnaKom, AnnMurray, andLaurieRichLevinsonfrom the School
Board ofBrowardCounty, withaccessonly to retrieve their personal belongings; and(ii) ensure
that no files, papers, documents, notes, records, computers, or removable storage media are

removedfromthe SchoolBoardofBrowardCounty or theBrowardCountyPublicSchoolsbythe
suspendedindividualsor any oftheir staff.
INTESTIMONYWHEREOF,I havehereuntosetmy
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hand and have caused the Great Seal of the State of
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Florida to be affixed at Tallahassee, this 26th day of
August, 2022.
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CaseNo. SCl9-240
FINALREPORTOFTHE TWENTIETHSTATEWIDEGRANDJURY

OnFebmary 14, 2018, fourteen children andthree educators were murdered at Marjory
StonemanDouglas High School in Parkland, Florida. The aftermath of this tragedy geaerated
numerous civil and criminal investigations involving the shooter, law eiiforcement officere and

school officials. Notably, the Marjory StoaanianDouglas I»ublicSafety Commission (MSDPSC)
was commissioned to closely analyze the tragedy itself-including the actions of various law

enforcement orgaoizations and school o£6cials-in an effort to develop recommaidations to
curtail future tragedies. We, the membas of the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury, have not been
askedto duplicate the efiEbrts ofthese other mvesdgadons, but it is clear to us that this body was
impaneled because ofthe tragedy. Therefore, with thememory ofdiose lost atMarjory Stoneman
Douglas High School on that day as our North Star, we have dutifully and diUgeady investigated
sdxoolsafetyissuesin theStateofFloridafor aslongasthelawwouldallowus.
InJuneof 2019, whenwe arrivedforjury dutyat the BrowardCountyCourthouse,none
ofushadanyideawhatwouldbeaskedofus.WeareresidentsofMiami-Dade,BrowardandPalm
Beach Counties. AU volunteers, we arc life-long FIoridians and transplants; men and women;
Asian,Black, HispanicandAnglo-Americans;educators,firstresponders,andprofessionalsfrom
an array ofindustry and commerce. Most importantly, we areFloridians whoselives have been
forever Aanged by what we have seen and learned in the last two years. We have pushed, and
continue to push, for legislative change. We seek accouatability from those who are given the
opportunity to care for our childr&cL It is our SUICCTChopem writingthis Final Report, as it has
Received.Ctey.]SupremeCourt
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beenourhopewithourprior InterimRqrorts andIndictments, thatwewill changethelives ofour
fellow Roridians for the better by making Florida's schools safer places to send our children.
OUT investigadon has beea directed by a inandate fi-om the Rorida Supreme Court. The

OrderDirecting laapanekaent ofthe Statewide GrandJury, issuedbytheHorida Supreme Court
on February 25, 2019 asked us to examine four issues:

(a) wheAer refusal or failure to follow the mandates of school-related safety laws,
such as the Marjory Stoneman Douglas Public Safety Act, results in
umecessary and avoidable risk to students across tfae state;

(b) whetherpublicentitiescommitted-andcontinueto coinmit-fraudanddeceit
by acceptmg state funds conditioned on implementadon of certain safety
measureswhiletaiowinglyfailingto act;
(c) whether school officials committed-and continue to commit-&aud and

deceit by mismanaging^ failing to use, and diverting funds from multumlliondollar bonds spectfically solicited for school safety mitiatives; and
(d) whether school officials violated-and continue to violate-state law by
systenaically imderreportmg incidents ofcriminal activity to the Departmeut of
Education-

Since the beguming of our tenn, our investigation has beai facilitated by special agents and
analysts fi-om the Flonda Dq)artment of Law Enforcement (FDLE) and attorneys and other
employees fiiom the Office of Statewide ProsecutioiL We arc sincerely appreciative of these
individuals' dUigeat and tireless efforts to investigate these complex issues on our behalf. In the
course of this Grand Jury, FDLE has served hundreds of subpoenas for records, reviewed and

analyzedtensof thousands ofpages ofdocuments andparsed terabytes of data. This Grand Jury
hasitselfexaminedover 150witnesses andreviewedover 150exhibits.

Ourterm has sofarresulted in anindictment against a fonner en^>loyee ofBroward County

Public Schools, and a presentment regarding criminal conduct by anemployee ofDuval Coimty
Public Schools who has since resigned. Wehave also issued a number of Interim Reports which
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havefocusedprimarilyon thefirst and fourth issuesin our mandate.We issuedOUTFirstInterim
Report to address the alamung fact tihat some local scfaool districts had not taken the steps
necessary to bring their schools into compliance with the requirements of tlie Marjory Stoneman
Douglas Public Safety Act CMSDPSA) ahead of the first day of the 2019-20 school year.

WeissuedourSecondIntemnReportin Decemberof2019,andit containeda numberof
specific recommendations to the2020 Florida Legislature involving school safety issues. Wewere
dismayed to later learn that Senate BU17040, the 2020 legislative session's attempt to update the

MSDPSA,wasnot ultimately passedinto law. Nevertheless, weissuedourThirdLiterimReport
in Deceinber of 2020. This Report reiterated and underscored many of our prior legislative
recommeadadonsaheadoftfae2021 legislativesessionandprovidedadditionalspecificguidance
aimed at addressing serious deficiencies in the patchworic of different agencies comprising
Florida'smental healthcare"system".

BothoftheselatterReportscontainedspecificrecommeDdationsto theFloridaLegislature
involving significant areas of cwicem regarding school safety, and this Grand Jury urges anyone
mterested in school safety to review all of our Interim Reports for additional mformation. We
understand legislating is a process andhopetfaatthese Interim Reports will provide useful guidance
well beyond the 2021 legislative session.
Many of this Grand Jury's recommendations in this Fmal Rqiort, however, are of an
entirely different tenor. We continue to recommend that fhe 2021 Florida Legislature pass this
year's update ofthe MSDPSA, aow-titled as House Bill 7035; just as we continue to stand by all

our prior recommendations; but the primary focus of this Report is to enact change in the
maiiagementofcertainschooldistricts. Withthatgoal inmind, ourdiscussionsaroundthe topics
in this Rqrort aregoingto get very specific. Wearc goingto namenames, we aregoingto point
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to specificactson specificdates, andwe aregoingto quote testimony whereappropriate. Wedo
all oftins in andEfortto provide the taxpayers in theseschool districts with a clearpicture ofwhat
ishappening intheir schools, who is causii^ it, andwhy, m thehopes thatpublic scrutiny atteadmg
this Final Report will make some or all of the activities we report on impossible for these
individuals-or anyone else, forthat matter-to carry out with impunity in thefuture.
TheFMnainderofthis FinalReport is principallydividedinto sectionsthatmatchthefour
categories of our oiandate. The first two sections-whidi deal with MSDPSA compliance and
fraud in accepting statefunds for safety-are relatively short, but the latter two-ndiich dealwith
fraud in the mismaDagement of multimillion-dollar bonds and tfae systematic underreportug of
cdminal incidents to state agencies-are inuch longer. Each of these sections contams its own

recommendations, which include policy and legislative recommendations as well as specific
recommendations for the suspension of certain school district officials where appropriate.
THER RE3FUSAL OR FAILURE TO FOLLOW THE MANDATES OF
SCHOOL.RELATEDSAFETYLAWS SUCHAS THE
ORY STONEMAN
DOUGLAS PUBUC SAFETY ACT RESULT IN UNNECESSARY AND
AVOID LE RISK TO STUDENTS ACROSS THE TATE

TheTwentieth StatewideGrandJury'sFirstLiterim Report, datedJuly 19, 2019 statedthat
'Sve have seen and heard troubling evidence of conflicts between school district officials and law

enforcement agencies regarding who is ultimately responsible for executing and enforcing" the
Aaron Feis Guardian Program, which was passed into law in two separate BUls, Horida Senate
Bills 7026and7030,andis nowenshrinedin Section1006. 12,FloridaStatutes (2020). Wenoted
that executing these laws would "require cooperation between law enforcement and school district

officials", but we did not name any specific local school districts, hi our Second Interim Report,
this Grand Juiy once again took to task "anumber ofFlorida school districts" for failing to comply
with die mandates of the Guardian Program as it related to charter schools. The Report dted a
FmalReportoftheTwentiethStatewideGram!Jury
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specificexampleinvolvingthe BrowardCountySdioolDistrictto illustrate a largertrendoflocal
districts failing to timely ensure that at least one SafeSchools Officer (SSO) would bepresent on
everycharta-schoolcampusforthetfiea-upcomiag2019-20sAool year,butbeyondthatexample,
we did not specifically identify any other local school districts.
All of this prologue brings us to the Sdiool District of Palm Beach County (hereinafter

"theDistrict"or "SDPBC").AlthoughwedidnotdirectlyaddressSDPBC'scomplianceissuesin
those first two reports, nor did wediscuss any local school district compliance issues specifically
in ourTUrd Interim Report, underlying issues merit exploration so they are not rqieated in the
future. Ina nutshell, SDPBCwoundup spendinga significantamoimtoftaxpayermoneyhiring a
private security firm to trainprospective SSOsinsteadofcooperating withthePalmBeachCounty
SherifPsOffice ("PBSO"), whichhad both legal autborizadonand available funding firom the
State ofFloridato administer this training at no extracost to the District SDPBC'sdecisionto
briag on a private vendor and the subsequent fallout resulted in a great deal of confusion,
unnecessaryexpexiseand,eventually, litigation.
By way of background. Senate Bill 7030 was signed into law on May 9, 2019, and

according to witness testimony, SDPBC officials were actively tracking the progress of the Bill
well beforethatdateandfully expectedit to becomelaw. OnMay31, 2019,the FDOEissued a
memormdum to all Florida school districts titled "SB 7030 tmplementation of Legislative
Recommendations of the Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School Public Safety Commission"
suinmarizing the proposed changes to the school safety laws and explainmg how they would affect
local school districts. On June 5, 2019, SDPBC issued a letter to all Palm Beach County Charter

schools whichprovided aUfourSSOoptions eDumerated inSB 7030. ' Shortly, thereafter, SDPBC

' Schools could cooperate with local law enforcement to bring on: (1) "School Resource Officers", sworo law
enforcementpersonnel employed by local rounicipaliriesw sheriffa who would be attachedto a givenschool for a
FinalReportoftheTwentiethStatewideGrandJury
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issueda letter to PBSOexplaining fhatit planned to offer charter schools a choicebetweaaall four
statutoryoptionspursuanttoSecdon1006.12,followedbyanoAercommuniqueto charterschools
mstmcting themto contactPBSOregardingAe establishmaitof an SSOprogram. OnTuesday,
July23, 2019 (four days afterthis Grand Juryreleased its First Interim Rqrnrt) SDPBC organized
a meeting to discuss safety on charter school campuses andfacUitate charter school access to SSO

training. Personnel from tfaePahnBeach County Schools Police Departonent, PBSO, sevai other
lawenforcementageades,forty-twoPalmBeadiCountydiarterschoolrepresentadvesaudtwelve
securityageodeswereall presentatthismeeting,wherePBSOindicatedthatit wouldprovidean
SSOtrainingiftheSchoolBoardofPalmBeaACounty(theBoard)votedinfavorofit. Afterthis
meeting, SDPBCsent a letter to <faecharterschool Governing Board thatgavethe charte- schools
until July 30, 2019 to select tfaeir desired SSOoption andprovide their preferciice in writing to the
Directorof Charter Sdiools.

Uobeknownst to both PBSO and Ae charter schools, SDPBC's Executive Cabinet had

already chosen to provide "School Security Guards" as the charter school SSOoption on July 8,
2019. To facUitate this decisioii, <faeBoard approved the purchase ofcharter school safety services
through vanous vendors on July 24, 2019-one day cfter fhe charter school security meting.
descnbedaboveandsixdaysprior to thedeadline SDPBChadgivencharter schools to select their
SSO option. la fact, as early as July 2, 2019, SDPBC ofiBcials had already contacted a private
securityguardtrainingfirm, lavictus,todevelopanSSOtramingprogramandprovidecandidates,
basedonthe District's own deteimiiiation that "School Security Guards" were not required to be

periodoftime;(2)"SchoolSafetyOfBcers",swornlawenforcementpersonnelemployedbytfaelocalschooldistricts
themselves; (3)"SchoolGuardians",schoolofficialsorDistrictemployees whohadbeenauthorizedto canyfirearms
onschoolcampusesafterhavingundagonespecifictrainingprogramsofferedthroughlocalsherifiPsoffices;and/or

(4)"SchoolSecurityGuards",whohadtramingsimilartoSchoolGuardiansbutwereemployedbythirdpartiesand

detached to specific schools as needed.
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trainedbya SherifiPsOfBcelike PBSO. NODCoftheother66sdiooldistrictsintfaeStateofFlorida
have interpreted the statute to allow this kind of traimng.

Nevertheless, on July 30, 2019,just diirteen days beforethe start of the 2019-20 school
year, SDPBC signed a $250,000. 00contract wifh Invictus. Due to the limited window oftime after
tfaecontract wasratified, Invictus was unable to tram enough"School Security Guards" for the

beginningoftheschoolyear,whidmeantthatSDPBCthenhadto enterinto anadditionalsktydaycontractwithPBSOin orderto havesufficientSSOsavailableto coverits diarterschoolsuntil

hivictus hadsuccessfully trained its first group of"School Security Guards".
Unfortunately,theproblemsdidnotendthere.OnAugust8, 2019,dieFloridaDepartment
ofEducationsent a letter to PESOandSDPBCadvismgthat Invictus's"SchoolSecurityGuard"
brainingdidnot meet the statutory guidelinesandthe lecently-trained "SchoolSecurity Guards"
would wt be pemutted to serve as SSOs without further training by PBSO or through another

local sheriff's o£5ce that offered the statutorily defined Guardiantraiiung program. PESOalso
conducted its own review oflnvictus's program andfound numerous compliance issues, including
the fsvctthat:

.

Portionsofthecoursewerenot taughtor overseenby instructors certifiedby the
Horida Criminal Justice Standards andTraining Commission;

*

Some students were passed with an 80% score in firearms trainiog, although the
statute reqiures an 85% score;

.

There was no breakdown oftune spent on specific curricula asrequired by statute;
and

.

Students who apparently failed psychological exams were allowed to participate
in thetrauungprogram.
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la addition to tiie trainmg deficiaicies identified by PBSO, this Grand Jiuy also uncovered a
contract for "Spere, Inc"-a coiporation controlled by the principals of Invictus-to provide
"Security Guards" to SDPBC charter schools. This contract, ofcourse, had the potential to bring
these principals even more revalue from SDPBC than the lavictus trainmg program would have
done on its own. By controlling the access to its training program, Invictus put itself in a position
to ensurethatSpereemployees wouldreceive trainingfirst andpotendally bedeployed into charter
schoolsaheadofotherpotaitialcandidates.
None of this actually happened, however, because on August 20, 2019, a PBSO panel
released its findings andrecommended that Invictus's traming program bediscontinued. Sue days
later, PESO finally began its own training program in order to support the charter schools' need
forSchoolSecurityGuards. Twodaysafterthat,theBoardvotedto tenninateInvictus'scontract,
but by that pomt, SDPBC had spent over $77,000 of taxpayer funds on these trainings. Invictus
sued fhe Board for Breach of Coatract, and the School Board countersued Invictus for Breach of

Contract, Negligent Misrqpreseatatioa, Fraudulent Inducement, Fraudulent Perfonnance and
violating the Florida Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practices Act. Now this drama will play itself
outindiecourts-onceagamattaxpayerexpmse.
Itisclearto thisGrandJurythattherewasa criticallackofcommumcationandcooperadon
between SDPBC and PESO regarding (fae implementation of SSOs on charter school campuses.
Instead of seeking the assistance of PBSO, SDPBC relied on its own statutory mterprctation
without sufficient input from other stakeholders such as PBSO, FDOE, or the MSDPSC, leaving
the taxpayers of Palm BeachCounty with a bill for a failed program that did not produce any
qualifiedSSOs. Moreover, this Grand Juryreceived evidence and testimony Aat Invictus was
actually pre-selected by high level officials withm the Palm Beach County Schools Police
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Departinentandsubsequentlyrecommendedto SDPBC'sBoard. There appearsto havebeeuno
competitive process in tavictus's procurement because the Board classified the hiring of Invictus
as an "emergency expenditure" due to time constraints. This analysis, of course, completely fails
to admowledge the fact that SDPBC actually caused the emergency by not timely planning for SB

7030'spassageandsecuringPBSO'sassistancein settingupa.legallysufficienttrainingprogram.
Tliis entire matter is deeply unfortunate, and it was exacdy the sort of foolishness we were
concaned about in our Fust and Second bterim Reports. One would think that important events
like the Marjory Stoaeman Douglas shootings and their attendant loss of life would have made the
stakes of failure clear and drove the various entities responsible for our children's educadon and

securityto findcooperativesolutions,but it appearsthatatleastsomeofficialswithinSDPBCand
PBSOwouldratherengagein turfwarsthatwill producenowinners.
WHETHER PUBUC ENTTTIES COMMTTTED^-AND CONTINUE TO

COMMTT-FRAUD AND DECEFT BY ACCEPTING STATE S
CONDH10NED ON EMPLEMENTATION OF CERTAm SAFETT MEAS

WHILEKN WD? LYFAIUNGTOACT
To satisfythe second part of the Florida Supreme Court's mandate, this GrandJury closely
examinedtwo public fundingmechanisms administered through HX)E: TheEducational Facilities
Security Grant (EFSG) and the Safe Schools Allocation (SSA). We are pleased to report that we

havefoundnoevidenceoffi-audanddeceitbypublicentitiesin theiracceptanceanduseofthese
state safety funds.

The EFSG was codified m Secdoa 44 of Senate Bill 7026. The bill appropriated
$98,962,286 to FDOEto admmister a grant program providing capital outlay funds that were
specifically earmarked to improve the physical security of school buildings. EFSG-eligible
applicants included all Florida scfaool districts, charter schools, and developmental research
schools. Applicants were not required to provide matching fundsto receive a grant award, but local
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school districts were required to provide charter schools iu their jurisdictions with proportionate
shares of grant funds, so long as the charter schools provided fhe local districts with security risk
assessments. Successful applicants received EFSG funds in monthly allotments.
EFSG funds could be used to improve any physical safety aud security features of school
buildings fhat had been identified in secudty risk assessments conq)leted by each school district.

Onlyfixedcapitaloudayexpenditureswerepemiitted,meaningthatthesefundscouldnotbeused
to pay for mamtenaace of existing features, aclnunistr^aon of schools, or as compensation for
school district employees. The program*s ftmding period began on July 1, 2018, and aU EFSG
awarded funds were required to be exhausted by January 31, 2021. After that date, any remaining
monies were required to be r^umed to FDOE.

This Grand Jury heard testimony that FDLE Special Agents served Subpoenas Duces
TecumtoEFSGAwardeesintheStateofFloridaforrecordsanddocumentationpertainingtotheir
receiptanduseofEFSGfimds. FDLEconducteda comprehensivereviewoffhisdocumentatiou
to detemiine the amounts awarded, how they WCTC utUized, and wheAer these amounts were spent
on allowable projects as set forth by the guidelines provided by FDOE. FDLE also conducted a

general review of the businessesutili2ed to perfonn EFSG-fundedprojects, and gatheredproof
that the projects EFSG Awardees conti-acted for had actually been itE^ilemented.
In the wakeofthis comprehensive analysis, this Grand Juryfindsno improper expenditures

ofEFSG-awardedfundsby anypublicentity. Rmds appearto havegenerally beenspmt on site
hardaiing projects includmg perimeter fencing to create smgle points of entry, constcuction to
enhance secure entry mto school buildmgs, mass DotificadoD systems, identification badging
systems for sdiool visitors and staff, video camera security systems, metal detectors, and ballisdc

safetyreinforcementfilm for schoolwindows.All oftheseareappropriateusesofEFSGfunds.
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This GrandJuryalso heardtestimoDy abouttheSafeSchools Allocation (SSA), whichwas
passed into law as Section 42 of Senate Bill 7026 (Chapter 2018-3, Laws of Florida). The SSA

established a total sum of$161, 956, 019 infunds tobeutilized bypublic entities for school safety
expenses for the 2018-2019 fiscal year. These public ftmds were appropriated fi-om the State of
Florida's General Revenue Fund and were also admiiiistercd by FDOE. Unlike the EFSG, SSA
funds were eannarked to be used by local school districts in their compliance with the MSDPSC,
widipriority given to thefundrng ofSSOspursuant to FloridaStatute secriou 1006. 12.
Once again, FDLESpecial Agents served Subpoenas Duces Tecum to all sdiool districts

anddevdopm^ital schoolsintfaeStateofRorida.forrecordsanddocumentation pertainingto their
receipt and use of SSA funds, this time for the fiscal year dated July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019.
Once again, FDLE analysts conqirehensively reviewed the documentation provided to detennine
amounts awarded, how these amounts were utilized, and whether these amounts were spent on
allowable expenses asset fortfabythe guidelines provided by FDOE.
Just as above, this comprehaisive analysis has revealed no uuproper expenditures of SSA

fundsbyanypublic entity. SSAfundswere all appropriately spentonthefundingofsafe-school
officers pursuant to Secdon 1006. 12, Florida Statutes (2018). A majority of the public entities
utilized these funds to contract with law enforcement agencies for the provision of Sdtool
Resource Officers (SROs) to be at every school within theirjurisdicdon, mcluding charter schools.
A minority utiUzed the SSA funds OD "School Safety Officers", "School Guardians" and/or

"School Security Guards", aU of which are permissible categories pursuant to Section 1006. 12.
Some entities were left with excess SSA funds after dqploying the statutorily required number of
SROs, and on those occasions, these public endties utUized SSA funds for additional school
security expenses, site hardening inyrovemeats or simply rolled excess SSA funds over for use
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during the next fiscal year. These, too, are all pennined pracdces under the FDOE's SSA fund
distributionguidelines.
WHETHER S

CO

DIVERTGMG
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FUNDS
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ALLY QUOTEDFORSCHOOLSAFETYINTHATIVES

ThisGrandJuryhasreceivedtestimonyfinomscoresof witoessesandscmtmizeddetailed
records from miildple jurisdictions regarding multimillion-dollar bonds and the construcdon

projects undertaken withfunds derived fromthosebonds. 2 AHoftheseprojects arcstill inprogress,
andAerc areeannariced sumsofmoney aroundtheState ofRoridathathavenot yetbeenspent.
While none of the projects we examined were entirely problem-free, we are pleased to report that
for (faemost part, they do appear to bereladvely timely, on-budget andin-lme wifhthecovenants
made bythese school districts to the voters who approved them. But there is one notable exception
to this tread: The SMART Program, currently being admiaistered by Broward County Public
Schools (hereinafter "BCPS"or "the District").
In our quest to understand why the SMART Program is the debacle that it is, we have
reviewed recordings of meetings and workshops of the School Board ofBrowaid County ("the
Board"), examined records obtained from numerous sources and questioned numerous witnesses.
Wehave attempted to be as complete m our examination of the SMART Program as possible. To
that end, wehave heardtestimonyfrom numerous <x»iitractorsandsubcontractors involved with
BCPS projects and contracted representatives of the District who specialize in these areas. Our
investigationhas also led us to review general operations, hiring practices andprocedures m a

2 TheTwentiethGrandJuiyspecifically examinedthefollowingprojects: TheDistrict's SMARTProgram,the"2Ist
CenturySchoolsBond"administeredbyMiaui-DadeCountySchoolPublicSchoolsandthe"YourPennyat Work"

FacultiesCoiistructionProgramadmiiiisteredby Palm BeachCounty School Dismct WUle wedo not believe it is

necessaryto devotesectionsoftfaisReportto thoseprojects, wewill makereferenceto themwherecomparisons to
theDistrict's SMARTProgramareaappmpriats.
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number of BCPS Departments, including Facilides, Finance, Building, Human Resources, and
PhysicalPlantOperations (PPO). Most importantly, wehave closely exaoiinedthe activities of
Districtleaders,including,butnot limitedto SuperintendentRobertRuncieandeverymemberof
the Board that has materially participated ia oversight of the SMART Program. OUT scmtiny of
the District's leadership and these Board members has been pointed, but we have provided each
ofthem every opportimity to explain their decisioiis regarding the SMART Program. As we wiU
discuss m detail below, we find many of these leaders' explaiiatioas iuq>ersuasive. Having
consideredall oftheaboveitemsoftestimonyandevidence,this GrandJuryfindsthatdieSchool
Board of Broward County has-tiurough deceit, malfeasance, misfeasance, neglect of duty and
iDcoiiq)etence-^Dismanaged the SMART Program, a multimillion-dollar bond specifically
solicited for school safety initiadves. We believe that the only appropriate remedy is for the
Governor of the State of Florida to remove these members of the SAooI Board of Broward

County.3
To support our finding and our recomiiiendadon, this Report wUl examine the litany of
uninfonned or even misinfonned decisions, mcompetent management and lack of meaningful
oversight that have all contributed to auunprecedented degree ofdelay aiui extra expaise that will
ultimately be borne by the taxpayers of Broward County. As it stands today, a group of projects
which were clearly and specifically promised in 2014 by BCPS officials to be completed by the
end of 2021 at a cost of $987 million are now estimated to be completed in 2025 at a cost of
approximately$1.462billion. Frankly, webelievethatcompletionin 2025iswishcasting,andthe

3 SeeHa. Const., Art. TV,S.7 ("Byexecutive orderstating thegrounds andfUed withthecustodian ofstate records,
the governor may suspend ftom office any stale officer not subject to iiqpeachment, any officer of the imlitia not in
the active service of the United States, or any county officer, for malfeasance, misfeasance, neglect of duty,

drunkenness,incompetence,pamanentiaabilityto petformofficialdudes,or commissionofa felony,andmayfill
theofficebyappointmentforthe periodofsuspension.").
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soaring cost estimates will continue to rise in the coming years. Our concern is reflected in the

mostrecentQuarterly Reportby third-party watchdogFloridaTaxWatch. Whatfollows hereisour
effortto exploresomeofthemoretroublingaspectsoftheDistrict'smanagementoftheSMART
Program, explain some of the underlying mechanisms behindtfae dramatic rise in the Bond's cost,
andwhess appropriate-assign blame.
This doubling of time and almost 50 percent increase in cost did not happen overnight It

wasa slow-boilingfrogthatresultedfipomyearsofmismanagementfrommultipleBCPSOfficials,
whosemistakeswerecompoundedbytheBoard,whichhas-asa bodycorporate-refusedtohold
BCPSleadershipto account,evenwhentheDistrict'sfailureswereapparent.Oiirreportexammes
these failures along four primary axes:

1. Failureto Plan: BCPSfailedto adequatelyplanandpreparefor the$800million
SMARTProgramreferendum. Throughits ownhasteandnegligence(or perhaps
even with some degree of mtent on the part of some actors), the District did not
present thetaxpayas with an accurate picture ofthe true scope and cost ofthe many
construction projects it claimed to be able to accomplish. The District also failed

to plan m the sense that it put a great deal of effort into public messaging and
campaigring to pass the SMART Program, but behind the sceoes, it did not hire
adequate staff or timely seek the services of private partners to manage this
eaonnous pool of promised construction projects.

2. Failuureto Lead:BCPS compoundedits mitial faUureto planby failiogto put in
place staffwhohadthe ability and desire to adequately inform and guide the many
project maiiagers, architects, engineers,contractors andsubcontractors the District
needed to complete this massive slate of consfiruction projects. When conflicts
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inevitably arose-either between different departments within BCPS's enormous

bureaucracy or between industry professionals on the private side and District
officials on the public side-middle- and upper-inanagementat the District were
utterly unable to incoiporate tfae advice of iudustry professioDals-even advice the

District itself sought and paid for-to address these probleins in a productive and
effective manaer. Pmally, at least some District-level managers appear to be more
than willing to countenance outrageous behaviorODthepartof their supervisees.
3. FaUureto Infonn: Distnct officialshavetaken steps to obstmct both the public
andtheBoardfiremreceivingpotentiallydamaginginformationaboutexactlywhat
is going on m SMARTProgram projects. These steps are varied, and can range
firom obfuscation, to the use of tedmical jargOD, to outnght lying by senior district
leadership. District officials have also fomented mfighting anmngst Board
members, which has led to an overall paralysis of the Board corporate as a
mechaaismforholdingBCPSleaderdupaccountable.
4. Failureto Account: Regardlessof thestepstaken by theDistdctto mismfomiit,
the SBBC has had enough reliable information at its disposal to understand the
major issues involving the SMARTProgram projects for years. Nonetheless, the
Boardcorporatehasfailedto exerciseits authorityandholdsemormanagementat
theDistrictaccountableforthesefailures. Instead,theBoardhas-bycarelessness
or by design-sancdoned and supported the Oistdct's failures.

Eachofthesecategorieshavecontributedtheirowndiscretecostincreasesanddelaysto SMART
Program projects. But importandy, they have eadh exacerbated and magnified the impact of the
others. The District's failure to adequately plan in 2014 greatly contributed to conflicts among
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staffandwiththeprivate sectorlateron;theseconflicts putBCPSofiBcialsina posidonto "manage
the message" in an attempt to obfuscate and minimize the program's failures; and die Board's
unwillingness exercise its authority to hold BCPS leadership accountable has allowed these
conflicts to festerandfailures to multiply. Altogether, the unpactofthis inepdtude ontfaeSMART
Programprojectshasbeendevastating.
From the outset, we want to be dear about one thing: This is not normal. BCPS is not the

first local school district to undertake a construcdon project of ttus scale. In fact, all three scfaool
distdcts in South Florida are currently involved in similar projects. The District is not seeking to
renovate these buildings to comply with complex design standards sudi asDEED, BREEAM or
Energy Star. Despite tfae protestations of the District and Board, there is nothmg umquely
challenging about the SMART Program safety and renovation projects. In fact, there is nothing
about the SMART Program renovations that set them apart from literally hundreds of other
buildingsrenovated by other school districts iu nearby Miami-Dadeand PahnBeach Counties.
This GrandJurybelieves die vast majority ofproblems and delays the District is encountering in
the construction process were entirely foreseeable had District officials taken adequate steps to
properly examine their own facilities and prepare for what they found in advance. Nevertheless,

wehaveheard BCPS officials andBoard Members testify againand again that the issues we will
examine in detail belowwere aitirely unexpectedand could not have possiblybeendiscovered
andplannedfor m 2014. Wedo notbelievethem.

Tous, the overall patternofthelastseven years is clear: District leadership-guidedby a
woefully inaccurate scope ofwoikfrom 2014-continues yearafter yearto sail SMART Program
projects intostormafterstorm.Everytimea projectencountersa newproblemoroneofthemany
layers ofoversight employed bytheDistrict sounds the alann about fast-ballooning costs, time or
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any numberof other issues, the Districtpublicly autopsiesitself with the sametired set of "who
couldhaveknowcus"and"wewUldobetters". K"theproblemis badenough,publicenoughand/or
expensive enough, the District may even respond by transitioning a few of its managers from one

departmentto another,rearcaaginga fewdeckchairsin its organizationalhierarchy,or institutmg
yet another layer ofbureaucradc "process" to paper over its failure. The Board corporate readily
accepts ndiatever paltry remedial measures the District suggests, and while individual Board
membasmaygrouseinpublicmeetingsabouttheDistrict'slatestseriesoffailuresanddelays,or
even write some vaguejargon in the Superintendent's latest yearly evaluation about"hold[ingj
staff accountable and ensur[ing] Board policies as well as District procedures are consistendy

followed... ", it is clear to usthatpublic perception andpolidcal survival are far more important
and salient goals for Board members than taking the hard steps necessary to honor their covenants

withthetaxpayersofBrowardCounty.Asonewitnessasked,"how[did]wegettothepointwhere
it became about the people in the K.C. Wright building and not the kids in the classroom and
teachersin the ckissroom?"
About the School Board of Broward Count

Tlie SBBC consists of mne members, eachof whom is elected to servefour-yearterms.
Sevenofthesemembers are elected to represent q)ecific "Districts"or subdivisions withinthe
largerBroward SchoolDistrict, andtwo ofthem are "CountywideAt-Large"members who are
elected by voters firom the entire District. Its members are not term-limited. Other than the

requirement that they domicile in their given geographic "Districts", there are no specific
prerequisitesfor candidatesto runfor the BrowardSchoolBoard. Onceelected, thereisno formal

"onboarding"or formal trainingprocess.NewBoardmembers are often giventheopportunityto
attend"trainugs" offered by nonprofitorgamzationslike the Council of GreatCity Schoolsand
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are providedmaterials explainingthe powersandlimitations oftheir officeby the Board's legal
advisor. SomeBoardmembers, like NoraRupert, havesought additional training andcertificatiou
with state-specific aatitfes like the Florida School Board Association.

Article K, Section 4(b) of Flonda's Constitution empowers local school boards to
"operate, control and siqiervise aU j&ee public schools within the school district and determine the

rate of school district taxes within the limits prescribed herein. "4 Consistent with its mandate to
"operate, control and supervise", the SBBC ratifies the District's annual budget, and frequently
producesdetailedpoliciesona diverserangeofsubjectsrangmgfrom SecondarySchoolParkmg,
to PaidSickLeave, toAnti-Bullying.
The Board also supervises a grand total of two einployees: BCPS's Superintendent of
Schools, Robert Runcie, aadits legal advisor, Barbara Myrick. Both ofthese employees arc subject
to annual written performance reviews by each Board Member, and a majority of the Board must

approverenewalsormodificationsoftheireinploymentcontracts.
AboutBrow

Count

blicSdiook

BCPS is the sixth largest school district in the United States, just behind Miami-Dade

County (Fourth) and ahead of Palm Beach County fTenth). As of 2021, the Disfrict enq»loys
rougfaly33,000 teachers, admmistrators and staffto instmct and support a student populationof
approximately 261,000 across over 333 campuses all over Broward County. Each of these
campuses contains multiple buildings of varying age and condition, all of which are supervised,
renovated andmaintained by the District's Facilities Department.

4 As of2020-21, tfaeyearly tax "Millage" collected by SBBC from Broward County homeowners is a total of6.5052
Mills (or S6J1peryearforeveiythoiisanddollaisofa givenhome'sassessedproperty value). Statelawhaslimited
the ainourt of taxes local school districts can collect fw "Capital MUlage", a category that includes school
construction,remodeling,siteimprovements, expfflasions,renovations& repairs, niauitenaDce,purchasesofnewand
replacement equipment, school bus purchases, enterprise resource software applications, and driver education vehicles

purchasesto IS Mills (or$1^0peryearfor everythousanddollars ofa givenhome'sassessedpropertyvalue).
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The District's annual budget as of 2021 is over $4 billion, which is primarily collected
through local propaly taxes and admmistered by the District with the annual approval of the
SBBC. The Chief Executive Officer of this enormous bureaucracy is Superintaident Robert

Runcie, whohasoccupiedthis position sincetheprior superintendent, JamesF. Notter, resigned
in thewakeof a report authoredby theNineteenthStatewideGrandJury. SuperinteiideutRuacie
isservedbya cabinetconsistmgof^>proxmiatelytwelvechiefs,thesizeandcompositionofwhich
changesfairlyoften.Asnotedabove,SupeimtendeatRuncieishimselfanemployeeoftheBoard,
subject to retention, removal,

Tfonnance review
and pC

by that body.

Akn. i+ 1-hd C^4APT n

The SMART Program is a "General Obligation Bond", essentially a low-risk, low-mterest
loan. It enables the District to sell bonds over a series oftianches" that enable it to gather up to

$800million in funds.Eachnew'^tranche"is soldafterthe Districtcertifies it hasmet a specific
set of condidons and requests the next round of money. To date, three tranches have been
released-$155, 055,000 in 2015, $175, 750,000 in 2019, and $207,465,000 in 2021-leaving a
total of $262,730,000 of the origiaal $800 million remaining to be collected. The SMART
Program is financed by the voters of Broward County, who have agreed to pay extra yearly taxes
to service die bond's debt for iq> to die next thirty years. After that, the SMART Program
obligadonswiUhavebeensatisfiedandthat tax increaseattendantto that debt servicewill sunset.
The SMART Bond wasdeveloped in 2014 to address outstanding deficiencies faced by the
Districtin several areasthat roughly matchedthe letters in the SMARTacronym:
S = Safety
M = Music & Arts
A = Athletics
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R = Renovations

T=Tedinology

This report wiU focus primarily in the "S", "Safety", and "R", "Renovations" portion of the
SMARTProgram.Thatisnotto saythattheseotherareasoftheBondareproblem-fi?ee-theyare
not-but many of these other problems have alreadybeen resolved and were not of nearly the
same magnitude as those we found in "Safety" and "Renovations".

District leadCTSandBoardmembers campaigned vociferously forthebond duringthe leadup to the 2014 electioo, making numerous public qipearances to discuss the District's need of

funds andwhatcouldbeaccomplished oncethoseftmds wereavailable. Inaneffortto swayvoters,
titxe District also produced an advertising and public reladons campaign which included highly
detailed, sdiool-by-school lists of ^ojects (known as a "scope of woric") that it intended to
accomplish with SMART Program revmue.

Eachproject comprising the "scope ofwork" wasplaced ona specific timeline containing
a brief description, an estimated cost, a prospective start date and a prospective end date.
Importantly, District officialspledgedto beginall projects withinfive years andcomplete them
off withinsevenyears.Theprojects themselves were supposedtohavebeenprioritizedbasedon
the seriousness ofeachschool's deficiencies andidentified as "YearOneProjects" through "Year
Five Projects" with the highest priority given to "Year One Projects". There was also a separate
list of"CriticalPriorityOneProjects"whosecircumstancesweredetermmedbythe Districtto be
sodirethatevenifthebonddidnotpass,theprojectsattheseschoolshadtomoveforwardinshort
order.TheDistrictalsopromisedtoutilizea total of$187millionfromitsCapitalMiUageReserves
to bring the total money available for Bond-related projects to $987 million.
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The SMART Bond was put before the voters of Broward County via Resolution 14-88,
Broward County Public School Board, onNovember 4, 2014, with thefollowing language:
Funding Improvements to and Replacement ofPublic

SchoolFacilitiesThrou^i IssuanceofGeneralObligationBonds
Shall the School District of Broward County fund improvements to and
replacement of public sdiool facilities throughout fhe District, mcluding safety
enhancementsandinstructionaltechnologyupgrades,byissuinggenKaIobligadon
bonds m a total principal amount not exceeding $800,000,000, to be issued in
multiple series, bearinginterest at not exceedingmmcimiini legal rates, maturing
within thirty years, and secured by the full failfa and credit and ad-valorem taxing
power of fhe District?

This languagewasapprovedby 68%ofthevoters. After seairinga positivemajority vote on the
referendum, Ae District was legally obligated to produce a sheaf of legal documents which
together comprised the "Bond Resolution" before it could offer investors the opportumty to buy
thefirst traodie of bonds, receive the funds for that trandie andbeginwoA. Uke the referendum
language,these documents did not reflect the great level of detaU provided to the voters in the
media blitz preceding the rcfeii dum. fastead, the Referendum itself contained language
authorizingSMARTBondfundsto beused:

for the purpose of modernizing, constructmg, acquiring, building, onlargmg,
finishing or otherwise improving school buildings, including safety enhancements
aadinstrucdonaltechnology upgradesor for anyO&CTexclusiveuse of the public
schools within the District, including therein, fhe projects set forth on Exhibit A

attachedhereto,assuchprojectsmaybemodifiedfrom timeto time.
"ExhibitA" contained three long lists ofBCPS scfaools, separated into the followmg categories:
"RemodeImg/Renovation and Safety Project Candidates", "Replacement (Full or Pardal)/New
Consb-uction Project Candidates", and"Technology Upgrade Candidates".
Although a great deal of specific information regarding scope, cost and schedule was

provided by the District in therun-up to tfae2014 referendum, to hearthem tell it today, those very
specific costs and times were only "estunates" that should not be given any kind of weight in
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evaluating the District's performance. We disagree. It is clear to us from every resource avaUable

thatthe District's "pitch" in 2014 wasstraightforward:Ifvoters approvedthe SMARTProgram
referendum,

the Broward Sdiool District repT esented that it could

(1) accomplish

the

complete

"Scope ofWork" (2) for a total of$937 mUUon (3) in seven years. Because neither the ballot itself
nor the Bond Resolution reflects these specific promises, the District is not legaUy obligated to

accomplish any of them. Nevertheless, explicit claims regarding scope, time and cost were
repeatedly made to voters in the District's communication leading iq> to the 2014 election, and it
would have beenperfecdy reasonable for voters to base their decision on vAether to vote "yes" or
"no" on the District's representation that it could and would accomplish these three covenants. It
is entirely appropriate to evaluate the Broward Sdiool District and the Broward School Board

basedcmthe standardwUch they readilyofferedto the public in 2014. In his own testimony in
2021, SuperintcDdentRuncietestifiedasfollows:

Q.Wewantedto doX projectsforX dollarsinX amountoftime, right?
A. Yes.

Throughtfaatlens, the oudookis not good:TheDistrict'slatest projections have the total
costoffhe SMARTProgram"scopeofwork"at roughly$1.462biUioo-almost50%morethan
what was covenanted to the voters-and the seventh anniversary of fhe SMART Program
refereDdum will pass in November while a number of projects-including all-important "Critical

Prionty One Projects"5-are still mired witfa delays. Broadview Elementary Sdiool, for example,
is currently scheduled to go into the final stage, "Closeout", on July 31, 2023. This school spent
246 days in the "DesignProcuremeut"phase, 1224 days in the "Design"Phaseand 806 days in

5 "Critical Priority One Projects" were schools that the District identified as being in such disrepair that it asked the
Board to fimd renovations regardless of whether the SMART Program referendum was successful. The Board

approvedtheDistrict'srequestm September2014.
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die "Construction Procurement" phase. In fact, constmctioa at Broadview did not start until
October21, 2020.PasadenaLakesElementarySchool,another"CriticalPriorityOne"projectthat
was started on February 1, 2015, has been plagued with even more delays and cost increases.
Today, over six years after that start date, actual constiuction has yet to begin, andthe school now

hasa targ^completiondateofSeptember 19, 2023. ShouldPasadenaLakesremainonits current
schedule,itwill havetakenover9 yearsto complete. Simplyput, onthistrajectory, a thirdgmder
atPasadenaLakesat&etimetfaisprojectwasfundedwillbeincollegebythetimeit isconvicted.
The cuircnt budget is over $2 miUion above the original estimate.
OthCT "Critical Priority One Projects" fared slightly better than Broadview and Pasadena
Lakes. For example:

.

SMART program renovadons at Lauderdale Manors Elementary began on April
22, 2016and the project is in the "bidandaward"phase. The currentprojected
schedule has this project being completed in just over 102 months, or 8.5 years.
The current project budget is $4 million over the original estimate.

SMARTprogram renovations at MaplewoodElementary beganon December 8,
2015andtheprojectis currentlyinthe"construction"phase. Thecurrentprojected
sdiedulehas it beingconvictedm just over91 months, or 7.5 years. Thecunent
project budget is $1.7 miUion over the original estimate.

.

SMARTprogramrenovationsatMargateElementarySchoolbeganSeptember28,
2015andtheprojectiscurrendyinthe"constiuction"phase. Thecurrentprojected
schedulehas it being completed injust over 84 months, or 7 years. The current
budgetis $351,247.00undertheoriginalestimate.
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*

The SMART program renovations at Pompano Beach Middle began March 16,

2016andAcprojectisciurcndyinthe"coiistruction"phase. Thecurrentprojected
schedule has it being cocapleted injust over 81 caonths, or 6.75 years. The cuireQt

budgetis $7 million overtheoriginalestimate.
Finally, the "star" of the "Critical Priority One Projects" is Cypress Elementary
School. SMART program rcnovadojos

at

began October 19,

2015 and the

projea;

is curready in the "doseout" phase. The current projected schedule has it being
completed m just over 65 months, or nearly 5.5 years. The current budget is $1.4
million overthe origmal estimate.

Asweexaminedfhisvery smallrepresentativesampleof<tCriticaIPriorityOne'"needs,it
becameclearthattheywerea microcosmofboththedelaysandcostovemmsplaguingtheentire
program,buttohearDistrictOfficialsandBoardManbersteUit, theseincreasesanddelayswere
entirelyunforeseeableandunavoidable-justa byproductofdoinganyconstrucdonprojectofthis
magnitude,or theresults ofthe actions of a few unfortunatehires whohave sincemoved on afta-

beingseat out as sacrificesto the ever-r^acious deity of "accountability".Again, we disagree.
WhilewereadUyactaiowledgethatit wouldbeumeasonabletoexpectanylarge-scaleconstruction
project to be completed without additional cost or delay, we believe a great many ofthe District's
"unknowable" costs wereentirely kaowable, andmany oftheDistrict's "imavoidable" delays were
entirely avoidable.
Furthermore, it is clear to us that at least a few of these officials knew in 2014 that there

would be-at the very least-significant cost ovemms from whathadbeenprojected. To the extent

District Officialsknew their projections were deflated and represented them as accurate, their
statementsconsdtutenrisrepreseatations ofmaterialfacts (thecostof the bondprojects) in order

Fined Repon ofthe Twentieth Staiewide Gnmd Jury

Page24 of 121

to secure a benefit(a positive vote), or as it is betterknown: Fraud. As we w31explainbelow, a
mysteriouscaseofselectiveamnesiahassetinamongmanyBCPSofficialsasto exactlyhowthe
numbersthattheDistrictrepeatedto voters overandoverin2014wereactuallyderived.
Nevertheless, whether BCPS officials knew back m 2014 that their numbers were

inaccurate,theresulttodayisthesame:TheBoardandtheDistricthavemismanagedthe SMART
Program. These problems go well-beyond "politics as usual", and we do not believe any of the
palliative steps takes, or even contemplated by the District in the last few years will abate them.
This rcpO
Tt will focus in

on a

few of what

we

believe to be tfae most

sigmficant and/or

most

illustrative examples m terms of understanding tfaese problems and accurately assessing blame,
but wedo notbelievethere is a systemic solution or a process thatwill resolve Aem. BCPSand
the Boardhave been investigated by three prior Grand Juries, all ofwhom wrote scathing reports,
and all of whom recommended modifications to this mle or that rule and the institution of this

process or that process.

Conversely, this Grand Jury has reached the conclusion that while it certainly could
recommeudsomeadditionalprocesses,checks& balancesorreguladons,it wouldlikely befudle.
This is because the fault ultmiately lies with tfae people cfaarged with leadmg this enonnous
bureaucracy and the people elected to hold tfaose bureaucrats to account. The District has

accumulated process on top of process over the years, to the point where almost every
adiniaistrative action is positively leaded with red tape, reporting requirements and other

adiainistrativeepliemera,butthoseprocesseshavenot changedthefundamentaldynamic, which
isthis:TheDistrict'sleadershiphasfailedonmultiplelevelsinvolvingtheSMARTProgram.They
failedto properly planfor it in 2014.Theyhavefailed in the years since to provide the level of
leadership necessary to deal with theproblems andconflicts thathave arisen. District officials have
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rq)eatedlyniisinfonnedboth the Board and the public on issuesrelated to tfaeadministrationof
the SMARTProgram, but the Boardcorporate has chosento minimize or ignore these failures,
therebyneglectingtheirdutyaselectedofficialsto holdtheiremployeesto account
The resultant paralysis has created a knock-on effect, costing the taxpayers of Broward

Countymillionsofextradollarsasprojectsfallliteral yearsbehindscheduleandstudentscontinue
to be educated in decrepit, moldy, unsafe buildings; all while Board members heckle the
Siq)erinteiKieDt in his yeariy evaJuatioos with vague jargon about how "[t]he external
communicationontheSMARTProgramdoesnotadequatelytell thestoryoftheprogressthathas
been made and is being made, in a balanced way[,]" but continue to rate him as "Effective" or

"Hi^ily Efifective" year after year.
Frankly, enough is enough.
FAILURE TO PLAN
To understand die roots ofthe deficiencies v/bicb led to the District's decision to seek what

wouldultimately become tfaeSMARTProgram, wehave to beginin late-2007, whenthe entire
world was plunged into an unprecedented financial crisis known colloquially as the "Great
Recession". This crisis affected state-level budgets around die nation, aud Florida-a state with

no income tax that relies priinarily on property taxes to fill its yearly coffers-was peculiarly
susceptibletothebudgetaryimpactofpropertydevaluationsbroughtuponbythecrisis'sattendant
rash of foreclosures. School Districts around the state were doubly impacted because their local
taxes were also tied to property values, and because the State of Rorida passed additional laws
reducing its own local contribution and linuting the local millage school distdcts could tax on a
yearly basis. All ofthis resulted in serious financial shortfalls for local school districts. Around the
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state, capitalbudgets had to be reduced, employees had to be let go and maintenance plans had to

bereadjustedto accommodatethereducedyearlyrevenueavailableforschools.
Localschooldistricts sou^it to addressthis budgetaryshortfall in differaitways.MiamiDadeCounty SchoolDistrict asked its voters in 2012 to pass the 21st Century SAools Bond, a
$1.2 billion general obligation bond that was eannarked to renovate facilities, update technology,
expand student capacity and upgrade school safety. After struggling to meet its existing
maintenance deficiencies for years after tfae Great Recession ended. Palm Beach County School
District asked voters in 2016 for a ten-yeai increase in its local sales tax in order to fund much-

needed remodelmg projects, vehicle purchases andtechnology ^grades.
For a significant portion of the Great Recession, BCPS was under investigadon by our
predecessor, tfaeNineteenthStatewideGrandJury, whichissuedits Final Report in Februaiyof
2011. That report excoriated both the District and the Board for "malfeasance, misfeasance and

noDfeasance"afterexamimng, intercdia,evidence ofcormpt relationships betweenpublicofficials
andcontractors andchicanery iavolving the issuance ofTemporary Certificates ofOccupancy by
the District's BuildingDepartment Allfaoughthe NineteenthGrandJury's Final Reportwasnot
accompanied by mdictments, itsrelease caused anintense wave of scrutiny that ultimately saw the
retiremeat of then-Superintendent Jim Notter. The Board installed Robert Runcie as the new
Superintendentof BCPS andhehasbeenthe ChiefExecutiveOfficerat the District ever since.

ThefinancialstrainassociatedwithtfaerecessionwouldeventuaUyease,butBroward,like
itssisterdistrictsinPalmBeachandMiami-DadeCounties,hadby2013accumulateda years-Iong
backlog of maintenance deficiencies it could not afford to undertake with existingrevenue. To
address these deficiencies, Broward diose the same route Miami-Dade chose in 2012: It would
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askthevotersofBrowardCountyto passa generalobligationbondthatwouldprovidethedistrict
withcashto fundmuch-neededrcaovadons,technologyupgradesanda hostofotherprojects.
In order to adequatelyplan for Ais bond, the District would have to conduct a "Needs
Assessment", which is inade up of two major components: FacUities Condition Assessments
(FCAs), wbich are designed to assess the type of renovadon work required; and Educational
AdequacyAssessments (EAAs), whidiarc basedon the educationalneeds of individualschools.

FCAs consistprimarily of individual reviewsof various facility components, such as roofs and
mechamcalsystems,andtheyrequirereviewersto completefonnsthatassesstheseverityoffound
deficiaicies.EAAs,ontheotherhand,arecompletedbyinterviewingschool-sidepersonnel,such
as principals, who would be in a position to Imow the educational needs oftheir individual schools.

EAAs mayencompassrenovations if the describedneedis for something like a largercafeteria,
buttheymayalsoencompassotherneeds,likenewmiisicalinstnuneatsorathleticeqiupmentThe
FCAandEAAinformationisthenenxeredintoproprietarysoftwarethatutilizesindustrystandards
andclientinputforcosts,andthesefiguresarecombinedinto a total costforthe identifiedneeds.
As many construction industry professionals pointed out in theu: testimony, it is hard to

overstate Ae significance of having an accurate and thorough Needs Assessment because it
becomes tfie basis for the entire project's budget andtuneline. To that end, there exist a number of

private, professional corporations tfaatare available to conduct Needs Assessments for large-scale
projects onfhelevel of whatwascontemplated by BCPS.Oue suchorgamzadon,JacobsProject
ManagementCompany, respondedto the District'srequest for bids, and, at therequestofBCPS
officials,includeda numberof "options"r^ardmg the participation ofJacobsemployees in the
Needs Assessment process. Essentially, Jacobspresented the District with three possible "levels"
or "tiers" of involvement:
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1. Jacobs employees would conduct the FCAs, crunch the numbers and author ifae

conq>IetetheNeedsAssessment,ThiswasAemostexpensiveoptionat$3^69,783.
2. District enqiloyees would conduct the FCAs with Jacobs employees on site, serving as
team leaders,thenJacobswouldcniadithe numbers andau&orthe NeedsAssessment

At $1,969,783,this wasthe "middleofthe road"m terms ofcosts.

3. District employees would be solely responsible for theFCAs, utilizing fonas provided
byJacobsandsubmittheirresults toJacobsemployees, whowouldcrunchthenumbers
andauthortheNeedsAssessment.Thiswasthecheq)estoption at$1^269,783.
In every scenario, Jacobs employees conducted the EAAs. The major difference in the costs of
these three options is attributable to whether Jacobs employees would have to be retained to
physically inspect the facilities andcomplete the FCAs. Ultmiateiy, in a decision Aat would prove
to be

fte very definition

of"pKmy wise and pound foolish",

the Board chose

"Option 3"

even

thoughtheDistrict hadneitherthe staff, the equipment, northeinstitutional expertise to undertake
this series of inspections.

It should have been no surprise that taking the cheap way out on the Needs Assessment
would cause significant problems later on. At a Board workshop on January 14, 2014, several
Board members mcluding Douna Kom-who herself has substantial coinmercial real estate
experience in the private sector-raised a number ofprescient concerns about the availability and
expertise ofthe BCPS staff who would be conducting these mspections and the issue ofwhether
deputizingthese Disbrictemployees to do physical inspections would allow Jacobs to disclaim
liability for auyeirors inthefinal Needs Assessment. The Board wasassured byDistnct leadership
that its staff"ha{d] the actual expertise m order to handle that portion of it.. . " and by District
ChiefofStaffJeffMoquin,whostated:
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whenwe talk about leveraging in-house resources andtheir expertise, we're talking
about mechamcal systems, roofing systems. So our staffknows what systems, and

what condidonsthose systems are in. We're not talking about our in-house staff
prioritizing any of that woric. Jacobs is going to be developing all the assessment
tools, all the templates, all the methodologies for which that building condition

assessmentis goingtohappen.It'sjust goingto beourlaborbasicallyboots onthe
groundgoingfromschoolto sdhoolto sdhoolandsayingokayit needsto bex and
it's y, all that informadonis thengoingto be compiled backinto the map system
that Mike spoke of aud it's going to be that process which then prioritizes and
evaluates what direction we're going to go.

In.responseto its secondconcernregardingaccountability,the Boardwasassuredby none other
than Superinteiident Robert Runcie that Jacobs would indeed be ''responsible" for faults m the
Needs Assessment

We watched the pertinent portions of the January 14, 2014 Board woricshop with
SuperintCTideatRuncie,whowasquickto pointoutinhistestimonythatthecheaperopdonswere
presented at that meetmg in response to a request from the Board's tequest for less expensive
options at a previous meeting. WhUe Supenntendent Runcie blames the Board-as do we-for

the decisionto eschewtheuseofqualifiedpersoimel fromJacobsin aneffortto savemoney, we
are compelled to pomt out that the $1.2 million option wasthe District's recommendation as well.

la a presentation apparendy created specifically for this Grand Jury,6 Chief of Staff Moquin
referred to the $1.2 million option as the "Scope as Recommended." Sa retrospect, however,
Superintendent Runcie himself agreed during his testimoDy that the $1.2 million option
recommendedbytheDistrictandchosenbytheBoardwasnot therightchoice.

6 Uponreceiptofhissubpoenatoappearbeforeus.ChiefofStaffMoquinprovideda lengthyPowerpointpresentation
that he personally prq»ared, whfch included a timelnie of the SMART Ptugram and addressedmany of the issues
discussed in this Rqrert. The presentation wasclearly aimed atdisputing negative publicity theSMART Program has
received. In fact, we received testimony that another copy of this presentation exists, one that was not provided to
this GrandJury,thatactuallymcludesmediacovCTage-headlinesandtweets-thatthe Districtperceivedas "negative
coverage"andsoughtto dispute.
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We also asked Superintendent Runcie about his assertion that Jacobs would be

"responsible"for the NeedsAssessmentIt is clear to us thatthe questionabout"responsibility",
which was asked by a Board member in the context of the mixed staffmg recommendation, was
about legal liability. Even though Superintendent Ruucie acknowledged that he understood the

Board member's question to beabout "accountabUity", he would not agreethat hemisstated tfaat
detailto the Board. In fact, whm it becameclear a couple of years later Aat therewere serious
problems with the Needs Assessment, the Board's other employee. General Counsel Barbara

Myrick,advisedtheBoardthattheDistrict'suseofitsownemployeestoconductFCAseffectively
indemnified Jacobs for any discovered faults in the Needs Assessment Superintendent Runcie,
evenagreeingthathewasawareofMs. Myrick's legal guidanceto theBoaid, evenacknowledging
that he understood the question to refer to "accountabUity", refused to concede that telling the
BoardthatJacobswouldberesponsiblewasa misstatement. Wedisagree.
In Februaryof 2014, the NeedsAssessmentproject beganmoving forwardand teams of
District eiiyloyees began inspecting its facilities. By July of 2014, tihe entire project had been
completed. Uke the rest of the pre-boadprocess, the Neais Assessment appears to have been
rushed, a fact that Supennteadent Runcie conceded duriag his testimony. Indeed, multiple
witnesseshave testifiedthat certain BCPSofficials and Board members were eagerto have tfae
SMARTProgramreferendumappearontheballotin theNovember,2014electioncycle,meaning
thatanyNeedsAssessmentstartedinFebruarywouldonlyhaveonlya fewmonthstobecompleted
before (fae all-out campaign for the referendum began. This campaign would include items as
diverse as SMART branding guidelines, SMART palm cards, SMART weekly fact sheets,
SMART customizable templates, SMART video messages, SMART talking points, SMART
FAQs, SMART voice message maps, the SMART website, a SMART community calendar,
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SMART outreach for District employees and a large nunAef of other ephemera and inidatives; aU

partofa concerted,full-blownblanketmediaapproachto convincethecommunityto"buyin"and
becomepartnersinthisinitiative.Accordingto SuperintendentRuncie,missingAe2014election
cyclewindowwouldhavecausedBCPStoeitherhavetopayfora specialelectionin2015orwait
untU2016forthenextelectioncycle, andmuldpieBCPSofficialstestifiedthattheDistrictsimply
couldn't wait any longer, because "our facilities were cnunblmg and we needed to make these

repairs". This is an iromc way to defendthe District'srushed Needs Assessment in light of its
subsequentperfoimanceexecutingthe SMARTProgramprojects.
The District's rush to complete Ae Needs Assessment-like its decision to use lessqualified and prcviously-tasked District employees to evaluate its facilities-had a pronounced
negadveimpactontheoverailNeedsAssessment. It wouldbeanunderstatementtosaythatthings
were missed. For example, BCPS employees who conducted the District's FCAs did not employ

anykindof"destructivetesting"ontheDistrict'sroofs-oneofthemostimportantandexpensive
itemsin thisseriesoflarge, complexrenovadonprojects. As a result, verylitde wasknownabout
the actual coDdition of tfaese roofs beyond how they appeared from the outside. The Districtappomted supervisor of the ad-hoc, three-persoa BCPS roof inspection team for the Needs

Assessment testified that she ha-selfjettisoned the comprehensive, multipage evaluation forms
providedbyJacobsin favorofa less inclusive,single-pageform ofherownmaking.Shewenton
to addthattheself-authorcdforms weremore consisteatwithherspecificiastmctioiisto perfonn
solelyvisualinspecdons.Sheclaimedthatherteamlackedthetedmical abilityandcapacityto do
anytypeofcomprehemivetestinganyway.Whenpressed,shecouldnotrememberwhoaskedher
to makethose dianges, but we believe she decided to reduce the information collected to a smgle
fonn because completing those comprehensive, multipage Jacobs fonns would have required
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equipment and skills well beyond those of her team. The District never pressed on this issue
because those same forms would have revealed the inadequacy of District staff to perform the
NeedsAssessment

As a result, it appears that District employees were discharging their Needs Assessmeat-

related mspectioaduties by merely walkingon BCPS roofe anddieddngone of three boxes on
the evaluation fonn labeled "good condition", ''repair" or "re-roof without anyregard for wliefher

'trc-roofmeantsomethingassimpleasmerelyreplacingandresealingthetop layerorrippingoflf
all oftfae elements of the roof down to the metal "deck" and building it back up again with new
materials. These two propositions have such vastly differait costs and time constraints that the

languageof'rc-roofdoesnotbeginto accuratelydescribewhatneedsbedonewiththem. While
it is clearto usthatroofingis likely a dominantdriverofincreasedcostsassociatedwithSMART
program constmcdon and renovation projects, it is just one example of how the Board and the
District's choice to rely on their own staff and their willmgoess to allow political considerations
to dictate the bond's timeline resulted in a completely flawed plan that is still causir^ the District
more than its share ofheartache over seven years later.
Once the Needs Assessment was completed, the District took the informatioD and
prioritized the needs by ranking prospective renovation projects from highest to lowest priority:

LifeSafetySystems,BuildiagBdvelope.HVAC,Electrical,Plumbing,IhteriorFinishes,thenSite.
Within those categories, particular types of items were prioritized. For example, in Ijfe Safety
Systems, fue alarms were rated #1, single points ofeutay were rated #2 and intrusion alarms were
rated#3. Whilethis doesnot appearimreasonable on its face, it is flawed dueto its lack ofstrategic
plaaning. For example, the replacement of rooftop HVAC units, which needs to occur every few
years, does not appear to have been coordinated with roofraiovation and replacement plans. This
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is important because replacement of the HVAC units will almost always require some degree of

intrusioninto the upperlayersoftfaeroofin orderto remove old units andinstall newones, so it
makes sense to coordinate these items, bdeed, industty professionals regard the timing of these

elements as part of their ordinaryandusual coosideratioasin projects of this magnitude. WhUe
roofs were rated #1 in the "Building Envelope" category, HVACs were a completely separate
category ofrenovation, meanmg the two projects-one which involved installmg a new roof, and
anofhCT which involved intruding on that very same roof to mstall a piece of heavy HVAC
equipment-would not always be coordinated as a matter of course.

Thelackofstrategicplamungisanoft-identffiedandnever-solvedproblemfortheDistrict
In 2019, at tfaerequest of Siq>erintendent Runcie, Ae CouncU of the Great City Schools reviewed

fheDistrict's PPODepartment7 andnotedthattheDistricthadfailedto account for thetimmg of
roofandHVACrq)lacement, a problemwhichwascompoundedby laterdelaysin Aeseprojects
because HVAC units that might have been acceptable rf the projects had been timely completed

werewearingoutbeforeprojectswereevenstarted,creatii^a wholenewsetofdeficiencieswhich
should have been accounted for as &e Distdct moved forward with renovations. Even after the

Council of the Great City Schools identified this issue in 2019, it is still a problem today. During

its StateoftheBondpresentationin Decemberof2020, incomingPMORAECOMidentifiedthe
lackofcoordiaatioabetweenHVACworkandroofingasanissue,attributingcosts inthehundreds
of thoiisands, if not millions, to fix. And whatdid the Board do whenpresented with this yearsold problem that had been previously brought to its attention? Nothing.
Flawed as it was, the Needs Assessment did generate a long list of "deficiencies"firom
campuses all over BrowardCounty, whichwere separatedby the Disftrict mto "bond"and "non-

7 PPO, more coinmonly known as"Maintenance", is traditionally part ofthe District'5 Facilities DepartmenL
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bond" projects. From there, it would then have been incumbent on the District to generate costs

forthoseprojects, addthosecosts up andcomeup withan overall "ask"in tenns ofthe ultimate
size of the bond. On the surface, this is exactly what happened: The District came up with a long

list of projects at each of its campuses and a total price tag of $800 million. But upou closer
examination, fhCTe appear to have been some serious miscalculations-if not outright fraud-in

the numbers the Districtpresaited leadingup to the 2014 refCTendum. While some of the cost
projections were fairly acauate, the cost of roof repairs and maintenance on hundreds of school

buildingsm theBrowardSchoolDistrictwereestiinatedto bebetween$6 and$8persquarefoot
It is difficult for us to overstate the ridiculousnessof this amount LitCTally every single
witnessthathastestified,fi-omindustryprofessionalsto BCPSemployeesto inaintenancestafifto
genera] contractorsto theroofersthemselves haveaU assertedthat thispriceis absurdlylow and
would have been. absurdly low even by 2014 standards. Even the most generous evaluators have

positedtfaatit wouldhavebeenimpossibleatthatpriceto do aaythmgbeyondAemostbasicroof
repairs.Itcertainlywouldnothavebeenpossibleto dothe"re-roofing"contemplatedinAeNeeds
Assessment, andat that price point, no reasonablegeneral contractor, architector eogineerwould
have reasonably thought that would be expected. According to officials m the Building

Department,this figureof $6 to $8 per squarefoot wasnot evenanywherenearthe roughly$12
per square foot that BCPS itself paid to renovate its roofs back in 2007.
Incredibly, even after mterviewing all the major players from the District involved ia the
Needs Assessmait- up to and including Superintendent Runcie and every sitting member of the
Board-this Grand Jury has uot found one District employee or Board member that can
definitively answer one simple question: Who came up with this figure? Based on the evidence,
we believe then-Chief Facilities Officer Derek Messier set the pnce of roofug at $6 to $8 per
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square footinordertoreachthetargetnumberof$800millionthattheDistrict's researchreflected
thevotersofBrowardCountywouldbewillingto entertain, andwebelievehedidthiswitheither
the tacit or active blessing of high-level District ofiScials up to and mcluding Superintendeot
Runcie. Messier, for his part, specifically denied manipulating these roofing costs in a 2021
interview with graadjury investigators, and Superintendent Runcie claimed to be completely
unaware of who set the Needs Assessment roofing price during his own testimony. We do not
beUeve whatMessiCTtold our invesdgators, aud we do not believe Superintendent Runcie's selfproclaimed ignorance on this matter.

In addition to mterviewing Derek Messier, our investigators interviewed fonner Jacobs
employees that oversaw (fae Jacobs portion of tfae Needs Assessment, aad obtained e-mail
correspondencebetweenJacobsemployees andtheDistrict. Basedontheseemails,weknowthat
the Districthas been awarethat the roofing prices were fataUy flawed since2016, and that the
pricepersqiiarefootwassetbyDerekMessier.WhatisuncleartousishowSiq)ermtendentRuncie
andtheBoard canclaim they arenot awareofthis fact in2021 .Theseemails included a long-time

Director8 m theDistrict's Facilides Department, who also claimed in sworn testunony before this
GrandJuryto havenoideawhosettheroofingprice.Regardless,theBoardhasneverdirectedthe
Superintendentto getto thebottomofthis issueandprovidesatisfactoryanswers.
Instead, for years. Superintendent Runcie, District officials and Board members have

claimed tfaereason the roofing price in the Needs Assessment is so much lower than what the
District is actually spending is because the District thought the renovations would entail roof

repairs,notre-reroofing. SuperintendentRunciehasrepresentedto us andto thepublicthatthese
escalatingroofmg costs arejust another unavoidable aspect of large construction projects. The
8 Directors run dspartmCTts andreport to diiefi, like the chieffacilities ofBcer, who make q>tfae SiqierintendeDt's
cabinet and report directty to him.
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problemwithhisassertionis thata simplereviewoftheDistrict'sownFCAdocumentsshowthat
the District inspectionteams identifiedthat re-roofmg would be required at the outset. la fact,
more than 99 pa-cent of the roofs identified for renovation wodc called specifically for "re-

roofing", andless than 1% were identified for '.repairs". 9 This multiplies out to 122,919 square
feetofroofthatneededrepairsand 18,941,639squarefeetofroofthatneededto bere-roofed.We
haveconsideredanddisinissedthe possibilitythat over six years, deteriorationofthe 35.05% of
theroofs assessedto beingoodconditionhascontributedto overall costincreaseforroofing.We
havereviewedAcDistrict'sFebruary2020presentationonroofing,wheretheDistrictpresented
thatit hadover 17miUion square feetofroofing work-somehow less than the 18,941,639 square
feet ofre-roofmg identified in 2014. No inatter how you slice it, "repairs" were never part of the
equation, aiidthis deceitful luisrepresentation is ody made possible by flie Board's failure to hold
Superintendent Ruacie accountable.
In suaunary, after seeing all the evidence and hearing all the testimony from these

witnesses,webelievethis is whathappened:TheDistrictrushedthroughits NeedsAssessmentto
get a list ofprojects it could pitchto voters aheadof the 2014 election cycle. In orderto bolster
public supportandbringvotersto thepolls, theDistrictwantedthat"scopeofwork"to include a
highvolume ofprojects from a lot ofdifferent schools, so BCPSofficialsmassagedthe costs m
theNeedsAssessment-specificallythecostsassociatedwithroofing-untilit couldfittfaislarge
groupofprojectsintothe$800miMioDfigureit hadearaiarkedfortheSMARTProgram.It isfrom
thissequenceofeventsthatweconcludethe"scopeofwork"theDistricthaspromisedisnot$800
jmillion in projects, andit wasnevergoingto be$800million in projects. It wasalwaysgoingto

9 Wewerepresentedtestimony thatshowedthatwhentheNeedsAssessmentwasconductedin2014andeveryroof
ofevay school was visually mspected by District employees, 35. 05% were found to be in good condition, 0.42%

neededrepairs,and64.53%neededtobere-roofed. Whentheroofsm goodconditionareremovedfromtheequatron,
99.36%needto bere-roofedand0.64%needto berepaired.
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cost more than $800 million to get the "scope ofwork" done. Those promotmg the bond who said
that work could be done for that price were not telling voters the truth. As to what was actually
gomg on in dieir imnds, we can derive only two possibilities:
1. District officials and Board members honesdy cKd not know that it would cost

substantiallymorethan$800millionto doall theseprojects,despiteofall theevidence
atAeirdisposalto the contrary,meaningtheyWCTCcarelessand/orincompeteaL
2. District officialsandBoari members didknow the tme cost of theseprojects would
be well over $800 million, but they told the public that the Scope of Work would cost
$800milliouanywayin orderto securetheirvotes, whichamountsto fraud.
to all likelihood, there were probably some people involved who fit into the fonner category and
some who fit into tfae latter, but whether our surmise about how the District arrived at these

numbersis conector not, andno matterhowmuchthepeoplepromoting the bondknewin 2014
about the true cost of these projects, the insult is the same: The District has committed itself to a
scope of woA that is far in excess of the funds it has available. When confronted with this

unavoidable reality, District Chief of Staff JeffMoquin summed the situation up succincdy by
sayingu[i]t is whatit is."
FAILURE TO LEAD

Although the problems with the original Needs Assessment arean important componaat of
the serious cost and time overruns now facing the District witfa respect to its SMART ft-ogram
projects, theseinitialhmdrances-whichnaayhavebeensubstantialiyamelioratedwithAe right
diiectiou andguidance-have mstead beenexacerbated bya lack ofsteady andeffective leadership
from top-level Districtofficialsor the Board.
TheHirm

and Retention of a
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From the outset, it is important to provide at least a snapshot of the hierarchy of the very
top of BCPS. The Supermtendent, as CEO, has a number of cabinet-Ievel positions, and those
positionsinturnmanagea numberofdepartments,whoseheadsreporttothe"chiefs".Sometimes,
Supaiatendent Runcie has a "Chief Facilities OfBcer" (CFO), who leads the Facilities
Department, which oversees construcdoa, mamtenance, physical plant operations aadanynumber

ofotherseparatedepartmentsthat together constitutethe life cycle of the thousandsofbuildiags
in the Broward School District from the time they are built until the time they are torn down.
Needless to say, these departments are of critical importance to the construction projects m the
SMART Program, many of which constitute a combination of defenred maintenance and
renovation which will need input and cooperation from the various facilities departments.

In addition, any large bond project of the kind undertaken by the District requires the
participation of an anny of general contractors, who m turn employ an even larger army of
subcontractors. Management of these annies can be done in-hoiise-as it is by the school districts
in Miami-Dade and Palm Beach Counties-or it can be managed by a large private contractor

calleda ProgramManagei/Owner'sRepresentative(PMOR). UnliketheschooldistrictsinMiainiDadeandPalmBeachCoundes,BCPShadgoodreasonstobringonanexternalPMORasopposed
to going xn-house. First, it had been rougjhly thirty years since tfae District had done a bond

referendum, so it lackedthe expertiseor personnel in facilidesto efficiently managea project of
this size without outside help. Second, the Final Report of the Nineteenth Statewide Grand Jury
was critical ofmany ofthe District's processes related to its facilities, so it is understandable that

theDistdctwouldwantto bringinanoutsidefinnto makesin-eit wasmanagingSMARTProgram
projects appropriately. Obviously, in a time-sensitive project of this kind, it would behoove the
District to get the PMOR in place as soon as possible. After all, contractors for projects cannot be

Final Report of the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury

Page39 of 121

broughtinuntil diePMORis setin placeso it canoverseetheirprogress.Therefore, anydelay m
bringing cm a PMOR has a multiplicative effect, delaying everything that comes after.

On a surface level, it does midally appearthat the District dmely begansearcbiagfor a
PMOR.OnNovember7, 2014,justdaysafterthepassageoftfaebond,theDistrictrequestedbids
fromprivatecontractorsfor thePMORposition. Jacobs-whoconductedtfaeNeedsAssessment
we addressed above-was anearlyfi-ontnmner, buttheentirebidprocess hadto bescrapped after
a senior District employee accused Jacobs of violating the "cone of sUence" required between

governmentemployeesandbiddersforgovemmfflltworkbydiscussingtheJacobs'sbidina phone
call withanofficialfinmthecompany.Theprocessofsecuringa PMORwasbegunagainwithout
the participationofJacobs,andthis delayedthe ultimatehiringof HeeryInternationalas PMOR
until August 18, 2015. As we mentioned above, this meant ifaatnone of &e other projects were
ableto beundertaken by designers andarchitects undl after Heery washired, which was almost a
yearaftervoters approved the Bond, andmonths afterthe"summer of2015",whenSuperintendent
Runde hadpromised that "actual physical work" on SMART Bond projects would begin.
The District's position is that the "cone of silence" violation was an unforeseeable
complicationthatcouldnot havebeenavoided,andthatonceit becameawareofthis issue, it took

all the accessary, time-consuming steps to redress it We understand why diat was required, but
what we do not understand is why the District andBoard would not open up the bidding process
for a PMORbeforethe Bondwasapproved. Both District officialsand Boardmembers testified
that it would not have been prudent to secure the participation of a PMOR before the vote was in

on the SMART Program referendum because Aey didn't have the money to actually pay the
PMOR without the bond funds. In fact, not one District official or Board member testified that

they even considered or discussed-let alone woikshopped-the possibility of starting the
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procurementprocessbefore thereferendumpassed.Yet still, they consistendytestified it would
have been a bad idea. Board member Doana Kom testified that it would not have been "a

responsible thing to do, to actually ask other companies to make an investment before it's
son^thing Ifaat we necessarily were going to act oa[, ]" while Board member Patricia Good
cojaceded the District and Board "could have" taken steps to procure a PMOR before the

referendumpassed, but that "the optic would have been negative." This GrandJury, however,
heard testimony Aat it was common iudustry practice for contractors to bid on potential projects

(those simply awaitingsome fonn of approval to go forward)knowingthat the workin question
is contingent upon third-party approval and receipt of funds. These contractors understand that if
these preconditions somehow do not materialize, the contingent bid would be nugatory. By the
District's own admission, tfae SMART Program was filled with critical, tune-sensitive projects,
many of which would need to beundertaken even if thebond hadaot passed. Wecan seeno reason
why the PMOR could not be hired contingent on the outcome of the public vote on the SMART
Program.

This approach certainly would haveenabled theDistrict to hit the groundruniung, andeven

ifa "coneofsilence"violationhadoccurred, it wouldhavereducedits time impactsignificantly.
Granted,theDistrict'sfaUureto bringona PMORbeforethe bondwaspassedis certainlynot as
egregiousas theCTTOTSthatwehavehighlightedboth aboveand belowin this sectionof our Final
RqK nt, but we think it

is

important

to

bring

it up because it is yet another

example

of how the

District rushed its process leading up to the bond. Superintendent Runcie very clearly and
specifically promised construction would start m the suinmer of2015, butwhenthat summer came,
the District did not even have designs ready because it was stuck waiting on the hiring process for
a PMOR. Thisinitialdelayledto numerouskaock-ondelaysastfaedesigncommunitywasHooded
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with work once the PMOR finally came on line, and was one of the early reasons that SMART
Program projects began to stray from their mitial timelines. Today, Superintendent Runcie says
that his stirtement that construction would start in the summer of 2015 was "ambitious". This is a

very diaritable wayto put it; wecanthink ofsome less charitable ways. Setting euphemisms aside,
however, startingconstruction in fhe summer of 2015 waswhattheDistrictand Boardneeded to

accomplish if they were serious aboutfulfilling tfaeircovenant to BrowardCounty taxpayers to
startall oftheSMARTBondprojects infive yearsandcompletethemall in seven.
It appears to us that all ofthe District's and Board'sefforts went into the "get the vote
done"sideandvery little attentionwaspaidto the"dothework"side.Remarkably,no oneatthe
BCSD appears to

even

actai owledge there

was an

opportunity to

avoid part

or

all of this

delay,

seeingthe "cone ofsilence" violadon as something unavoidable and unforeseen, andmaintaining
the District did not have the money to even allow potential PMORs to submit bids before the
SMARTProgramwaspassed.Wedonotfindtheseargumentspersuasive,andwithhindsight,the
District's failure to take these steps certainly wasted more time and money than any upfroitf
spendingon a PMORwouldhave.
The ChiefFacilities 0

cer Position

AnotherpersistentpersomidproblemfortheDistricthasbeenattheactualChiefFacilities
Officer (CFO)positioD, wheretheDistricthasforthepastseven years seennothing but ineffectual
leadershipandturnover. Thispositionis important becausetheCFOis in dhargeof coordinating
theresponsesofa largenumberofsub-departmeatsinthelargerFacilitiesDepartment,allofwhom
wUIbeimportanttothesuccessofdieoverallbondproject.TheDistrictbroughtonDerekMessier
in 2014, a fewmonths beforethe SMARTBond waspassed. Messierresigned from BCPS and
returned to his home state of Dlmois in September of 2015. Next up for this position was Leo
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Bobaiiilla, whose application was the result of a xiational search for a new CFO. On paper,
Bobadilla was a qualified candidate who had substantial experience in educational facilities and

wastheChiefOperatingOfRcerfor the HoustonIndependentSchoolDistrict(HISD)atthe time
heappUedto betheChiefFacUitiesOfficerfortheDistrict.AsChiefOperatingOfficerforHISD,
Bobadillawasoverseeing a large-scale, bond-financedrenovation project similarto whatBCPS
wastryingto dowithits SMARTProgram.
OnOctober20, 2015,theDistrictbrou^itBobadillato theBoardasits choiceforthenew
CFO position. At a public meeting. Board Members Robin Barderaan and Nora Rui»rt raised
concernsaboutlocalHoustonnewsreports detailingtheresultsofa recentauditofHISD'sbond
program, which had the potential to raise concerns about BobadiUa's perfonnance m that area.
Board members Bartleman andRupert requested the Board's vote to approve Bobadilla's hire be
pushed backso tfais audit could be invesdgated. Therei^»on came thefollowing exchange:
MR. RUNCTE: Yes, Ms. Bartleman. I've probably done more due diKgence on
thisposidonthanprobablyanyoneI broughtinfrontoftheboard.
So, first of all, the fact is there's actuaUy not an audit of the facUities situation in
Houston. HI talk about that m a minute. So Fve had discussions with a board
member who was also the board chair, who had-when the bond was imtiated. Fve

also spoken to another board member. Fve spoken to the superintendeut and,
actually, industry references as well.

So again, I held discussions with Mike Lunsford,a boardmember, HISD, who's
also board chair when the $1. 8 billion bond was passed, which was actually prior
to Mr. LeoBobadilla'sengagementwiththeprogram.
I alsodiscussedthiscandidatewithSuperintendentTerryGrierasa referencecheck
andalsodiscussedthestatusoftheircapitalprogram.
Tlie factof what is going on here is there'sbeen a significantchangein &e local
economyof Houston, driven by an unprecedentedconstmction boom, whidihas
created about a 30 percent price increase in construction costs, as they have
arisen- tfaey have risen from the original estimate of about $160 per square foot
to over$220persquarefoot today.
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So construction compauies are making decisions to pursue difEerent project
opportunides other than Houston ladepaident Sdiool District where their profit
marginsarchigher,andmanycontractorsarealsoreachingthen;bondingcapacity
with the work they're doing with outside-with projects outside of the district
Therefore,theyarenot seeuigthenumberofcompetitivebidsthattheyanticipated,
a.gass.becauseofthemadcetconditioiis.
Lafact, the situation m the areahas become difficult for many districts. One local

district in &e Houston area, Cypress Faiibanks,has even decided not to move
forwardwithconstrucdonprojects untilmarketconditionsimprove.
So, consequently, a debate or a conflict has emerged between an internal auditor,
an individiial, and a conunittee on how to cover the substantial inacease in cost,

ntuch, again, was originally based on a CM@Risk delivery method and how to

dealwith thatanda reduced vendor pooL There is nofonnal auditrg»ort. A board
member recently suggested hiring a third-party audit firm to resolve that noted
conflict.

Again, you know, we did background checks. We diecked references, spoke to
board members. Every reference we had was glowing. This mdividual interviewed
with a conunittee at tfaedistrict, wasthe highest-ratedcandidate, clarified with ati
parties (hat there are no external issues.
This candidate has been recognized in the industry, has won the Distinguished
Service Award from the Council of Great City Schools last year for his role as a

chieffacilitiesandoperationsofficer. He'sbeenpartof dieteamthatrecentlywon
tfaeBroad Prizefor the district. He's also beenrecognized for leadership awards
from leadershipHouston. He's worked in a number of districts, Guilford County
sdiools, where he was a chief operating officer and managed similar
responsibUities, as well as in Orange County, where he was a facilities director
directing major construction of projects under then Superintendent Blacker. Did a
lot of additions, placement, new school construction. Again, no concems there.
All references have checkedout well.

So I am extremely highly coafideiit that we are fortunate to be m a position to be
able to bring an individual with these qualification and background to this district
to move our capital program forward.
MS. BARTLEMAN: So the school board member that is hiring the third party to

reviewtheaudit,whenis thathappeamg?
MR. RUNCIE: They're not hiring. They've just made a statement at a board
meeting that was captured by the local media.
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MS. BARTLEMAN: So who conunissioned the audit that was in the media that

was in all the articles in Houston?- Who-who perfonDed that audit?- Because

some-whenyoureadAc papersMR. RUNCDE:SoI-

MS.BARTLEMAN:-in Houston,it's-it'sdifferent.AndI blowthatthep^ers
aren't always accurate.

MR. RUNOE:So, again,Fvespokento thefolks intheHoustondistrict,thereis
no audit of the facilities.

(Emphasisadded).LaterinAesamemeeting.BoardmemberRosalindOsgoodstated,"asa Board,
we have a responsibility of holding Mr. Runcie accountable. I don't want to get into dictadng a
personthatishiredandifit doesn'twork,then,becauseI dictatedit, thenI don'thaveanybodyto
hold accountable."

BasedonSuperintendentRuncie'srepresentations,therestoftheBoardignoredBartleman
andRupert's concerns andvoted to hireBobadilla onthat day. As it turned out, however, die audit
SuperinteDdentRunciehadso specificallyandvehemendyclaimeddidnot existwasreleasedthe
next day, October21, 2015, andit did indeeddetail a number ofproblems withthe executionof
HISD'S bond program, includmg coucems involvmg ineffective processes for retammg
contractors,costcreeparisingfiromexcessivedesignwoifc,inadequatecostcontrols andconcerns
regardingtheeffectivenessofbondprogrammomtormg. All of these items certainly wouldhave
been germaneto the Board's deliberation over hiringBobadillaas CFOofBCPS, and many of
these very same issues would later arise during Bobadilla's administration of the SMART
Program. By the time the audit was released, however, Bobadilla had already been hired.
Superintendent Ruacie, whohadso vehemently deniedthe existence ofthis audit, never came back

before theboard to correct therecord on its existence andnobody meutioned it publicly again.
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Bobadilla worked for Ae District as CFO from December of 2015 until the December of

2018.Overthisdiree-yearperiod, quarterly reports byTaxWatch, anoutsidenonprofit specifically
hired by BCPS to keep an eye on the status of SMART Program projects, paint an mcreasmgly
alamungpicture of gradualfailure as many projects becamemired in the designprocess, unable
to even begin constmction for want of acceptable plans. Through this pedod, what the District
really needed firom its CFO was a dynaraic leader who could tunnel deep into the bureaucracy,

identifyproblenasandgettheprojectsmovingforward.WhattheDistrictgotfromits CFOwasnot that. By accounts of both Board meinbCTS and other BCPS officials, Bobadilla was a

disconnectedleaderwho was eitherreluctant or uninterested m assertinghimself into the slow
modon trainwreckoccurring largely m his own departnaeat. According to witnesses, Bobadilla
rarely spoke up at meetings and was content to let rq>resentatives ftom then-PMOR Heery

International address queries firomanmcreasmgly-alaTDied BondOversight Committee asprojects
slippedfurtherandfurtherawayfrom anysemblanceofa timelme.
All ofthiscameto a headin2017,asthetimelinesforthefirstspateof"yearone"SMART
Projectsbeganto balloonwithmanyofthoseprojectssdll stuckm thedesignphase.TheDistrict
finallyhadto admitthat itsprojectionswerenotgoingto happen.Thiswasthefirst"stresspoint"
wherethe costs of SMARTProgramprojects really beganto inflate on paper, withthe District
ipforming the Bond Oversight Committee (aud therefore the public) that its initial cost estimates

werebeingrevisedupby 25%(justforreference, 25% of$987million is roughly$247 million).
The District revised its timeline and its costs, but when delays continued to worsw
afterward,SuperinteodentRunciebeganreceivingcomplaintsaboutBobadUla.Multiplewitnesses
testified that they personally complainedor expressed concerns about Bobadilla's performance
managingtheSMARTProgram.Inanactofactualmanagement,SuperinteadeatRuaciedirected
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changeatthe top ofthe SMART Program, assertinghimself withthe PMORby ordering Heery to
replace itsSMARTProgram leadCTShip. On the District side. Superintendent Runcie elevated one
of his Facilities directors to an executive director position, a position that BobadUla himself had

lobbiedthe Superintendentto fill. Unfortunately for Bobadilla, SuperintendeutRuncie wasnot
checking off an item on Bobadilla's wish list. Instead, Superintendent Runcie put the executive

directorin chargeof the SMARTProgram, leavingBobadillato manage only non-bondrelated
facilitiesmatters. Numerouswitnesses,includmgDistrictemployees andothers, testifiedfhatthe
elevadon of this addidonal employee to executive director was to take leadership of the SMART

Program awayfrom Mr. Bobadilla, not supplement his leadership. SuperintendentRuncie went
furtherinhistestimonyandtoldthisGrandJurythathewastraositioningMr. BobadiUaout ofthe
District, andthat he gave Mr. Bobadilla a tuneline to resign from BCPS. 10The Executive Director
positionwasfilled m Septemberof2018audBobadillaresignedjust a fewmonthslater.
Nobody involved in the SMART Program that we examined. Board members included,
believes the Program was successful during Bobadilla's tenure, includmg BobadUla.
Superintendent Runcie testified that he woiild grade Bobadilla's perfonnance as a "B minus, C

plus". Yet, whenMiami-Dade College for a recommendation, this is whathe told them:1'
Mr. Runcie was highly supportive of Mr. Bobadilla's application to Vice Provost

forFacilitiesatMDC.Hedescribedhimasanindividualofhighintegrity.Henoted
that Mr. BobadUla is very thoughtful in all his decision-makingpocesses, and
describes him as the most "steady" member ofhis cabinet. He indicated that in his
tenure hehas been highly effective in moving forward a major capital improvement

plan in the district, and has launched over 1500projects, whichare now moving
into the coastrucdon phase. He cuneatly oversees over 36M square feet of
facUities, aswell as supervismg a number ofemployees anddepartments, including
a fire chief. He noted that one of Mr. Bobadilla's early wins was changing the tone
and tenor of the District's relationship with the construction marketplace in the
10 . Bobadilla disputes this assertion, instead testifying tbat he left of his own volition because he felt
undCTapprcciated.

" RundeacknowledgedtothisGrandJurythatthesenotes,whichreflecteda verbalrefCTenceheprovidedbyphone,
accuratelyreflecthisstatementstoMiaini-DadeCollegercgardingBobadilla.
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community. Henoted thatMr. Bobadilla has a number ofadditional skills, such as
being a licensed attorney, thathavebrought iminense benefit to the District.
Regarding recent press regarding an executive director who is being brought in to
lead the bond project, Mr. Runcie noted that while the press seems to imply that
Mr. Bobadilla was not as effective as he should be, the execudve director position
wasonethat, infact, wason thebooks butwasait. BothMr. RuncieandBobadilla

hadcootmuaUyadvocatedto havetfaatposidonre-instated,andnow thatthe bond
projects have moved into the construction phase, it was critical to have the
additionaloversight He statedthat it shouldinno waybeconstruedassome sort
oflapse on die part of Mr. Bobadilla.

Fromall ofthe testimonywehavegathered,mostif not all ofthecontentsofthisreferenceareat
least misleading if not outri^it false. It is clear to us that SuperintendentRuncie wasdishonest
with the Board in the hiring of Leo BobadUla, and even though Bobadillafailed to perforaaat
executing the primary

task where his expC
Tience had supposedly set him apart from any other

candidates.SuperintendentRunciemisrcpreseutedhisjob parfbnnanceto givehim a soft landing
at a nearby educational institution. Superintendent Runcie said that Bobadilla vras "highly
effective"ata positionhewasultimatelytransitionedoutofteforeleavingtheDistrict;heclaimed
that Bobadilla"changedthe tone and tenor of the District's relationship with the construction
maricetplace" even though coiistruction professionals stiU complam about significantprobleins
with tfaewayBCPS retains andpays its contractors in 2021; andhe claimed that thenew Executive

Directorpositionwasto provide"additional"oversightofthe SMARTProgramprojects,when m
fact ovcrsigfat of those projects was being completely nioved away from the CFO position. One
could chock this up to mere professional courtesy, but the misrepresentations in this
recommendation go well-beyond providing a soft landmg for Mr. BobadiUa, which Superintendent

Runcie testified was his goal. 12 This recommendation is just another link in what has become a

12Leo Bobadilla has worked for Miami-Dade College since he left BCPS in 2018 and that institution considers him
to be an effective employee. We do not wish for our discussion ofBobadilla's tenure as CFO of BCPS to have any
bearingonhis current enqiloymentat Miami-DadecoUege.
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pattern of troubling public misrepresentations by Superintendeut Runcie involving important
issues. We are also troubled by his use of tfae media as a distraction. It is clear to us that the
District'sleadershipandcertainBoardmembers feel that tfaeyare at war withthe local mediaparticularly theFort Laudetdale Suu-Sentinel-and willjump onanyopportunity to gnunble about
the stories that "cover them negatively. " Based OD Superintendent Rimcie's own testimony,

however,thepressreportsofa "changeinleadership"inAeSMARTProgramwhentheExecutive
Director posidon was filled were factually accurate.
As for the CFO positioii, it has been vacant ever since Bobadilla left, and the Facilities

Departmentitselfhasbeensplit ^)art. Cunrmtly, the ExecutiveDu-ectorreniainsm diargeofthe
SMART Program. He reports directly to the Superintendent and supervises fteconstruction,
Construction andProgram Controls. PPO, on the other hand, DOWreports to the ChiefOperating
Officer, and the other departments that had been previously supervised by the CFO have been
subsumedinto still otherdepartments.
In its 2019 PPO Review, the CouncU of the Great City Schools found that "[t]here did not
appear to be a clear division-wide leadership vision or integrated structure in place to manage

definedresponsibilitiesand accountabilitiesacross major departments in the FacilitiesDivision.
This may be due, in part, to the lack of a pennanent ChiefFacilities Ofi&cer". The Council
recommended that the District "Peimanenfly fill the Chief Facilities Officer's position with a

provenfacUitiesexecutivewfaohascompellingcredentialsandexperienceinthekl2enviromneDt."
After making one imsuccessful attCDipt to find a new Chief Facilities Officer,

Superintendent Runcie changed the District's organization chart and removed the position
altogether. Since that time, he has publicly stated that he believed the District needed to get
proceduresm placeinFacultiesbeforeattemptingtofill thatpositionagain.SuperintendentRuncie
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made fliis statement as recently as December of 2020 during the AECOM State of the Bond
preseatadon. As one experienced Facilities managertestified, "theyhavehadanopportumty to get
their policies andprocesses in place andthey haveu't, clearly they need somebody to help them."
SuperinteDdeDt Runcie, however, has very recendy changed his tune on this point, testifying to
thisGrandJuiythatheintendedtorenewhisattemptstofill thelong-vacantChiefFacUitiesOfficer
position.Weshallsee.At thispoint,thepositionhasbeenvacantforabout2.5 years,longerif you
considerthatMr. BobadillawasstrippedofhisauthorityOVCTtheSMARTProgramseveralmonths
beforehe left the District.

Thefailures of theDistrictto properly staffand supervise its FacilitiesDepartmenthave
clearly had

an

intact

on

its overall SMART

Program

pM fomaance, but these failures should not

overshadow the significant delays and cost overruns generated firom inside fhe District's Building

Department To clarify this coufusiog nomenclature, the "Facilities" Department is tasked with
overseemg &e life cycle of buildings from design & construction through a lifetime of
maintenance & renovation, while the "Building" Department has Ac comparatively narrow task
of ensuring that tfae designs and methods of construcdon used on those buildings comply with the
applicable standards. Essentially, the Building Department is the Distoict's m-house code
compliance office. Once their designs are completed, architects and engineers submit them to the
Buildmg Department for a "planreview", which involves various specialists inspectmg the design
and detennmmg whethor aspects of it-electrical, fire safety, plumbing, roofing, etc.-will meet

the relevant code requirements. If tfae designmeets thoserequirements, these specialists will all
sign ofifon it, at whichpoint the ChiefBuilding Official issues a "Notice to Proceed" (NTP). Once
contractors have received these NTPs, most types of construction are allowed to commence
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according to the approved plans, but there are some important components of the overall designs

thatrequireadditionalaK>rovalsofplansatthesubcontractorlevel.
One significant area where addidonal approvals are required is in roofing, and it is this

level of the process which requires further examination. On the surface, tfae procedure is
straightforward: Sq»arate andapartfromhisorhergeneral contractor, every roofing subcontractor
must apply for a Roofing Subpemrit via a "binder", which takes the designs already approved by
the head of the Building Department and adds extra iiiformation on the thickoess and depth ofthe
various layers of the plamied roofs, the materials the roofer plans to use, specific shop drawings
illustrating the roofer's constmcdon plan anda numba- ofother items. The Roofii^ Inspector then
reviews those binders to ensure they arc compliant with the Rorida Bmlding Code (FBC), tfae
more stringent Hi^h Velocity Hurricane Zone (HVHZ) standards that apply to Miami-Dade and
Broward Counties; the State Requirements for Educadonal Facilities (SREF), and the Disti-ict's
own Design and Material Standards. It is at this point that the process is breaking down. Roofing
Binders are being returned for resubmittal-often multiple times-adding millions of dollais in
extra costs and months or even years to project timelines.
According to Bmlding Department officials, the binders are deficient in that the designs
submitted by some of the roofers do uot meet the necessary Florida Building Code, SREF or
Distnct-specific Design and Material Standards; some of the roofers are too inexperienced; and
many roofers have not "done their homework" by actually physically inspecting the roofs for
which then- binders are being submitted. The private sector design and construcdon community,
on the ofhCT hand, places the blame squarely on the shoulders of the Building Department, saying
that the roofing binders do indeed meet the standards set out by the Florida Building Code and
SREF,but tihe BuildingDepartment's code mteq?retations aremuchdifferentthan otiier, similar
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districts like Miami-Dade and Palm Beach Counties, and that these interpretations tend to be

applied inconsistently depending on the ideadty of the roofa-. Contactors also compliun that the
District's submission process is arcane, and the District's Design and Material Standards are
unnecessaryanddonotreflectindustrywidepracticesintheSoirfhFloridamarketWewill address
each of these arguments in turn, but from the outset, we note that regardless of which side is
coirect, it is incumbent on BCPS officials to ensure SMART ftogram projects are completed
reasonably on time and on budget. The buck stops with them. TheDistrict hashadseven full years
ofaccess to the private and public sector employees propouiuimg these incredible delays and cost

increases. It has the power to askthem any question it wants and require an answer. It has die
powarto hire andfire than or to teraunateifaeircontracts. Therefore, we must conclude tfaat tfae

District could have solved theseproblems way before now, and at this point, it is eitherchcwsing
not to solve them, or it lacks the managemait acumen to do so, or some combinadon of both.
Until his recent retirement, the Chief of the BuUding Department and Chief Bmldiag
Official was Robert Hamberger, who had been employed by the Distdct smce 1994 and held the

position of Chief since 2009. Mr. Hamburger has two assistant chief building officials. The
Assistant ChiefBuilding Official that overseas roofmg, among other things is Ronald Morgan.
Morgan himself used to be the ChiefBuilding Official, but was removed from that position m
2009aftera convictionforbeingimproperlyliceDsedto servein thatcapacity.Morganhasserved
as Assistant ChiefBuilding Official ever since. Under Morgan's direct supervision is the roofing
sub-pemiitting office, which until very recendy employed a single inspector: Maria Louisa (ML)
Rouco. AU of these mdividuals are supervised at the District level by Jefif Moquin and then
Superintendent Runcie, but the Building Department retains a degree ofoperational independence
because ofthe nature of its inspection woA.
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After years of complamts from the design & constmction community, the District hired
RSM US ULP13 to conduct a roofing process analysis, focusing on issues in the Building
Department. Accordmg to Superintendent Runcie, RSM's findings were no surprise. Multiple
times

during our questions about the

RSM

Roofing

Process

Tintendent
Analysis, SupC

Runcie

testified that he was aware of the issues and that these issues were the reason he requested the

analysism thefirstplace.
The RSM Roofing Process Analysis made nine observadons. For each of those, RSM
provided its analysis and recommeaded solutions to the District prior to finalizing its audit First,
RSM identified issues in the roofing design andplan review. One of RSM's recommendations to
improve the process was for the BuUding Department to meet with designers earlier in theprocess
and identify changes applicable to roofing. It its response, the Biulding Department disputed the
value ofthis recommendation and opined that the designers could not provide euough detail at the
stageRSMrecommendedmeetmg.
Second, RSM-echoing some ofthe observations in the Council of tfaeGreat City Schools

PPOanalysisfiromjustoneyearbefore-observedthat:
thereis no strategicroofingplan m placeforprioritizing,selecting, or scheduling
roofing projects to develop a long-term plan for each of the 241 school facilities
managed by BCPS. For example, it is possible that a building may receive a roof
replacement with a Ufespan much greater than&e expected useful life ofa buildmg,

instead of less-cosdy repairs to extend the existing roofs Ufespanto a timeline
consistent with the reinaining building components. Individuals makiag facility
maintenance decisions regarding elements sudi asroofing should be equipped with
up-to-date mfonnation to enable effective decision-making... Wilfaout proper
traddng of long-term plans related to each building's life cycle, resources may be
utilized inefFectivelyleadingto financial,operational, andreputatioDaldamage.

13RSM is anauditing andconsidting firm that theDistrict regularly utUizes to conduct audits and analyses of various
BCPS procedures and departmmts.
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After making these observations, RSM recommended "BCPS develop and mamtain a long-range
planfor all facilitiesmanaged."
IDitsresponse,theDistrictstatedthatit wasworkingto procurea companyto mairft^mits
roofs. This respoase is notable for two reasons: First, theentirety ofthe District's response is about

itsplansformaintenance.Thereisnoreferenceto strategicplaniungm theDistrict'sresponse.We
believe this is the result ofthe ongoing vacaacy in the ChiefFacilities OfficCT position. TestimoDy
of numerous witnesses have shown that Ae executive director of capital programs is

not the pC
TSoa

to engage in strategic long-tenn plamiing. Second, the District still does not have a roofing
maintenanceplan.Justlike theDistrictsaidin its responseto RSMandjust like the Distncttold
the Board ata roofing woricshop in February of2020, Superintendent Runcie told this Grand Jury
the maintenance plan was about to be implemented. We will address how this lade of roofing
maintenaiice affects theSMART Program roofs later. But for now, wearetalking prmiarily about
the 35% of the District's roofs were classified as being in "good condition" during the FCAs
conducted in 2014andaretherefore not cuirendy in lineto bereplaced any time in thenearfuture.
As theDistrict meanders along discussmg the imniineQt roofmg maintenance plan, theseroofs are
bemg neglected. This lack of strategic planning, combined with the lack of roofing maintenance
for the existingroofs, speaks volumes whenjuxtaposed againstthe Districtleaders' defensesof
the Building Department

The fourth through seventh observations are all about the roofing sub-pemiittmg process.
RSM'sfourthandfifthobservationsidentifyinefiScienciesandlackofautomationin submission
and review of the roofing sub-pennit binders, while its sixth and seventh observations relate

specifically to the Building Department's roofing inspectors, or lack thereof. To anyone familiar
withthesub-pennitprocessatBCPS,it is colloquiallyhiownasthe"MLfactor."
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Over the greater part of tfae last two years, this Grand Jury has heard testimony from
numerousindustryprofessionalsinproject management,contractmgandothersubspecialtieswho
reference Ae "ML Factor"as oneofthe primary challengesofdoing work for BCPS. The term
"ML Factor" actually refers to "ML" Rouco, and it is not an exaggeration to say that Rouco's

perfonnance as roofing inspectorhas single-handedlycost the District and the vendors tens of
naiUions of dollars andhas set the timetable back by literal years on numerous SMART projects.
By way ofbackground, Rouco has been with the District for over 21 years, and she led the

roofing team responsible for the flawed FCAs in 2014. Testifying District officials have
characterizedherasa "forensicroofingexpert",anduntilveryrecently,shewasthe sole inspector
overlookingtfaeroofingsub-permittmgprocess on literallyhundredsofbondprojects around(he
District. Testifying witoesses from the District and die Board have almost universally praised
Roucoasa toughinspectorwhogoesdieextramiletoensurequalityroofsarebeingputontop of
schoolsintheDistrict.Whentheydescribedisagreementswithher,manyofthemtell eerilysimilar
anecdotes that end with some version of"but as it turned out, I was wrong and she was right".

htdustry-sideprofessionals, however, tell a very different story, that of an inspector that
has sent backroofing sub-peimit binders with little to no guidance asto whythey were disapproved
or has approved a roofing binder she previously rejected after it was sent back with a cover page
from one ofher prefared roofers. Oneroofer gave an example ofhis roofing binderbeing rejected

andsentbackto himwithnoguidancefmmRoucobeyond"providea betterdetailedsection"for
onetabofthebinder. Roucoseatthebinderbackwiththatresponsetwo times, only to provide a
detailed response on the third binder, four months after Ae roofer's initial subimssioa. Project

managerstell stories of how theyhave tried to accelerate the roofingsub-permittingprocess by
bringing on experienced industry professionals to assist with roofing inspections, but Rouco-
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empowered by her own supervisors ia the Building Department, and, by extension, the District
and the Board-complained about their work product and qualifications until they withdrew,
leavingher againasthe sole inspector.

RSMmadesimilarobservations,andML'ssupervisors providedsimilarresponses. Most
notably, RSM observed that atthe time ofthe review, "only one (1) individual is responsible for
facilftating the entire roofing sub-peimittmg process." RSM later stated that t<[c]ontinued
utilizadon of a single individual for the roofing sub-pemiitting process, similar to many
construction processes, increases the likelihood of: project delays, process breakdown due to

unexpected absences or position vacancy, conflicts of mterest, bribery, favoritism, ineffective
vendor management, among others." RSM recommended "allocating additional resources to
support thesub-pemutting process" andwent onto explainthe benefits these addidonal resources
could provide. The District's response was separated into two camps. The official response, from
the Building Department, was that it has tried to add staff and caimot find qualified applicants at

salariesit can affordto pay. Ofcourse, (his excusefaUsflat when it appears in the RSMreport,
just as it fell flatwhenDistrictleaderstrotted it outto thisGrandJury.Thesecondresponsecame
directty from ML. Upon reading RSM's observations, quoted above, ML seat a threatemng email
and copied numerous high-level District employees. After ML threatened to sue, a senior District
officialcontactedRSM.Witnessesfrom the DistinctandRSMdenythat theDistrictever actually

askedRSMto changetheTepoiLBut the report waschanged.After issuing its RoofmgProcess
AnalysisonAugust4, 2020,RSMre-issuedthereport onSeptember 8, 2020, havingremovedthe
words "bribery and favoritism" fi^im its observation about utilizing a single individual to
administer the roofing sub-perauttmg process. RSMremoved that language, even after finding that
one roofing contractor was responsible for seven of the eight roofing projects that had been
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completed to date, and that "[o]n!y a small group of roofing subcontractors have been able to
consistently obtain a roofing pennit"

Another example ofRouco's imabated hostiUty towards colleagues is anemail she sent to
multiple District aud PMOR officials alleging the PMOR and Facilities Department were
mterfedng with the roofing sub-permittmg process:

I wantto makeyouawareofsomeoftfaeongoingissuesbeingfacedintheprocess
of pecfonxiing my duties. I am bringing it to your attendon, so you may act upon

theiaformadonandguideyourstaffaccordingly,to activelystopand/ornotfurther
encourage, any and ALL actions that attempt to pressure, interfere and at times
undennine, the process of plan review, mspections and penmtting with respect to
roofii^.

I am awareyou are fairly new to the district, but I wantedyou and your staff, to
avoid previous pitfalls of others project managers and staff, that willingly or
unwillingly were part of a concerted effort to undermine the lawfiri duties ofa Code

Official, and in turn for the sake of expediency and self imposed deadlines,
shortdiangedAe constructionprocess.

Although your stafl5ng indudes a multiplicity of titles, know, none of these
individualsare to interferewith the inspection process or the Inspector'scalls
on any particular aspect pwtaining to Code Compliance. Their duties are

critically important, as are to represent the Owner in matters that pertain solely to
tiieperfonnanceofthecoutractandnotgetinvolvedinthecomplianceofthework.
Thiswarningaboutnot interferingwitha CodeOfficialextentsto Consultants
and/or any other individuals that may be brought in to "expedite", "facilitate"
or any other nomenclature gwen as a disguised for "interference". I am and
will rcmam vi^lant with regards to this specific point. Code Connpliance is the
sole entity to inspect, plan review and issue permits in the District This is the
law, as stipulatedin the FL. Statute.

I am fully aware of pressing issues for district, especially by the self unposed,
artificial deadline on roofing projects. I have written on numerous occasions as to

the labor force and capacity of the different roofing companies m the region.
Unfortunately, the reality of this fact, has not been accepted. I observe from afar,
the constant hiring, the multi layers of staff, attempts to bring more and more
consultants, and yet, no matter how mudi administrative manpower is thrown at
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the shortage of qualified roofers, the roofers will not multiply, and at best as
previously stated, we will stiU get the same resuUs, +. 20 roofs a year, in a good
year.

For those wandering about the "ML factor", know, Ac difFerence is, Aat

roofingwmlcis beingdoneto CodeandDesignMaterialStandards.I amnot
shortchangingthe district or the taxpayers, as h wasdone in the past. Code
Compliancehasmadea concertedeffortrespondingto the outcry ofthetaxpayers
ofBroward County, whose feelings were fully expressed on three previous Grand
JuiyReports,asthe 2011 report stated, "Forat leastthe last 15 yearstfaeDistrict
Tated
has opC

a

facilities and construction

dq»artment with litde rcgaTd for quality,

accountability or fiscal responsibility, yet (fae Board has done nothing to address
Aese issues."

I believe today, that Both the Superintendent and die Board realize, the quality of
theroofscannotbecircumvented dueto timeconstraints andor capacity toperform
the work. ReaBsticaUy, you along with upper management and/or
Administrators, must inform theBoard,whoin turn, should infonn Broward

County consdtuents, the roofs wUInot becwnplcted, untffl 2032. Thatis mybest
estimate, if we start working together, and not continue on dififerent pa&s,
otherwise,it will takelonger.

There is alsoa mindset frmm project management, the prdblem ofpermitting
wffl besolved by "gmngRoofingContractors the details the district wants".
Needless to say, is not what the "BuUdmg Department wants" or what "ML
wantsw» that would be subjective and in contradiction with the legal
responsibilities <rfour role under license andmandate by DOEandthe Board.
The best way to explain it, is gwmg a student the answers to die test, without

gdng through the course or sitting for the exam. It solves nodiing and the
outcome is disastrous for the life of Ae student, in this case, our roofs. Thus, what

I try to do is educate the applicant m the best way possible, although limited, to
uifluaice fheoutcome. I guarantee you, thatwhen you sleep, when you areenjoying
yourlife, ML.is trying to figureout waysto makean extremelybadsystem woric
for the occupants and taxpayers. Yes, I don't havemuch ofa life, but know at 64,
it has become my life's mission, to leave behindthe best roofing I can for this
District

I have attempted andtaken exteiisive amount of time both verbally andin writing,
to forewarnandbring you a messagebasedon radonal aiialysis, mathematics, in
essence, common sense (as my wise ex-husband used to say, the least common of
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the senses), to no avail. I might not behere to seethe end results, andsome of you,
may feel fhesame; but our collective responsibUity, is to change the outcome ofAe
next Grand Jury Rq>ort. I for one. challenge myself each and everyday, question
my words or actions, attempt to correct the wrong I may have done, amend myself,

togoatit thenextday,tohelp others forthegreatergoodofourDistrict, shouldn't
we ALLbe doingthat? Remember, to error is human,but to knowingly contmue
on the same pafh, is foolish...

Pleaseknow,I willcontinueto bringup issuesofconcerntomanagement,withthe
sole aim of curtailing waste and mismanagementof the taxpayers money and to
providequalityroofeforthisDistrict.
(Emphasisadded).

We recognize that the Building Department must retain a certain level of autonomy
regardinginspectionandpermittingdecisions. Wefurtherrecognizethatprior grandjuries have
criticizedthis veryBuildingDepartmaitfor allowingshoddyworkmanshipto elide its inspecdon
process. However,asourSecondInterimReportsuggested,a betterpracticewouldprobablyjust
befor dieDistrict to leave its inspectioiis to external, rather than intanal, authorities. Nevartheless,

the language of this emaa-4ts repeated warnings to the PMOR about the potendal legal
consequences of interfering with code compliance officers, its invocation of prior grandjury
reportsto supportits propositions,itsmaligningoftheoverallroofmgindustrym SouthFloridain
favorofa selectfew,its predictionthattheroofingworkwill notbefinishedbefore2032,andits
bald assertion tfaatgivingprospective roofers actual details abouthow their binders were deficient
would be like "givmg a student the answers to the test, without going through the course or sitting

for the exam"-is clearly beyond the pale. According to nearly all of the roofers, construction
professionals, project managers and BCPS officials she woriced with, this is the dp of the iceberg
m terms ofRouco's intractability. This Grand Jury asked Rouco's direct supervisors andnumerous
other District officials aboutthe contents ofthis email and Rouco's overall professionalism, and
we were universally answered with some variation of"Well, that'sjust how ML is". Not a single
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one of these "leaders" indicated they had even spoken to her, let alone counseled or disciplined
her about the contents of the email or numerous other similar commimications audiored by her,

norhasanyoneaddresseddirectlytheunderlying claiinsshemadeabouttheroofing sub-pennitting
process or her clearly stated preference for certain subcontractors. No wonder they can't get
anythingdone.ThisGrandJuryiscomposedofpeoplefi-omall walksoflife,manyofwhomwork
in the private sector and many of vfbom woric in govemmeDt, and not one of us can fathom a
management enviromneat where a communique such as ttus does not merit outright firing if not,
at the very least, a serioiis counseling session.

To beclear, it is not like dieupperechelonsofBCPSmanagersdidnot know Roucowas
creatiag issues in the Building Departaient WhenRouco found out theDistrict hired RSM to audit

the BuildingDepartment'sroofingprocess, sheinteipretedthependingscrutinyofherfiefdoraas
a personal attack andmarched directly downtown to complain to Superintendeiit Runcie. He heard
herout, but the audit went forward. Then, whenRSM Roofing Process Analysis was issued, Rouco
threatenedto sue.

And this is the rub. Rouco is au employee who has created a management problem that no

one attheDistrictappearsto bewillingtoresolve. Whileshemaybe a "forensicroofingexpert"
with years of experience and shemay be a skilled mspector, her skillset is not irreplaceable. There
are people in both Miami-Dade and Pahn Beach counties who do just this kmd of work, under
similar couditions, five days a week, 52 weeks a year. They do not have these kinds of issues
involving multiple rgections, resubmittals and months if not years of delay and additioiial costs

whileprojectswaitforanacceptableroofingbinder.Whatdoesthiskindofa communicationfrom
a BCPSemployee-v^hichcarboncopiesa largeportionoffheDistnct'suppermanagement-say
about the District's ability to manage itself? Nothing good.
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tatheirtestimonyto us, seniorBuildingDepartmentofficialsdisplayedobviouscontempt
for aianyprivate contractors, defending Rouco with unwavering devotion and opiningthat it was
thecontractors'ownfaiiltthattheycouldnotsubmitdesignsthatwouldgetapproved.Importandy,
however, manyof die private contractors stymied here in Browardhavesuccessfullycompleted
roofing projects on sunilar facilities under sunilar constraints in Miami-Dadeand Palm Beach
Counties. Were that not the case, we might be inclmed to credit the statements of Building
Department ofiGcials that despite all their clear guidance, the private industry <just can't get it
right. " But m point of fact, that is the case, therefore we do not credit those statements.

RSMalsonaadeobservationsabouttheBuildingDepartment'sinterpretationoftheFlorida
Buildmg Code and the District's Design and Material Standards. We have reviewed the RSM
Audit and takea extensive testimony on the Buildmg Department's inteiprctation of code and
Design Standards. ID addition to the Building Department officials and roofers we have already
noted were witnesses, we haveheardfrom District einployees who are members of the committee

thatoversees the Dis&ict'sDesignStandards,members of the designcommunitythatwork with
the District, and representatives of the roofing materials industry. We find that the Building

Department's code interpretatioiis are unnecessarily restricdve and lead to an uncojiqietitive
process to obtain roofing materials. As a practical matter, until very recently there was only one
assembly that has been approved in the District's Design & Material Standards.
The primary issues with the Building Department's interpretation of code are its
inteqiretation of "new constmction" as it relates to the slope needed on the roofs, and the wind

rider requremeat in the District's Design Standards. We received testiinony that the Buildmg
Dq)artment is improperly mteipreting what is "new construction" under the Florida Building

Code. The BuildingDepartment believesthat whenthe District "re-roofs"an existingbuilding,
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that qualifies as new construction. Basedonthat interpretation, tfae Building Department requires

a changem the slope oftheroofto wie-quarter inchperfoot. 14Basedonthe ageoftfaeroofs being
addressed by the District, the existmg slope is almost invariably one-eighfh inch per foot, which
means that the Buildmg Department ahnost always requires the design firms to include an
additionalone-eighthmchslope in Aeir roofdesigns.Tlus changein slopehasa rollmg effect, as
dienewone-quartermchsloperequires otherchangesto tfaeroof. For example, curbs wherethe
HVACssithaveto bechangedto meetthe changingheightoftheroofcreatedbyAenewslope.
The Buildmg Department has at least been consistent in its interpretation of the Horida Building
Code on this matter. In the FCAs for the 2014 Needs Assessment, the new slope was clearly
identified as a need, marked as "Reroof-NEWDECKREQUIRED-1/4"/FT.M In defense of its
worit, the BuUding Department vociferously blames the design community for submitting
incorrect designs. To be fair, however, the facilities Department did not provide the design
community with these FCAs as part of its scope of work, and we do not believe it is reasonable to

suggest the designers should have kuown the Building Dqpartment was going to implement a
minority, if not completely unique, definidoa of "newcoiistrucdoa. " When one coiisiders this lack

of infonnationin context with the District's pricmgof roof work between$6 and $8 per sqiiarc
foot,thereis nowaythedesignerscouldhaveandcipatedtheywouldencoimterfhisslopeissuein
advance.WhilewedisagreewiththeBuildingDepartment'sdefinitionof"newconstruction," the
blame for this issue clearly lies witfa District leadership, who have abjectly failed to understaud

aad mediate this issue, ff the District chooses to maintam an in-house BuUdiDgDepartmeat to
interpret code, then it is incumbent onthe District to ensure that the Facilities Department is aware

I4TheDistrictgenerallyputs"flat"roofsooschoolbiuldings,asopposedtoa pitchedroof.A flatroofstillhassome
degreeofangle,calledslope,fordrainage.Theslopeiscreatedbytheiasulationmaterial,suchaslightweightinsulated
coBCTete.thatisputdownpriorto theroofcover,a modifiedbitumensystem,thatgoesontopoftheroofingassembly.
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ofwhat theBuilding Department will require of its designers. There is certainly no excuse for the
District to have underpriced the roofs as it did, but atthis point, there is also no excuse for there to
be ongoing "misunderstandings" between the Building and Facilides Dq>artments, which clearly
still exist

While the District's design and material standards ostensibly approve several brands of
modified bitumen roofing and several brands of lightweight msulated concrete, the District's
insistence ODrequiring a windridCTfrom any prospertive roofing manufacturer in addition to die
indusb-y-standaid 20-year wananty effectively reduces coaipetition by forcing the roofing
manufacturer to warranty the entire roofing assembly, including other materials, such as

lightweight insulated cona-ete, thattfaemanufacturer does not sell itself. Many manufacturers are

understandablyhesitantto warrantmaterials theydonotproduce. Infact,untilrecently, 15onlyone
manufacturer would sell the District a wind rider with the specifications the District required,

specifically coverage for damage caused by winds up to 180oules perhour. 16Onthe surface, one
would thinkthe District is efficiendy protecting its iavestment byrequiring roofing maniifacturers

to offer this extracoverage, andDistrict leaders often point out that thesewindriders come at a
minimal cost, usually $1500 per warranty.
Uufortunately for the taxpayers, these wind riders are effectively useless for two primary
reasons. First, the DistritS is required to conduct routine maintenance on the roofs andkeep records
of this maintenance for these warranties to be valid. As we detailed above, the District has no

roofing maintenaace program. Ofcourse, the District could fix this issue, and it has claimed it will
do so soon. TTie second and more confounding issue is lurkuig m the fine print of the

15WeteamedAata secondroofingmanufacturerrecentlyagreedto sell theDistricta sunilarwindrider.
16We havereceived testimony that 180mph actually refers to pressure and the maximum actual wmd speed covered
is 139milesperhour, vriiichis inelevant given ourfindingsaboutthe windriderscoverage,exceptto saythat it did
eot appear that the Board membCTS do not seem to grasp this concept
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manufacturer's exclusions. ID its Terms, Conditions andLimitations, the manufacturer's warranty

states specifically that it does not cover, "[t]he effects oflightning, fire, flood, acid rain, fhermal
shock,explosion,hail,seismicevent,Aumcanc,tornado,ormicrobwsS." Lihistestimonyto this
Grand Jury, the maiiufiacturer's representative absolutely did not testify that the wind rider
languagewould tnunp the languageof the exclusion. Based on this, we believe fiie District is
purAasinguselesspaperandlimitingthecompetitiveness ofits procurementintheprocess.
As stated above. SuperintendentRuncie testified that he was already aware of many of
theseissues,aswastheBoard.InFebruaryof2020,asa resultofcomplaintsfiromthecontractors
andAc community, theBoardheld a roofing workshopto addresstheBuildingDq>artmentand
delays in roofing. Iftfae Boarddidn't understandthe issues at tfaattime, &ey shouldhavewhen
they were provided the RSM Roofing Analysis m September 2020. Yet still, Ae Board has not
taken any substantive actioii, or directed Superintendent Rimcie to take substantive action to
address the problems in the BuUding Department.
We further reject the contention often put forward by District employees that problems

found by prior grandjuries have forced the Building Department to adopt its cimrent dogmatic
approach to roofmg. The citizens of Broward County should not be forced to choose between
shoddy roofs that are not up to code and compliant roofe that take seven years to build for want of
a "chosen"roofer. Somehow,Broward'ssisterdistricts in Miami-DadeandPahnBeachCounties
are doingttus work withouttheseheadachesand delays, undercuttingthe District'sassertionthat
it cannotbe accomplished.
The result of all of this obstinacy andchaoscan be summed up by AECOM'sdeclaration
m its "State ofthe Bond" presentation in July 2020 that it seeks to return Broward School District
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to its status as a "client ofchoice" for construction industry professionals, 17many of whoaa have
concluded over the past few years that working with tfaeDistrict is simply not worth it. While the
District's position for years has been that the industry lacked capacity to do tfaeamount ofwork it
wasputting to market, this is notfhecase.AECOM's statement recognizes a simple reality, which
can be extrapolated readily to the Building Department's procedures regarding roofing:
Experienced roofers who have been able to timely complete projects in nearby distdcts with
similar rules are getting their binders returned, often multiple times. This is causing months of
delays m redesigns and resubmittals and millions of dollars in waste in taxpayer funds, all while
studentscontinueto beeducatedm aginganddecrepitbuildingsthattaxpayershavealreadyagreed
to provide the money to repair, Wereceived testimony that these practices also have a deleterious
effect on the ability of small, minority- or women-owned businesses (often referred to in District
documents as "SMWBE") to compete in the marketplace. Because these businesses often have a

lower bond capacity Ifaan their largo- competitors. District's foot-dragging causes a
disproportionate amount of available bond capacity for these SMWBEs to be tied up awaiting
District project approval-which prevents these fums from being able to bid on other jobs while

(faeircompetitionremainsableto do so.Thatsaid,tfaestateofaffairsin the BuildingDepartment
has not been bad for everyone. In fact, one builder m particular has substantially benefitted from
this brokensystena.
Atlas Apex Roofing, LLC is a conq>any founded in 2012 by Henry Gembala, which does
roofingprojects primarily in FloridaandNewJersey. It offers full-serviceroofingandfabrication,
including patented roofing systems such as the ARBS blocking system, a system patented by
Henry Genibala, and Concrecel, a lightweight concrete foam developed by another company

17Runde would have us believe that is a standard contract provision, however we have received testimony from
PMORrepresentatives staringthe opposite.
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foundedbyHenry Gembala. Bothoftheseproducts are approved foriiseinroofing assemblies in
the District's Design and Material Standards, and botih have been part of the approved assembly
sold by (he roofing manufacturer that has been selling the Distdct its useless wind rider. Atlas
Apex, iafiict, hasa history ofinstalling roofe forthe District, andGembala's ownhistory with the
District goesbadeeven further to whenhe was completing Distdctroofingprojects for another
coiiq»any,Weiss& WollrichContractors. Accordingto Gembala,hislonghistoryandexperience
with the DistrictenablesAtlas Apex to leverage its knowledgeof procedures andconfigurethe
size of its available worirforce to meet the District's demand and submit lower bids than its

compedtion. Gembala also testified that he had a longstanding professioaal relationship with
Rouco andMorgan, testifying that he spoke to Rouoo nearly every day.

This relationship between Gembala and the Building Department has paid substandal
dividendsforAtlasApex.AsofthewritingofthisReport,AdasApexisresponsiblefora full 43%
oftheSMARTProgram'stotal roofingprojects. Evenonnon-Atlasprojects, Gembala'sprofit is
baked in, because ARBS and Concrecel-both of which comprise elements of what was, until
recendy, the only approved roofing assembly in fhe Broward School District-are products

belongingto corporations thattiebackto Gembalaandhisbusinessassociates.Mostimportantly,
Atlas Apex roofmg binders are aknost never rejected by the District's BuUding Department.
Gembala claims that this is because after all these years doing work for the District and his
familiarity with the product requirements, he is able to do charge less for the same work than his
competitors. Frankly, this is probably pretty accurate, but we have also heard testimony that ofher

roofers' binders-whichwere deniedmultiple times-were approved after merely changingthe
coverpageon the existingbinderto reflectAdasApex's involvement in the project, resulting in a
quick approval by Rouco.
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Fromtfaeoutset, we wantto be clearthat Aerc is no cuireat, tangible evidencetfie roofc

bemg put on these buildings are of poor quality. This is a different issue than the shoddy
construction practices identified in the Final Report of the NineteCTth Statewide Grand Jury. By
thesametoken,tfaereis noevidenceth^ttheseroofsarcexceptionaleithCT.Thereisnothingabout
an Atlas Apex roof Aat malsBS it any better or more special (hao any roofs going on buUdings
without issueinBroward's nei^iboring districts. Wealsothinkit should beclearftat the Broward
Design Specifications arenot going to leadto shoddy construcdon andRoiico's inspection process
is not goingtoleadto terribleroofe.
Nevertheless, it ishardto escqw theconclusion that Aflas Apex istheprimary baieficiary
ofthisbrokenprocess, which appearsto be tilted significantly in favor ofapproving Atlas Apex's
roofingbinderswithoutunduedelay, all whilethe District'sownDesignandMaterialStandards
forceOACTroofers to buy products voidedby individualsconnectedto Adas Apex. Meanwhile,
tfae pattern of rejection and rcsubmittal afifected by Rouco and her supervisors in the BuUding
Department adds years of delay and miUions of dollars m additioDal cost to SMART Program
projects, all of whidibenefitsa roofer whocertainly doesi»otdo badworic,but also doesnotdo
significandy better work than otfaer roofers around die state.
From all of this, we can draw two conclusioDS about the conduct of Rouco and her

supervisors inthe BuUding Departineat: (1) wecanconclude, asRSMdidinits 2020 analysis that
Rouco's stranglehold onthe roofing binder process is theresult of"favoritism"; or (2)
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Frarikly, however, the motivations don't really change anything. For the taxpayers, the
result is the same: Ptojects are years behmd schedule; design processes are dramatically more
expensive; all in in die name of securing uaeiiforceable manufactuiCT warraaties on roofs &^once built-will likely last longCT than the agmg scfaool buildings they crown. All this happens
while AUas Apex accmes an evN-expandmg percMitage of SMART Program projects firom
ftustrated gaieral contractors aftCTdisillusioned roofws leaveAose projects.
On March 5, 2021, while this Grand Jury was exainining a Board membw, the braad-cew

roof on the James S. Rickards Middle School mediacenter collapsed. StudCTts and stafifwere
forced toevacuatethebuilding.Fallingdebrishitevacuees. Others wereinjured leavingtheschool.
Onegroupof studentsandtheir teadia-wereforcedto climb over fallingdeteis andthroygbthe
ceilmgto escape.It is no exaggerationto saythe experiencewasftraumadzii^.A secondportion
ofthe roofcollapsedthe followingday. Fiatunately, the Districtemployees andcontractors that
were present examming the collapse hadalready exited the building before this second collapse
occuired,onceagdnavoidingsaioasinjuries.Wedonotknowwhytheroofcollapsed,andasour
tennends,wewill notbeableto seethisportionoftheinvesdgationto its conclusion.Butwehave
teamed several facts about Rickards that arc important to our findings about IfaeDistrict's overall
roofing plan, or lack thereof.
Weknow that the FCAs oftheRickards roofs were conducted by the District team in 2014,
and this team found tfiat the main buUdiiig, including the media center, needed to be re-roofed.

Weknowthatthe sub-pennitsfor dieroofingwerereviewed andapprovedby Rouco. Weknow
IBRoircovehementlydeniestheexistenceofanin^n-oprietousrelationshipwithanyroofer.ShemaintainsAdasApex
isjust betterthantheotherroofersat prqiaringthrirroofingsubpamitpaclEagesandultimatelydoingtfie worlc.
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thattheworkwasinspectedbyand^proved byRouco. Weknowthat, forall thedifferent parties
involved in construction. District staffwas involved at each andevery stage. Weknow that the
now-collapsed roofwasput onby Adas Apex. Weknow thatthere are conceroing structural issues
sinulartoRickardsinseveralotherDistodctnaiddleschools,whichwereclosedbytheDistrictafter
the roof coUapsed. And we taiow that this shiny, new Adas Apex roof d5u/not extend Ae life of
the building it covCTed. During his testimony, Distnct official Jeff Moquin opined that the
District's restrictive Design and Material Standards were actually causing better roofs to be
installed, and that these higher quality roofs would extend tihe life of the aging facilities that the
Oisfaict doesn't have Ifae money to replace. When pressed on tlus issue. Superintendent Runcie
disagreed with Mr. Moquin; this Grand Jury disagrees with Mr. Moquin; and peAaps most
importandy,theRickaidsmediacenterdisagreeswithMr. Moquin.
Ultimately,nomatterhowtheDistrictandtheBoardattemptto defendthisbrokenprocess,
at the end of the day, desperatelyneeded roofs are not getting put on schools, money is being
squandered,a generationofstudentsisbeingtaughtinworseconditioiisthantheywerepronaised,
andthe Boardis responsible.
F

URE TO INFORM

Withall oftheunderlyingproblemsmvolvingtheSMARTProgram,onemightassumethe
lastfew yearshavebeensomewhatofa publicrelationsnightinarefortheDistrict Whileit is true
thatthe Districthashadits shareofbadpress,testimonyandevidencehas also shownthatBCPS
officialshavetakena numberofstepsto activelyhinderthedisseminationofpotentiallydamaging
information.Someexamplesofthesesteps,whichcananddorangefrom.theuseofconfusingand
inisleadingjargonupto andoutrightlyingby seniordistrictleadership,aredetailedbelow
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Ourfirst example involves theuseof"jargon. " Inanefifortto getmore complete andtimely
status of projects ia their districts, dissatisfied Board members began asking for fhen-PMOR
Heeiy's monthly report originating from anmtemal software program known as"Primavera". This

rofiwarc produced monthly T6 Schedules" to help Heery keep abreast of the p-ogress of its
SMART Program projects. Thefirsttime BoardMember NoraRupert askedfor tfieseschedules,
shewas told they did not exist and that no one knew what shewas talking about As it turned out,
the schedules absolutely did exist. Ri^iert had simply failed to use Ihe phrase "Primavera P6
Schedules" in her ask-even though through her use ofthe term "P6", it was obvious that those
werethedocunaentsshesought. TheDistrict,however,seizedonRupert'sfailuretousethecorrect
nomenclature in her request by claiming the scfaedules she had asked for did not exist, only later
admittmg that schediiles of the type she had asked for did indeed exist after she sked for ifaem
using the conect nomenclature.

Zuisolation, one couldpeAaps accepttfae argument that Heery andDistrict officialsjust
didn't understandwhatexactlyRvpertwastaUdngaboutwhenshe askedfor the "P6", and they
weresomehowunableto connectherrequest to the monthlyinternal statusrqmrts theyhadbeen
usingforyearstotrackprojects,butinthebroadercontextofhowtheDistricthandlesinformation
andmanagesrequestsforthatinfonnadonfromboththeBoardandthepublic,it isclearto iis that
this obtusenessis part of a larger, moredeliberatepattern.

Forexample,thisGrandJuryhasbeenrepeatedlytoldbybothDisurictofficialsandBoard
membersthatSMARTProgramprojectsarenot-in pointoffact-"overbudget".Thisisbecause
accordingto theDistnct,theword"budget"doesnotin factmeanthelengthyandspecificschoolby-school lists of projects and costs provided to the public whenit campaignedfor the bond in
2014.Accordingtothesewitnesses,thoselong,specificlistswerejust"costprojections"thatcould
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not be relied upon, and the "budget" for each individual project does not happen until after the
conttactors submits its bid.

Ofcourse, this overiy-semanticdefinitionof"budget"isjust a weaselword-commonin
the industry-but clearly employed in this case to paper over the rank inadequacy of inspection
woric done in the initial Needs Assessment. When pressed, many Board members and District

officials did finally concede tihat any Broward voter who saw those lengthy, specific lists of
projectsandthecostsassociatedwithtfaembackin 2014wouldhavebeenperfectlyreasonableto
understand Aose as the SMART Bond's "budget", and they further conceded that uot a single

BoardmemberorDistrictemployeeeversteppedin to clarifythatAe costs onthesevery-specific
lists were"justprojections"and<taota realbiu^et".
The consequences of tfais sophistry are very real. If the District's "cost projection" said a

project could be done for $1 million, tfaenthe bid for die project comes in at $2 million, it would
actually be $1 million (or 100%) beyond its initial cost estimate. However, if the contractor is able

to fmally complete saidproject for $1.9 million, theDistrict canthen claim that project came in
"underbudget" and tout a "savings" of $100,000.00. And it appears at least a few Board members
would like the District to dojust dial At a recent meeting. Board Member Ann Murray said the
District neededto "turn our language around" andwantedthe Disto-ict to look into putting out more

tofomiation about the cost savingsof items as they were being "budgeted"for a SMART Bond
thatis, altogether, approximately$500inillion over its "costprojections", or-as anyreasonable
personwouldsay-"overbudget".BoardmemberLaurieRidi-LevinsonsupportedMurray'seffort
in her own testimony to this Grand Jury, stating plamly that "[w]e don't want people to think we
are nmning out of money "
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IDpoint of fact, the District is running out of money. It has had to support the SMART
Programprojects byemptying itsowncapitalreserves andby issuinga seriesofmortgages on its
own real properties known as Certificates of Participation (COPs), which must now be paid back
with interest OVCT the next 14 years. In another example of defmitional acrobadcs. District Chief
FinancialOfficerJudithMartetold both the Boardat a public meetingandthis GrandJury that
there wouldbe "no additional taxburden" as a result ofthe Distdct in taking out fhose COP leases.

Ofcourse, whatMarte meansby "no additioaa]tax burden",however, is misleading.Shemeaiis
thattheBoardwill nothaveto raisetaxesor findextramoneysomeotherwayin orderto payoff
these COP leases. Marte's fonnulation, however, conveniently ignores the fact that the District

must spend money from its Capital Millage-money that could have been used to fund other
maintenance projects-servicing debton these COP loans for the next 14years. It was obvious to
us-just as it should be obvious to anyone whohas everhadto maaage even a household budget-

thathavingtopaybacktheseCOPloanswill havea negativefinancialuapactontheDisfaictgomg
forward,buthere, again,a Districteiqployeehas found a clever answerthatenablesherto avoid
having to actually infonn an inquisitive Board member ofthat fact.
Nevertheless, this was all the rest of the Board apparently needed to hear to unskeptically

vote to useCOPleases to payfor existmg SMARTProgram projects, encumbering theDistrict for
years in the future. Several Board members proudly trotted out Marte's "no financial inipact"
statement to justify their votes m their Graad Jury testimony, and oiily when pressed did some of
them acknowledge-for what appeared to be the first time-that the COP loans would indeed

hamperthe District'sabilityto do additionalworkwith its capital millage goingforward. These
Board members clearly did not see through the Disti-ict's ruse, which is altogether unsuiprismg
considering the amount of times they fhemselves avoided having to accept responsibility for their
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own decisions or inacdon by usmg collective terms like, "we", "our", and"us", orjabbering along
vaguely about"chaUenges", "opportunities", "examuung processes" and"synergizing".
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Additionally, the requests and concerns of this subset are treated differendy from other
Board members. Their calls and requests for information get answered; their pet projects-like
culinary labs-get built; and p«diq)s most importantly, their campaigns get funded. In return,
these Board members almost unifoimly support District initiatives on hiring, policy and any
number of other objectives. While any given Board member may get on her soapbox at this
meetingorthatmeetingaboutthis issueor thatissue,aswewUl explorein Ifaenextsection, not a
one of them has ever voted to use the substantive took of the Board coiporate to hold either of its

two enaploye^to accountfor the District'snumerousfailures. In fact, thesemembers havedone
quite the opposite, usingtheir votes to shut downattempts by other Boardmembers to hold the
District to account

For Board members on the outside of this circle, however, life is a little diflferent. Often,

theDistrictwill simplynotanswertheirquestionsatall. BoardmemberNoraRuperttestifiedthat
shehasa years-long,ongoing"NeverendingQuestionsDiabase"full of questionsshehas asked
the District that it simply has not bothered to respond to. Board member Lori AIhadefftestified
that Robert Runcie himselfwrote her a letter stating, inter alia, that he foundher requests for
informadoa to be "voluminous and repetitive". Other Board members testified that they believed
the District held back a 2019 report from the CouncU of Great City Schools that was aritical of
SMART Program in aneffort to ensure thatthose critical comments would not appear on Runcie's

yearly evaliiations. As wenoted above,dieDistrictrequested an independentthird-party analyst
remove language in its report stating that the roofing subcontracting process in the District's
Building Department presented the obvious potential for corruption.
Eventhis GrandJury wasnot immune from the District's mtransigence. We were forced
to bring in Board attorney Barbara Myrick to testify about why the District's responses to this
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GrandJury'ssubpoenas WCTCmonths behindtheir duedates. Onlythendidweactually receive a
disorganized bundle of over 897, 000 pages of documents. These documents belatedly arrived in a
haphazard mess that mcluded a number of duplicates so large that a purpose-built computer was
rcqiured to scan all ofthem andeliminate thousands ofcopies until there wasonly a single instance
ofeachdocument Frankly,this isthekindofobfuscatorynoiisenseoneexpectsto seewhenone
serves a Subpoenas Duces Tecum on a suspected pyramid scheme, not a local school district, but
here we are.

Whensophistry, sowing conflict andstonewalling don'twork, sometimes Disfa-ictofiGcials
just lie. Boardmember testimony hasrevealed a numberofmisimprcssioDS andmisunderstandings
regarding fau-ly basic coacq)ts that can only have stemmed fi'om misiafonnation campaigns by
the District Boardmember Laurie Rich-Leviiison, for example, testified to us that Broward's
Design Standards are not above and beyond what is required by SREFand the Florida Building
Code (they are) andfhatthestaffdedicated to permitting andmspecting in the Roofing Department

is sufficieot(it isnot). RosalindOsgoodtestifiedthattheissueswithroofingoccurredbecausethe
FloridaBuildingCoderequirementschanged(theydidnot) andthatCOPleasesdo not affectthe
District's available miUage for capital projects (they do).
Then there are the lies we have seen ourselves. Robert Runcie lied to the Board when he

said Jacobswould be"responsible" for accuracy ofthe District's NeedsAssessment regardless of
whether District einployees conducted FCAs. He lied to the public when he said in a press
conference that the Distnct would begin "actual physical woik" on SMAJRT Ptogram projects in
summer of2015. He lied again in 2015 when he told Board member Robin Bartleman that "there
is no audit" ofthe Houston Schools bond program as the Board deliberated on whether to hire Leo
BobadUla. He lied to Miami-Dade College when he told them Leo Bobadilla had been "highly
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effective" as CFO, had "changed the tone and tenor of the District's relationship with the
constmction marketplace" and that the uew Executive Director would be providing "additional
oversight" when in fact BobadiUa wasbemg removed from SMART Program oversight entirely.
He lied to Board member Robin Bartleman when he told her m a Board worisshop that he had no

knowledge of SMART project cost overruns despite his being in possession of a specific
memorandumfiromAtkins,datedtwoweeksprior,whichreferenced$400naillionincostovemms.
EveninmattersoutsidemorelimitedscopefheSMARTProgram,RobertRuacieliedabout
important issues. In the wakeofthe MSDshooting,he lied to the publicwhenhe saidthe MSD
shooter had never been involved with the PROMISE Program. He then lied to a State Senator
when he told herthere was a "Code Red" called at MSD at the time of the shooting.
All of these lies call into serious question the assertion of Superintendent Runcie in his

testimonythattheDistrict'scultureis "safetyfirst, educationsecond". It is obviousto this Grand
Jury that is not the case. Even today, we have heard testimony that people can walk, iinchecked,

right into schools, even schools with completed "Single Point of Entry" projects. Projects
involving fire alarms-the very fire alarms that causedpeople to evacuate into hana's way on
Febmary 14. 2018-have still not been completed. BCPS should have been a leader on safety
instead ofbeing forced by the state legislature to make accessary changes. The chance to actually
be a leader has been there from as far back as 2013. Instead, tfae District has reacted, minimized,

obfuscatedandmadelessthansubstantialeffort towardsreal change.In theend,theDistrictwill
very likely address dus report the same way it has addressed every other "challenge" it has faced

overthepastsevaiyears:By doingaslittle asit canto mollify the loudestvoiceintheroom.
FAILURE TO ACCOUNT
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Withall ofthis chicanery,stonewalling,misdirectionandoutrightlying, it wouldbeeasy
to conclude that Board members do not have access to accurate infoimation about the District's

perfonnance OD the SMART Program, but that, too, would be incorrect. The fact is that Board
membershavehadaccessto numerous piecesofaccurate information aboutthettue stateofaffairs
m SMART Program projects. Quarterly Reports put out by third-party watchdog Florida
Taxwatch warned of potential delays and E)istnct efiforts to disguise those delays as early as
February of2017, when it states m the one-page Executive Sununary that:

Despite rq>eated recommeadadons from Florida TaxWatch, the District fails to
identify those projects likely to be delayed and those projects that are likely to
require additional funding... . The public has every right to hiow which sdiool
projectsaredelayedandthereasonsfor thedelay, aswell aswhichschoolprojects
arcover-budget The public's right to knowis not well-served bythese omissions.
FloridaTaxWatch's next Quarterly Report-for better or for worse-had some ofthe answers. In
a two-page Executive Summary published on May 22, 2017, TaxWatoh revealed the District's
admission that "hi^ier rates ofuiflation, higher roofing andmechanicaVelectricaVfire protectioD
costs, and items that were excluded from the original scopes of woik could increase costs by an

average of 25 percentQ" and that [t]he District has also acknowledged the need to push back
construction-related procurement acdvities for projects scheduled for years 1-3 of the SMART
Program by3-9months. " Fromthispointonward, the Boardwasonnotice that costswereontheir
wayup, and the scopeof work the District hadpromised it woiild accomplishfor $937 miUion
were now likely going to cost at least $1. 171 billion.
The Distnct's acknowledgment ofthese overages was based on a 2017 "Risk Assessment"
by Atkins, which constituted the first substantial overhaul of time and cost projections.

Unfortunately, thesetime andcostprojecdonshaveonly beenrevisednorthwardfromthatpoint
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According to thelatest estiniatebyAtkins, thetotal SMARTProgram Projects arenowprojected
to cost$1.462billionandultimatelybecompletedby2025.
TTiese upward revisions carry their own discrete costs. The District, which "didn't havethe
money" to bring on a PMOR before the bond was passed in 2014, must now pay its AECOM an
additional$42oiillionto managefhenextfouryearsofthevery sameSMARTProgramprojects
that WCTC supposed to have been finished in 2021. Delays have caused additional pieces of

equipment likeHVACunits to wearoutovertune, whichm turn requires professionals to redraw
their plans and designs to incoiporate replacements where none would have been required had
these projects been timely completed. And perhaps worst of all, students continue to be educated
m unsafe, aging, decrepit, moldy buildmgs that were supposed to have been renovated years ago.
Assessmaitsmadein responseto facultycomplaintsregardingindoorairqualityatseveral
schools intheDistrict found significantmold andairqualityproblems. WhenFDLEanalysts crossreferencedthose schools with SMARTProgramprojects, they found that several of them were
slated fornewroofs thathadpredictably become trapped in diedesign andsubpermitting process.
Onceagain,Boardmembers were awareofthis. AnnMurray, for example, testified that atApoUo
Middle School, one ofthe "Critical Priority One" SMART Program projects which now has an
estimatedcompletion dateof2023, "[t]hey've gotmoldupthegazoo. " Otherexamples ofBroward
schools that have experienced mold and mildew probleins while waiting for new roofs include
NovaMiddle, QuietWaters Elementary, SheridanParkElementary, Pahnview Elementary, North
Fork Elementary, Royal Pahn Elementary, Martin Lurher King Jr. Montessori Academy,
Ramblewood Middle, Stephen Foster Elementary, Pines Middle, Boyd Anderson ffi^i School,
andWingateOaksCenter.
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The Board has also had access to more granular iafonnation about the causes of these

delays and cost overruns at the District level. The CouncU of Great City Schools PPOReview
foundthat BrowardSchoolDistrict's lack ofa deferredmaintenanceprogramwouldreducethe

Ufespanofmanyofitsplannedrcaovatioiis andwould likely voidanywarranties theDistricthad
secured that depended on the existence maintenance records to secure the warranty. It also
cridcizedthe District's choice to leave the Chief Facilities Officer position vacant smce Leo
Bobadilla dqparted in 2018, pointmg out that lacking a chiefto coordinate between the different
areaswithinthe FacilidesDepartmentultimately hurt communicationbetweenconsti'ucdonand
mamtenance. Siq>ermtendent Runciehasonlyvery recently retreatedfrom theposidonthathedoes
uot sateodto hire another CFO until the District "gets its procedures in place". Ofcourse, it is
obvious to us-and apparaitly now obvious to Superintendent Runcie-that a qualified,
experienced ChiefFacilities Officer wouldbe ofgreatassistance inconceiving and drafting those
very sameprocedures, so we do not see any real reasonfor the Disti-ictto have delayedfor this
long, let alone undergo another delayof uDspecified length while it finalizes whatever procedures
Superintendent Runcie wasreferring to.

Additionally, an analysis of the District's Building Department roofing inspection
procedures commissioued by the District in 2019 highlightednumerous problems between the
designandroofsub-pennittingprocess, includiugbutnotliinitedto thelimitingofproductchoice
caused by Broward's Design Standards, and-once again-how the lack of a Districtwide

niaiatenanceprogram was goingto void the all-important ISOmphwindriders oa its brandnew
roofe. Even though the comments pointing specifically to Rouco's sub-pennittmg process and its

potentialforcorruptionwereremoved,theassessmentitselfcontainedmorethanenoughdetailfor
the Board to get a good sense of the major issues in the Building Department.
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OnewouldpeAapsexpect,then, tfaattheBoardwoulduseitspowerto ratifyandapprove
the District'syearlybudgetto forcea reckoningon theadditionaltime andcostsassociatedwith
the SMARTProgramprojects. Alas, that, too, is not the case. Instead,the Boardmembers have
doggedly refused to rcscope any of the planned projects based on their cost ami the money
available in Ae SMART program. The Board corporate has instead accepted the District's
guidanceto fuitfaer beggar itself by emptying its reserves and mcurring COP leases Aat will
encumberits CapitalMiUagefor yearsto come. ManyofBoardmembersexpressedto us m Aeir
testimony that they considertfae scope of work outlined in the 2014NeedsAssessmentto be a
covenant between themselves and Ac voters and ifaey are coiiuaitted to seeing those projects

completed, but somdiow these Board members conveniently forget that it was a covenant to
accomplish that scope of woric in a given time and at a given cost Board member Donna Kom,
who hasprofessional experiencein commercial real estate projects, testified that in the private
sector she would have rescoped her projects once it became clear that the money was not fhere to
do what had been promised, but somdiow she does uot see her obligation as a public ofBcial in
the same light. We do. The. Board cannot continue to give the District a blank check to

incompetenriymanagetheseSMARTProgramprojects. It hasto end.
With all this iaformadon at its disposal about serious problems with the SMART Prograni
anda District thatseems either unableor unwilling to manage thoseproblems, it would presumably
fall to the Board to exercise its own powers to resolve these issues. These powers faU into
essentially three areas: (I) The power to hire, fire, evaluate and contract with its two employees,
Board Attorney Barbara Myrick and Superintendent Robert Runcie; (2) the power to approve and
ratify (he District's yearly budget; and (3) the power to write policy.
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As to this first category, it is abjectly clear to this Grand Jury that Superintendent Runcie

is an insubordinate employee. He is either uuable or unwilling to mediate the many coaflicts that
have arisen in the Broward School District in the course ofboth the planmng and the execution of
its SMART Program projects. He has not staffed the District properly. He has-both on his own

and through his staff-refused to provide Board members with infoimation they required to
perfonn their own siqwrvisory duties. He has acdvely misled the Board and the public, pitted
Boardmembers againstoneanotfier,andhaseven,wbm.necessary,liedto themoutn^it
These issues all came to bear when Board member Lori Alhadeff brought her motion to

temiinateSuperinteidentRuncieforcauseonMarch5, 2019, allegmgas grounds, interdlia, that
hefailedtoproperlymanagetheSMARTProgram.Evenwiththeexperiencesofthepreviousfive
years and with all the underlymg facts supporting tfais report at their disposal, the five Ruaciefiieudly Board members (along with anofher, siuce-uaseated Board member) still voted "no" as a

bloc, whileAlhadeff,RupertandBartlemanall votedin favoroffiringSuperintendentRuncie.
Wilfa all of fhis in mind, one would pediaps expect the language used by these Board

members m fheir yearly evaluationsof SiyerintendentRuncieto reflect the myriad faults in his
leadership. To be fair, some do. Evaluations by Board members Nora Rupert, Robm Bartleman
and Lori Alhadeff are all highly detailed and often critical of the Superintendent. On the other
hand,evahiationsauthoredbythesubsetofRuncie-fiieadlyBoardmembers-PatriciaGood,Ann
Murray, DonnaKom, RosalmdOsgoodandLaurieRich-Levmson-arealmost a ftuahousemirror

versionofthe more critical evaluationsput forth by theirniinoritypeers. To be clear, the sevenyear period this Grand Jury evaluated covers a time during which the District fell nearly half a
billion dollars and literal years behind its owa SMART Bond projections and saw significant
tumovCT in leadership on those projects; it covers a time during which the Board was presented
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with a number of third-party reports fix»m outside sources detailing the District's failiire to
adequately manageits ownstaffanditsrekitioaships witfathecontractmg ooimnuxut5r, andit covers
a time period which saw oneof the worstmass shootiuag incidents at a school inthe history of the
United States.

Somehow,tfaroughit aU,thesefiveBoardMembersroutinelygaveSuperintendentRuncie
aggregate scores vibicb rated him as "Highly Efifective" overall. In fact, not one of Aem ever
scored him below "Effective" overall during this time period. Furthennore, many of their
commentsdonotseemtobearanyrelationshipto whatwasactuallytakingplaceinthetimeperiod
forw^ichthecomment wasmade. Forexample, inherSepteniber of2016evaluation, AnnMurray
characterized the SMART Bond Projects as "on target" but groused that "[t]he external
communicationon the SMARTbondprogram does not adequatelytell fhe story ofthe progress
thathasbeenmadeandis beingmade,m a balancedway." Similarly,RosalindOsgoodwrotethat
"[a]IthoughMr. Runcieandhis staffstn^gled in the mitial phasesofimplementmg the SMART
bondproject, they arebackontrack anddidnotmisqipropriate any funds. " InSeptember of2017,
roughly two months after Florida TaxWatch publicly disclosed that the cost projecdons for
SMARTBondrenovationprojectshadgone"offtrack"by25%,OsgoodratedtheSuperintendent
as "Highly Effective in the categories of "Leadership/Management" and "Continuous
Improvement", pointing out that SMART technology projects-a vasdy smaller piece of the
SMART Bond pie-had come in slightly undertiieir cost projections, whUementionmg not a word
aboutthe much larger overages looming in fheprojects related to "Safety" and "Renovation". Ann

Murray, DoanaKom andLaurieRichLevmsongavefheSuperintendentexactly (he samerating
of "Highly Effective" in the categories of "Leadership/Maaagement" and "Contmuous

Improvement" during that same period. Doima Kom commented that "[m]any of tfae issues the

Final Report of the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury

Page82of 121

District faced regarding implementing the bond projects have been addressed and continuous
[progress] is beingmadeto inaprove delivery ofthe bond promises. " That must notixavebeen the
case, because in September of 2020, Kom coinmented that "[l]ong needed changes in SMART
programoversightisinplacenAuichwill hopefullybringadditionalpositiveimpactsintius area."
Even when these five Board Members do write negative comments about the

Superintendent's leadarship in their evaluations, those comments do not seem to factor into their
ratings. For example, in Ann Murray's 2018 evaluation, under "Effective Commumcarion", she
wrote Aat:

Communicationtaids to be reactiveinsteadofproacdve. Our communicadonas a

District is inadequate.Wehadto adjustconamumcadonon many issuesthatwere
stated during (he MSD tragedy because staffdid not properly vet tfae information
prior to releasmg it to the public. SMARTprogram information is out of dateby
AetimeI receivequarterlyupdatesandpatinentinformationisnotprovidedtome
byyouor yourstaffm a timely iiianna-,spedficaUy SMART monthly andquarta-ly
iaformadoa.

That is the entirety of Murray's comments in that section. Ultimately, however, she rated
SuperintendentRuncieas "Effective"in thatcategory.It is difficultforthis GrandJuryto square
herratingwiththosecomments. Throughoutthe seven-yearperiod ofevaluationsweexamined,
a largeproportion of these comment sections were simplyjargon-Iadenencomia, but some did
contain muctures of praise and criticism. Regardless, it was rare for any wdtten censure by these

five Board members to be accompanied by the lower marics of "Needs Improvement" or
"Inefifective" in the actual evaluation categories. Suffice it to say that it is difficult for this Grand
Jury-knowing what we know about the District's stmggles-to view the yearly evaluations of
these Board Members asactual sober assessments ofthe Superintendeiit's leadership acumen. Our
distinct impression after reviewing all of these evaluations is that these Board Members are
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reluctant to write anything cdtical at all, and even where they do have critical comments, those
commaitsarcrarelyaccompaniedby lowernumericalratings.
And then there is Patricia Good, whose evaluations of Superintendent Runcie never
wavered, year after year, and by "never wavered" we mean that she literally reuses the same
comments over andover. For example. Good's evaluations in 2015, 2016 and 2017 opened with
the exact sanie verbatim comment "I am coiifident the Superintendent will continue to have a

strongleadershiproleintheaeationofinitiativesthatwill improvestudentachievementandmove
the District forward in a positive manner. " In2018, Goodreformatted slighdy, stating that "I am
confident die Superintendent will continue to work with all stakeholders in the creation of
initiatives/measuresthat will further unprove student achievementwhileensuring the safetyand
security of staff." Finally, in 2019, she changed it a little more, stating that "I believe the
Superintendent will continue to diligently work with all stakeholders to ensure positive outcomes
withstudentachievementwAileadvancingsafetyandsecuritymeasuresthroughoutourDistrict."
Wefounda similarpatterninthevarioussubsectionsofGood'sevaluations.Foreveryyear
we looked, the "Leadership/Maiiagemenf" subsection of these evaluations included some
linguisticvariation of a demandthat the Superintendent"hold staffaccountable" and "ensiire"
"policies" are "followed throughout the District". In 2017, Good began her "Effective
Commumcation" section with the observation that u[t]he Superuitendent is a constant presence in

the community." Thereafter,thephrase"[tjhe Superintendentcontiniiesto be a coostantpresence
in the community." openedthis subsectionofher evaluationsfor the next fhree years. Similarly,
the "High Quality Instruction" secdoDSfor 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019 opened with the
commenttfaat"[t]heSiqwrmtendenthascontinuedto implementa variety ofmeasuresto improve
overall student achievemeatQ" and closed with an exhortation to either assist ESE students or
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"promote programs tfaateacoui^e mutual respect andaddress social emotional leammg. " While
none of Good's critiques or comments-taken in isolation-are necessarily mismfonned or
misplaced, fhe overall effect or reading the same recycled sentences intfaesame sections year after
year leaves this Grand Jury with the distinct unpression that shedoes not take these evaluations or
herrole inthemseriously.

Frankly, we can undwstaiid why these evaluations look the way they do. The Broward
Workshop-a politically active club of business OWUCTS who often donate generously to the
campaigns of local school board candidates-has made it crystal clear fhat one of its "2021 Top
Goals" is to "[s]upport continuity of leadership at Broward County Public Schools[, ]" which it
plans to accompU^i specifically by "engag[mg] with School Board Members" and
"[c]oUaborat[ing] with cominunity partners to enhance the School District's reputation".
According to a slide presentation the Workshop gave to its membership on April 7th, 2021, the
sole measure of the Workshop's success endeavor woidd specifically be whether "Bob Runcie
remains Superintendent".

Superintendent Runcie himself is, in fact, a member of the Broward Workshop, and
testifying witnesses from that organizadon were open about their determination to regulariy meet
withlocal schoolboardmembersin orderto seethatRuncieis retainedas Superintendent.These
same witoessesadmitted that they engagedin substantial community outreacA in 2019 to drive
individuals and community orgamzatioas to publicly commeDt when the Board met to deliberate
onLoriAlhadefifsmotionto tenmnateSup TintendentRuncie,andthattheWorikshop'sEducation
committee privately interfaces withlocal schoolboardmembers multiple times per yearon matters
of mterest to the Workshop. When asked about these private meetings, one testifying Woricshop
member declared that those conversations were "offthe record", and had to be reminded of the
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legal obligation created bythis (jrand Jiuy's Subpoena Ad Testificanduia before finally disclosing
that Ifae Workshop members did indeed make this Board member aware of the oiganization's
priorities,includingSuperintendentRuncie'sretention.
Section 11.045(lXe), Florida Statates (2020), defines "lobbying" as "influencmg or
attanpting to influaice legisladve acdonor nonaction duough oral or written commuoication or
anattedpt to obtain Ae goodwill ofa member or employee ofthe Legislature. " While nomember
ofthe Broward Woricshop canjfeuriy be called a "lobbyist" because they are not paid outright for
their"outreach"to BoardmembCTs, itisobvioustothisGrandJurythattihesemembers areengaged
m anactiveeffort to influencethe executiveandquasi-legislativefunctionsofthe School Board
in any Duanber of areas, including the presa"vatioD of Robert Ruacie as SuperintendenL They are
brazen about supportmg Board memb^s who align their ownvotes aud statements with Workrfiop

priorities,just astheyarcvery deardwutnotsupporting thosewhodonot InfluentialWorkshop
membas testified thattiiey hadfinaacially supported Donna Kom, Heather Brinfcworth, Patricia
Good and Rosalmd Osgood, but had not supported Lori Alhadeff, aad would "absolutely not"
siq>port Nora Rupert.
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But it is dirough the leas of this lobbying effort that one caa begin to make sense of the
actionsofBoardmembers.WhyshouldAnnMurraywasteherowntimereadingRSM'saiialysis
ofthe District's roofing subcontracting procedure if&e contents ofthatreport have no chanceof
uiflueacinghervote? WhyshouldPatriciaGoodwastetimecomingupwithoriginalcoinmentsia
herevaluations&omyeartoyearifsheknowsthattheWorkshop'sopinionoftheSuperintendent's
performance, not her comments, arcthe metric by whicA Superintendent Runcie will be released
orretained?WhyshouldDonnaKomexerdsehersubstantialexperienceiacommeTCiaIrealestate
to analyze the District's SMART Bond foibles when that analysis may put her at odds with

mflumtial Workshop membCTs who regularly iatCTface with her and contribute to her campaign?
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We could go on, but suffice it to say that this reladonship seems to be fueling much of the
disagreement and intransigence between the District and the Board. It is clear to this Grand Jury
that Robert Runcie, for whatever reason, has the ear of influential power brokers who are more

(ban happy to exercise Aat power to iaflueace Board members to retain him.
Recommendations

ThisGrand Jurybelieves thattheproblems atBCPS, specifically thosewiAin theSMART
Bond Program, arc the responsibility of the School Board of Browaid County. We believe the
Board, through fraud and deceit, has mismanaged the SMART Bond Program, a multi-milliondollar bondspecifically solicited for school safety initiatives, andwill continue to mismanage that
program if aodiing changes. We fully understand that the Board is an oversight body, with an
approp-iately limited role in the actual management of the District We also understand that even
though there are nine individuals that make up the Board, the actions and decisions of the Board
aredetenninedby whateverthe majority decides,despiteany onemember'sbestintentions. The
Nineteenth Statewide Grand Jury stated in its Final Rqwrt that u[b]ut 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 altogethw. " We,

too, seriously considered milking that same recommendatioa based on the ciirrent Board's ongoing
mismanagemeut of the SMART Program. However, we have reviewed Article W, Secdon 7 of
the Florida Constitution, which grants the Governor the authority to suspend a school board
memberfor "malfeasance,misfeasance,neglectof duty, drunjcenness, incompetence, permanent
inabilitytoperfonnoflBcialduties,orcommissionofa felony",andwecannot,ingoodconscience,
recommendsuspensionofBoardmemberswho wedonotbelievefit thesecriteria.

Final Report ofthe Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury

Page88 of 121

However,wefindthatBoaidmembersPatriciaGood, DonnaKom, AnnMurray, Rosalind

Osgood andLaurieRichLevmson have engaged in acts of ucompeteace andneglect of duty. We
recommend that the Govamor remove them from their elected offices as members of the School

Board of Broward County. Nora Rupert and Lori Alhadeffhave served on the Board for eleven
andtwo years, respecdvely. They have participated in the management of the District along with
their colleaguesduring that rime. But they have not neglected their duties in this fashion.They
havediligentlyattempted to holdthe Supaintendentandthe rest of the District accountable.To
anyunbiasedobserver,it shouldbeobviousthattheirattempts toholdtheSuperintendentandhis
Districtstaffaccountablehavebeenroutinely andopenlythwartedbythemajorityoftheBoardtheverysamemajorityweseektoremovefromoffice.AsforSarahLeonardiandDeborahHtxon,
they were sworn into their seats as Board membere in November of 2020. They have not
participatediuthemisdeedsoftheirpeers aadwehavenofuurthwcommentaboutthem.
Change at the top alone will not cure Broward County Public Schools. Patricia Good,

DonnaKom, Ann Murray,RosalindOsgoodandLaurieRichLevinsonneedto go, asdotheirtwo
eaq>loyees.SuperintendentRobertRuncie and General Counsel BarbaraMyrick, both of whom
this Grand Jury has recently indicted for felomes related to their appearances before us. The
a-immal traiisgressions of Robert Runcie and Barbara Myrick are not the fault of the Board.
However, the permissive atmosphere that the Board has created for its two employees, coupled

wiA its unwillingness to hold these employees accountable, have certamly emboldened their
unacceptable behavior. A fish-a$ it is said-rots from the head down.
We believe the

Tious
impC

attimde of this collective is

aptly encapsulated by the testimony

of Board member Donna Kom who, when questioned regarding accountability, had this to say:
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Q: FHhe phrase you used was that, if individuals in roles of authority are not able

to meetexpectations,weshould identifywhatimprovements needto bemadeand
institute inethods to ensure expectations are met
A: Yes.

Q: You were comfortable holding Mr. Runcie to that standard?

A: Yes.

Q: Arc you comfortable if that standard is applied to the school board?

A: I don'tbelievethatthatis appropriate.
Au contTaire. It is not only appropriate, but long overdue.

Even with these Board members gone, the District's leadershipwill sdll be plagued by
individuals who have worked in an atmosphere where the putative leaders view thecaselves as
above all judgmoat, where the word accountability is meaningless, and the only real problem is
"the media. " They do not knowhow to look internally, jEiadand fix problems. Some ofthem have

beennamedin thisReport,butothershavenot.Theymust alsogo.
BrowardCountyPublicSchoolsis a sdhooldistrictfull ofhardworicmgemployees, bright
and engaged teachers, and 260,(K)0 smdents who deserve the best from our community. We owe
it to Ifae teachers and stadents to install leaders that will root out (fae long-time einployees who
have been comipted by the culture of the District No matter who sits on the School Board of
Broward County and no matter who serves at their Supermteadent, those individuals must conduct
a deep and thorough housecleanmg ofthe District's administration.

WHETHER SCHOOL OFFICIALS VIOLATED-AND CONTINUE TO
VIOLATE-STATE LAW

BY
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INCmE S OF CRIMINAL ACTHTTy TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION.

In areas throu^iout this State, our children may be attending schools tihat are lying to us
abouthow safe they are. They are doing so in some cases willfully and inteutionally. We bring
you this warning in hopes that you share our desire to prevent the development of condidons in

whicha tragedy such as the MSD shooting could ever happen again. The Supreme Court ofthe
United Stateshas heldthat

"The primary duty of school officials and teachers . . . isthe education and trainmg of
young people. A State has a oompeUing interest in assuring that the schools meet this
responsibility. Without first establishing discipline andmaintaining order, teachers cannot
beginto educate their students. And apartfrom education, the schc>olhasthe obligation to
protect piq»ils &om mistreatment byofherchildreii, andalso to protect teachers themselves
fi-om violence by the few students whose conduct in recent years has prompted national
concern."

NewJerse v. T.L.O. 469 U. S. 325, 350 (1985) (PoweU, J., concuiring).

The nodon that students have a constitutional right to an education unencumbered by
threats to their physical safety was established decades ago. Awaraiess that a small number of
students might coimnit offaises resulting in a severe disruption of the learning enviromnent for
others is hardly a newphenomenon, andthere is no evidence, unfortunately, thattoday's students
havemagicaUy become 100percent better-behaved tfaanthose ofpastgenerations. Ourlegislature
has decreed,however

Public school students shaU be in orderly, disciplmed classrooms conducive to leaming

without the distracdon caxised by disobedient, disrespectful, violent, abusive,
uircontrollable, or disruptive students[.]
Section 1002. 20, Florida Statutes (2020) (emphasis added), and that
[w]hea knowledgeable of the likely risk of physical violence in the schools, the district
school board shall take reasonable steps to ensure that teachers, other school staff, and
students are not at unduerisk of violence or haniL

Section 1003. 32(9), Florida Statutes (2020) (emphasis added).
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Ourexpaiaice has convinced us, asset forth herein, that although most Districts manage
to conq)ly withAe Consdtudon andstatutes, some local schoolboardshaveutterly failed to follow
thismandate,andftu-themiOTehaveno mteationofdoingso.Thepriceofdiisabjectfailureshould
be their removal from office.

Dozensof witnesses (expert andoAerwise), terabytes of documents and data, months of
testimony, andmcalculable numbers ofquestions haveoccupiedourtime intheiM'ecedingmonths,
andwe believe our conclusions to beboth well-founded and rcliably-sourced. Concealing the fact

of the existence of negative and/or crimiiial behavior, whether as an inadvertent consequence of
misguidedpolicies or as a direct result of intentional malfeasancehas, luafortunately, become a
disturbii^ pattern in Florida's schools in more recent years. We have referenced this lamentable
fact in prior reports, and make a ftdler explication of it here. We believe this bdiavior to be a
festering blight on our state's schools, and we sincerely hope that the sunlight of public
condemnation will serve asat least a partial dismfectant.
"Truthwillultimately prevailwherethereispainstakento bringit to light."
- GeorgeWashington.

ta our Second and Third Interim Reports, we documented instances of misbehavior
committed by-according to testimony and data we received-less than 5 percent of fhe
populationofa given school system. In manycases,tfaenumberwasactuallyless than2 percent.
Yetwehavealsoreviewedpolicies,"MemorandaofUnderstanding," andtrainingmaterialswhich
seemto suggesttfaataccuratelyreportinganddocumentingthisbehavioris somehowtantamount
to opening a "pipeline to prison. " Alliteration may make a slogan easily repeatable, but good
policy doesnot come from sloganeering. Wepreferto beguidedbydataandevidence and, uniyte
some Districts (see the discussionregardingBrowardCountyherein), we soughtthe databefore
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arriving at a conclusion, rather than detercauung a position first and then either "locating" or
manufacturing evidence to support it.

Data from the Dq»artment of Education reflect a that there are more Aan 2.7 nullion
students inHoridaschoolsinanygiven year. TheDepartment's datashowa total of71,246 School
Environment Safety and Incident Reporting (SESBR) incidents of all types reported during the
2017-2018 school year (the data is raiprcsentative of other years we examined, wiA small
variances). Approxunately one-third of those (23,444) were forwarded to law enforcement. Yet
there were only about 7,800actual school-based arrests-meaning that less thanone-fifOi of one
percent of students ware an-ested for all offenses combined. Moreover, these figures show that
even if a student commits a SESDR.offeDse,barely 10 percent of SESIRincidentsresult in aircst
This data is hardly reflective ofa "pipeline. " Wetherefore find it hard to accept claims of

massive overreachingby law enforcement. We do not dismiss the dangers of improper police
conduct(indeed, thisGrandJuryhas exposed cruninal conductby a police chief); but we must
likewise acknowledgethat Qust as was tme when the U.S. Supreme Court examined the issue
decadesago), only a very small fiactionofFlorida'sstudents areeveractually arrestedforanything
school-reJated.Further, examinationof DepartmentofJuvenileJusticedatashowsthatmanyof
the arrests which are made are for violent and/or felony crimes (in FY 2018-2019, for example,

thwe were 1,176 Aggravated AssauIt/Battery arrests, 1,441 for Assault/Battery, 483 for
weapons/firearms, 223 for Burglary, 111 felony sex crimes, and 68 Robberies). Most sizeable
Districts report less than 3 arrests per 1000 stadaits-or a 0.3 percent arrest rate.

We do, however, enthusiastically support legitimate efforts to reduce even that small
aumbCT; Districts which authorize rather than mandate diversion programs in lieu of an-est (civU

citations,specialtycourts,etc.) shoulddosowheretheycanactWtUybeshowntoreducecrimaud
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behavior. Yetwehaveencounteredalmostsdiizophremcmessagingwhenexaminingsomesuch
programs; for example, Broward County's "PROMISE" program's trainmg materials state both
that it is a "maDdatory program" and that the program "is not intended to limit the discretion of
law enforcement" Whetherit intends to or not, making something "mandatory" necessarily limits

discrctioo-adecidedlym^propriate result To make matters worse,this is often accompanied
bydirecdves (explicit or otherwise) to principals andlaw enforcement officers that if they wishto
remain employed, they will "getthose numbers down. " Indeed, in 2016, Department ofJuvenile
Justicereportedthat"[a] quickcomparisonofDepartmentofJuvenileJusticeandFDOEschoolrelatedarrestdatashowsthatmanysucharrestsarenotbeingreportedbyschools," andtheschoolreporteddatawasregularlyasUtdeasone-fowihoftheDepartmentofJuvenileJusticetotal. Our
experiencehasbeennodifferent.Timeandagain,weheardabouteffortsbyDistrictsto minimize
the number of arrests

reported despi te

the fact that the number

ofincidents, pardculwly injury-

relatedincidents, IMScontinuedto rise.
School Districts, particularly dieir elected Boards, often decry what they see as State
interference with local control. Yet time and again we have seen evidence that School Districts

actuallyoutsourcepolicymakingin tfaisareato special-intercstgroups, many of whomarebased
in otherstatesor Washington,D.C. Withall duerespect,we donot fiudthat the school systems
ofplacessuchasDetroit, Chicago,orthenation'scapitalaremodels worthyofemulationherein
Florida, nor do we think activist organizational talkmg-points should hold sway over citizen
concerns and the safety of students, teachers, and staff. Where our legislature and governor have
been forced to intervene to correct these errors, including legislation currently pending, we are

gladtfaeyhavehadthecourageto do so. Werecognizethatsomecurrendypendinglegislationis
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also an effort to correct some ofthese ongoing issues, andwe express support for efforts such as
current House BiU 7035.

Further, as we have saidbefore, a significantcontributmg cause ofthe problems in this
particular areaarise from attempts byboard members and adininistrators whohave zero education,
training, or practical experience in law enforcement to nonetheless behave as though they are fhe
fountain of all knowledge when it comes to the policy andpractice of law enforcement in schools.
As Albert Einsteinput it, "the onlything more dangerous thanignorance is arrogance. " We doubt
these self-styled Uluminatf would tolerate a School Resoiirce Officer cddquing a Chemistry
syllabus; yet, the autocratic conceit displayed by these pompous professorials focuses on
subverting the ability of law enforcemeat to accurately assess and respond to student behavior.
This culminates in efforts to mask even benign (albeit unflattering) data-^laciag students at
greater risk. We remind these individuals of Section 1006. 13(2), Rorida Statutes (2020) which, in
its cuireatfonn, statesthat"[ejachdistnctschoolboardshall adopta policyof7£xotolerancethat
. . . Mutimi3. es the victimisation of students, staff, or volunteers, including taking all steps
necessary to protect the victim ofany vwlent crime from any further victimiwtwn. " (emphasis
added). This statute is clearly not being followed, as is clear 6'om examples such as Broward
County'sBehaviorInterventionProgramsor theactivity goingonin someApopkaschools (both
discussed herein).
The FloridaDe artment of Education

Wepreviously describedtherole of FDOEandits OfficeofSafeSAools in our Second
and Third Interim Reports. Most recently, we have observed our legislature increase funding as

well asoversight/penalty capability forthatagency, andweexpress oursupport forthatlegisladon.
The Department,however,shouldstrongly consideriqxlatingone of its admuustrativerules and
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dhangingitsprocessforgettingassistancefiromotheragenciesduringtherulemakingprocess. We
refer specifically to Rule 6A-1.0017. The Department did not "ensure that SESIRdefinitions
mirror Florida'scriaamalstatutes"asdirectedbythe Governor(thoughtheDepartmeatdidmake
some changes which hew the definitions xnore closely to their Florida statutory counterparts).

Further, the Department, in revising these definitions, did not seek input from ffae Attorney
General,StateAttorneys,judges, or anyothercriminal law pracdtioner. Instead,theyobtained a
list of statutes from EDLE and constmrted the definitions themselves.

Also included in the Rule is some troubling phraseology: "In order to detemune whether

an incidentmust bereported to SESIR ...wherethe incidentwascarried out by a student, [the
reportermust considerif] the studenthadthe capacityto understandhis or herbehaviorandthe
inappropriateaess ofhis or her actions."

This language again sets up a situation we have previously criticized: It erroneously
conflates the notioDS ofreporting an incident and the disposition or outcome of an incident, and it
requires teachers and adiniaistrators who observe bAavior to essentially act as psychologists or

psychiatrists,andmakea detemunatioaof"capacity"whicheveninFlorida'scourtsalmostalways
requirestheefforts ofmuldpleexpertsanda judicialhearing.Justasschooladmimstrators arenot
qualified to be, and shouldnot be, determming whether an incident is crmuaal (and thus reportable
to law enforcement), they lack the qualificadons to make what amounts to an on-the-fly
competency detemiiaarioii, and should not be tasked witfa doing so. The outcome or SsposUwn

of an incidentmay weUbe affectedby dungs such as disabUityand lack of intent (just as is the
casewithcrimes committed by unwellpersons);however, thatdoesnot meanthattheincidentdid
not occur, andif U didoccur, thatfactshouldbereported.
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To seethe potenrial pitfalls created by such loose language, one need look no fiulher than
the testimoBywereceivedabouta 2021 incidentin HiUsboroughCounty. There, a studentwas
oveAeard saying that it would be "cool" if someone were to emulate a pop song describing a
cmmnalshootingschoolchildrenby"rampagingthroughtheschool"whileplayingthesongitself
over the school's PA system. The student admitted to school administrators that he vaade the
remark, but these admmistrators decided tfaat the incident would not be rq)0rted either to SESIR

or lawenforcementbecausediestudentclaimedhewasjoking. FDLEwasmformedby another
person, however, and they investigated, learning that the student's father had multiple fireanns
(fortunately, safely locked and stored awayin the home) and that the remarkhadbeeamade in
front of a number of other students. They also interviewed witnesses, investigated the student's

social media and chedced for criminal, discipline, and mental health history. Ultimately, they
concluded no arrest should be made. But they did so only after mvestigating, which is something
the administrators who choseto conceal the incident didnot do, were not trained to do, and could

not have done. We caonot condone outright concealment of activity, such as this.
ID additioii, die FDOE and its Office of Safe Schools should take care to ensure the
guidance they post on their respective websites is current and accurate: we learned that untU very

recently, old (2014) memorandafrom the United States Dqiartment of Jusdce, whichhadbeen
explicitly revoked by that agency years ago, were stiU being provided as "guidance" to Florida
schools. By and large these are simple and straightforward fixes, and we ask that the Department
of Educationmakeimmediatecorrections whereaccessary.
Duval Count

This Grand Jury has catalogued the litany of issues plaguing Duval County in a separate
PresentaeDt as well as our Second and Third Interim Reports. Further, we arc infonned that one
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principal subject of that reporting, the former Chief of Duval County Schools Police, has
essentiallybeaioffereda diversiondisposidonin lieuoffonnalprosecution. Sincetheeodresult
(removal ftom office and suireader of law enforcement credaitials) accomplishes the goals we

sought to achieve, we approve of this outcome. We encourage the citizens of Duval County,
however,to reviewthatreport anddetemunewhether,evenwithoutadditionalcriminal Aarges,
a morethoroughhousecleaningmightbe inorder. Wecertainlybelievethatto bethe case.
Palm Beach oimt

We have discussed the probleinatic approach to the implementation of safety features
exhibited inPalmBeachCounty, andspecifically bytfaePahnBeachCounty Sdool District PoUce

Department,elsewherein this document As withDuval County, we seeno needto repeatthose
findings here, but invite Pahn Beadi voters to decide for themselves whether they believe the
rcacdonbySchoolDistrictofficialsto legislation(disfavoredbysomeyetnonethelesscodifiedas
the law of this State), whichresults in the unnecessaiyexpenditureof hundreds of thousands of

taxpayerdollars,shouldberewardedwithcontinuedeinployment.
Oran eCoun

Orange County is one locale where SESIRdata (when comparing, for example, inddents
reported to disciplines rqmrted) could be considered suspect. While we have not seen evidence

of widespread,overt fraud involving reporting as wehave in otherjurisdictions, we haveheard
testimonyandseenevidencethatoneareainparticularisproblematic. TheCity ofApopkaschool

system appearsto makeconcertedefforts not only to suppress reporting of serious incidents but
also actively hamper police mvestigatioiis.
We have received evidaice tihat Ac situation got so bad in 2016 that the Apopka Chief of
Police andGcmeral Counsel wrote a public letter to theOrange County School Board documenting
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multiple incidents of teadhers and administrators that received complaints of sex crimes (one
student-on-student, oneteacher-on-14-year-oldstudent), but failedto report the mcidaits to law
enforcement or Ae DepartmentofChildrenandFamilies(DCF). Fortunately, police learned of
theincidentsthroughcitizenreports, andbothperpetratorswerearrested.
Thesituation,unfortunately,didnotunprove. In2019,DCFreportedtotheApopkaPolice
Department Aat an elementary student had taken a disabled female child into a bathroom and
molestedher,despitetheschoolbeingonnoticethattheperpetratorwasnottobeleftunsupervised
due to prior issues. School administrators, rather thanreport the matter to police, chose to conduct

their own "investigadon" (contrary to many of the "best practices" for forensic interviews of
juvemle sex crime victims as well as juvenile suspects) and, as a result, compromised the

subsequentpolice inquiry. More concemingly, the assigneddetective indicatedthat "this was a
perfect example of school staff findmg ways to avoid rqwrting accurately and timely, even
changing their paperwork, to justify not immediately reporting to the SRO." The victim's parents

reportedtfaattheschoolactuallykeptthevictimandperpetratorinthesamelunchroomdaily,even
afta- police became involved. When officers went to discuss the investigatioD with the principal,

CarolMartin,theprincipalberatedthechiefinvestigatingofficerfor bringinga supervisorto the
meeting, asserted that she believed she was entided to be infonned stoout the details of law
enforcement investigatioDs, and complamed that police did not permit her to be involved in, for
example, next-of-kin death notifications.
We also received evidence tfaat in 2018-19, multiple incidents occurred where students
physically attacked School Resource Officers and engaged in fights with Apopka police officers.
Despite requests from law enforcement to remove these students, they remained in school, and one
of them apparently brought a gun to school. Immediately following dismissal, the student used
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that gun to engage in a shooting with another student in a nei^iborhood adjacent to the school.
Further, in 2019, one student took video of another using therestroom andpublished the video to
several other studeuts (afelony under Florida law). Once again, admmistratois failed to report die
incidait to law enforcement, conducted their own "interviews," and actuaity instructed the
perpetrator's guardian to destroy the video- negatively impacting any potential criminal case.

Theyalsorefasedto pemiitthevictimtocontacttheSROhimselftomakea complamt Tampering
with evidence is a felony crime in itself, but as yet, the administrators involved have received no

consequences. Thebreathtaking arrogance andineptitude exhibitedbythe school admmistrators
in such cases obviously threatens Ae safety of students and fhe integnty of thejudicial process.
We are infonned that this type of iacident is uot uncommon and that police are often
confiroatedwithrecalcitrant oroutrighthostile Apopka adinimsteators whobelievethat<ltheyknow
better. " We contrast this with testimony we received fi-om an Apopka teacher who was literally
moved to tears atthe thought of being expected to conduct whatcould be crimmal investigations
for whichshefelt neither trainednor competent Wealso learned that whenofficers request video
of reported CTimes iacluding fiireanns cases resulting m a sdiool lockdown, they are now told to
request a subpoena for fhe evideace through the Orange County School Board General Counsel's
office-hardly anexample ofcooperation. We also note that isthe same General Counsel's Office
which disclosed documents

Ttainmg
pC

to our

investigation

while it

was

still

pending- police

would beright to be concerned about their investigations being leaked in such a fashion.
Miami-Dade Count

"It is better to offer no excuse than a badone."
- GeorgeWashington
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This certainly describes the situadon in Miami-Dade County, anotfier of those with
problematic SESIR data as elected by FDOE. We further fhink that the "District spokesperson"

who,inresponsetooneofourpriorReportsinwhichwebrieflydiscussedthesematters, rqwrtedly
claimed that Ae "District uses the same definitions prescribed by the State,") would do well to

keq» Ae above-cited words ofour first President in mind. Weheard firom bothrepresentatives of
the State (Dq)artment of Education and Office of Safe Schools) and the Superintendent of the
District-and Miacni-Dadewasmost assuredly not usingthe same defimtioiis, andnot using them

properly m any event We would furtfaer point out that Ae MSDPSC arrived at the same
conclusion.

Enparticular, Miami-Dade hashad incidents wherein schools report hundreds ofbattery or
fight incidents one year and zero fhe next (note to madame spokesperson; even "correct use of
defiiutions" is so unlikely to generate a result ofzero as to approach unpossibility). For 2017-18,
the entire District reported zero physical attacks, though in bracketing years it reported dozens.
Clearly, something is amiss with the veracity of Miami-Dade data. We have not found concrete
evidence of mtendonal fraud committed by specific individuals (as we have elsewhere), but
uiaccuradescertainly aboundanda seaofredflagscontinuesto wave. Wewouldalso point out
that, though tfaeDistrict claimed it had simply "oveireported incidents offightmg, " those numbers
have yet to be corrected.
Additional concerns arose when we learned of the District's 2015 proclamation that it

would henceforfh not suspend smdents out-of-sdiool. We were provided with testimony and
evidencethat the alternative locations, dubbed by the District as "SuccessCenters," do in fact
succeed in costing nullions of dollars for security measures and police officers, but to date the
District has provided no documentation of evaluations or data regarding success in iinproving
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either student academic performance or student behavior. More concerning, however, were reports
thatmore thantwo thirds of those referred to the centers, if tfaey attend at all, do not show up for
the entire time prescribed-a phenomenon likewise observed by law enforcenaent officials at the

centers. At most, thetruants might bemarked "absent," whichis certainly ironic: raaoved jBrom
school for misbAaving, they misbAave further yet no consequence is for&commg (after all, they
can'tbesuspended).
Formal suspensions, in fact, decreased (in other words, the District's employees followed
the administration's orders). However, suspension-worthy behavior apparently hasnot, if SESIR
and Umfonn Crime Reporting data are to be believed. Puriher, while suspeiisions dropped in
number, theamount of"excessive absence"casesroseby a strikingly similar figure. A charitable
iaterprctadon ofthis rcmadable coiacidence would be(as thesame "spokesperson" actually stated
in public), that "principals are doing a better job at codiDg/reportmg. " Apparaitly, the District
woiild haveusbelieve that theirprincipals wentfrom bemghorrible reporters to magfdficent ones
in lessthana year attfaesame rime assuspensions dropped dramatically.
We are more inclined to consider it another example of data gamesmanship- especially

sinceweheardthattheadininistration,fromtheSupermteDdentondown,specificallydirectedthat
the safety/discipline data be "scrubbed" before it was transmitted to the Department ofEducation.
Laundering datato improve optics is a familiar theme. The inceadves for principals to artificially
reduce documented suspmsions, inlight ofthe District's edict to do so, are obvious.
Tomakemattersworse,wereceivedevidencethatletters weresentto at leastsomeparents

informing them thatfheu-child would not bepermitted to return to school for several days due to
misbehavior including fighting. The word "suspended" was never used; instead, the District
essentially said"you don't haveto gohome, butyou can't stay here."
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TTiese data points all trend in one direction, as both media and conununity organizations
have pointed out: suspensions arc simply being rcbranded as "success center referrals" or simple
insttnictionsnot to come to school,andthusnot reportedfor SESIRpurposes. Weheardfrom
Mianu-Dade Superintendent Alberto Carvalho and his response to the above points was to
acknowledge that the data q>pearcd problematic. He specifically discussed that administrators
required constant training and retraining in SESIR-incideut defnutions which the District has
pursued with help fcom the Department ofEducation. We are pleased that, unlike soine ofhers, he
did not dismiss the obvious concerns out-of-hand andthat, unlike District "spokespersons, " he did

not offer a palpably absurd excuse; however, we further believe that in 2021, after years of data
issues,feebleassurancesto "lookinto thematters"havelostappealasa satisfactoryresponse.
BrowardCoun

"BrowardCounty Schoolsare safernowthemthey haveever been."
- Robert Runcie

"Youmustn'talwaysbelievewhatI say. Questionstemptoneto tell lies,
particularlywhenthere is noanswer."
- PabloPicasso

Broward County has provided a cornucopia of examples of an ahnost fanatical desire to
control data and use it to manipulate public perception, includmg fhat surrounding safety. The
Superintendent (as reflected in his own self-evaluations) and some Board members (in their
evaluationsofRuncie)are seeininglyobsessedwiththeoptics of any situatioDandthecontrol of
public impressions oftheir activities. The District produces tiraining materials on "Building the
Brand"asthoughthe District wereall-important while its students weremere commodities, and
instructs employees to always consider how situations might affect the perception of the District
(as opposed to the reality). Board members write fawningly of an increase in Twitter followers
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andgush in starry-eyed detail about various interviews given. Runcie devoted twenty-swen pages
of single-spaced small type in his annual self-evaluations (2015-2020) to cataloging his efforts at
nairative eagineCTmg, m addition to repeatedly listing the number of "mentions" and "likes" as
"strengths. " And yet Boaid members such as Rosalind Osgood stiU write in their evaluations of
Runcie thatthe Distnct needs to increase the amount of favorable publicity it revives.

Propaganda, however, is not the same astransparency or success. Citations to "leveraging
social media preseuce" do nothing to obscure the fact that our record is cluttered with instances of

school officials eitherpassively (forexample, mcluding specifically-subpoenaed information in a
voluminous tranche ofnonresponsive or duplicadve material) or actively suppressing unflattering
inforaaation (Runcie admitted that "some administrators shaved their numbers because they felt it
would weigh negatively on how they are perceived if crime appears too high. "). It is obvious to
usfi'om all this evidence thatRuncie andhis Board supporters aremore interested in getting people

toviewdiemfavorablythanvirtually anythingelse.
The hostility to accuratesafety rcportmg canbe seen in a variety of circumstances. For
example, Runcie proudly included in one ofhis annual self-evaluations thathe hadmade "10, 135
court appearaaces" on behalfofstudents. Underno circumstaDces could this number beaccurate;
there simply arenot enoughcourt days in the year. Further, the size of that uumberbespeaks a
more pressing question: what, exacdy, were Broward students doing to require 10,000 court
appearances? Broward County has never reported even half that number to law eiiforcement,
according to the District's SESBR data (for vAich Runcie is statutorily responsible), so we are
confirontedwithtwodiametricallyopposedclaimsfromthesamesource-inotherterms,someone
speaks with a forked tongue. 20
M The District often attempfs sinular semantic games m reporting other statistical "achievements. " For example,
multiplepressreleasestoutfeeDistrict's"improvedgraduationrate to 89%"-apositivedevelopment, in a vacuum.
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Wereceived evidence that at a January, 2018 meeting of the I7th Circuit Juvenile Justice
Advisory Board, District administrators advisedthe Board members thatGeneral Couasel Myrick

wastraining administrators thatif police showedup ata school with a warrant for thearrest of a
smdent, they were not goiag to be permitted inside the school and that the student's presence in
the school would not even be verified. 21 The subject came up again at a later meeting and the
minutes ofthatmeeting disclosethat"Mr. Watkins responded thatifsomeoue iscoming to inquire
abouta childfora aon-schoolrelatedoffensethatdoesnotposeanimmediateAreatto tfaesaf^y
ofthe school, the agency will be redirected to make that request fhrough other dianaels within the
school. " Horrifyingly, tfaat meeting occurred on February 14, 2018, at 3:00 pm. No one should
needreminding that this is the very date of the MSD catastrophe. Inother words,within an hour
of children being massacred in school. District officials v/ete celebrating a policy that actively

discoureyed thepresence andlawful performance ofdutybypolice officers inBroward schools.
Tliis, of course, is the same DavidWatkins who summoned Runcie's supporters to the

school board meeting atwhichhistemiinarion wasontheagenda. ^ Hedidsoby sending anemail
claiming Runcie's opponents used "vile language" not seen "since desegregation orders were
enforced"-an intentionally mflammatory charge for which Acre appears to be zero factual

However, missing froin (he reports is the fact thatwhile Broward's graduation rate has rism, the same has been true
all over the state, and the District actually lags m graduation rate iinprovement when compared with the rest of the
state

mcluding other large Districts.

Broward's

inqirovement

from 2015-2020 is actually a percentage point less than

the state meroge for Ifaattime period. TheDistrict, however, would prefer to teU only halfthe story.
ZIMyrick testified thatshewasreferring specifically to an unspecified "Department ofJustice"memorandum ofsome
son from "not Ae priw adnumsttation, but tfaeone before, " which discouraged federal immigration authorities from
serving immigration detainers at schools. She also was very clear that she did not feel that school "should be a law
enforcement place."

xt This was not the only instance of District personnel acdag well outside the permissible scope of employment to
enhaareBoardsuppon forRuncie; wereceived evidence ofanotheremployee whoappeared ata fundraiser advertised
for siqiport of Board Member Donna Kara and two candidates

opposing Board Members Alhadeff and Rupen (both

Rucciecriticsat times). Theeasployeewassoliciting attendeesto apply forminority-ownedbusmessooDtract work
witfa the District.
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evidence. It is the same David Watkinswho administers the "BehaviorIntervention Program"
and "Juvenile Justice Educational Transition and Siipport" efforts, aptly characterized as "jail-to-

school" programs which can, or in some instances have, resulted in individuals with pending
felony cases, serious behaviracal records, or even, according to one 2017-18 program handbook,
"students convicted ofa.serious crime suchas: rape, murder, attempted murder, sexual battery, or
fireaan related" crimes back into the schools, inchuSng mmnstream schools from which their

behavior causedtheir remove^3 When he appeared before us, Waddns was rcmaricable for one
thing: his utter inability to direcdy amwer the most basic of questions. He dissembled, gave
aonresponsive and obviously-rehearsed answeTS, and demonstrated that if he is representative of
Runcie's top adnuoistrators, the District is in dire straits indeed.
Districtofficialsoftenbehaveasthough(faeyhavenointerestinevenknowingtherealities
of its schools, reminding us of Dothing so much asthe proverbial flock of ostridies burying their
heads to avoid confi'onting reality. Weleained that for more than20 years, Broward County had
beenconducting an annual distnct-wide student survey whidi, among other things, questioned
students abouttheirperceptionof their physical safety in school. The year after the PROMISE
program began, theDistrict stopped publishing theresults ofthat survey; a yearlater, they stopped
admiiusteringit altogether. SuperintendentRuncieadinittedthat this hadbeendone,but denied
kaowmgwhy.
InFebruary 2020, when the administration became alarmed at the high number of students

leavingtfaeDistrict(takingtheirrevenuewiththem). Districtpersonnelasked41,000parents why
theywereleaving. More than40percentofrespondents mdicatedthattheyfelt the schools were

" Ruade.forhispart,claimedonlysuperficialawarenessofflienatureofdieformer, andzerorecogutionofanydung
to withthelatter, includingthe dtle; we arenotcertainwhetherweare moredismayedif weacceptthisstatementas
true, or if it wereexposedasmerely anotherfalsdiood;neitherwouldbeaccq»table.
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unsafe (#2 answer), undisciplined (#4 answer), andJacking in leadership (#7 answer). When asked
what qualides they were looking for in a new school, over 90 percent responded they desired a
safer environment, and about 80 percent cited "stronger discipline" and "stronger leadership."
Runcie and Board members Good, Kom, Murray, Osgood, and Levinson all remembered the
results being published to the Boani in a PowerPomt presentation, but none recalled any further
actionbeingundertakenwithregardto it.

In August, 2019, the Broward Teacher's Union published an anonymous survey of
thousandsof its members regardingthe climate of the schools, includingmany questions about
physical safety aud discipline (or lade thereof). To say that the answers contained in that survey
paint a daonmng picture of the District is periiq>s to understate the matter, teacher after teacher
complained of physical attacks by students, outrageous behavior and offenses, weapons, fights,
threats, and repeated frustrations with the lack of any meamngful concern or follow-up by
admmistoitors whenthe victuas dared to make their concerns known. Sometimes, students who

physically attacked teachers were back m the class fhe next day. Some staff reported fearing

retaliation forproviding information whichreflected poorly ontheDistrict. 24 Wehavethoroughly
reviewed ihis survey, and we urge our fellow citizeiis to likewise do so; based upon the testimouy
we have received, these concerns are not unique to Broward County.

In response, Ruucie wrote to the president of the imion demanding Aat she provide the
identities of the individuals who had provided fliese nanatives (a demand rightly ignored) and
swearingthathewouldconvenea specialcommitteetoinvestigateandrespondtotheissues,which
24This concera was not unfounded; wbsn two local rq»iters deigned to publish mformatioH about the MSD shooter

whichtheDistricthadinq>tlyperanttedtobereleaseddespitea courthavingruledtheinfonnationcouldberedacted,
the Distdct responded by filing a Motion (unsuccessfully) to have the reporters held m contempt ofcourt (and thus
subject tojaU tenns and fines). Ratfaer than own its mistaken release ofembairassing uribrmation regaidine how the
Districthadtreated(moreaccurately,didmtftreat)theshooter,dieDistrict(inthepersonofGeneralCounselMyrick)

opted to attanptto bully those whoexposedit- a recinimgthemeofwishingto controlopticsrather than accept
unflattering facts.
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would have a very specific and short mandate and would provide resolution and proposals within
120daysof its investigation. That was August of 2019. The Conunittee was not even convened
until December of 2019 (strangely, after tills grandjury began inquiring aboutit) andmet once m
DecanbCT2019,oncein February2020,andpossiblybrieQyin March,2020. It neverproduced
reports, and according to Supa-intendent Runcie, its members now work on COVID-19 related
matters. Bluntly put, the lip service paid by Runcie andthe Board to "safety concerns" appears,
asShakespearenoted in Macbeth, to be"full ofsound andfiuy, signifying nothing."
No discussiouoffheBrowardadmuustration'scollective attitudetowardschoolsafety and

relentless efforts to control dataandoptics wouldbecomplete without at least some mention ofits
PROMISE program. PROMISE is an aaonym, the first two letters supposedly standing for
"Prcveatmg Recidivism. " However, we received evidence that, when imtially enacted, the
program pennitted an individual to commit four violadons per year (possibly more dqrending on
principal discretion), and this "clock" was reset every school year. Pennitting individuals more
than a dozen "second chances" does not strike us as doing anything to "Prevent Recidivism."

Further, SuperintendentRuncie himself testified that unless an individual committed the exact
same in&actioa m that same year, he was not considered to be a reoffender-a definition of
"recidivism" heretofore unknown in the crinunal justice field. Fortunately, over the years, the

legislaturehasintervened, changingFlorida'sstatutesto restrict thetypes ofofifenseseligiblefor
suchprograms. PROMISEhasbeenchanged,albeitclearlybegrudgingly,to complywithFlorida
law. Wereiterate here our support for the ideaofdiversion programs-and also our condemnatiou

ofdecisionsto includeoffensesorcreateloopholeswhichunnecessarilyandinappropriatelydistort
these programs, rendering them bloated, counteq»roductive. and useless as a form of behavior
coirecdonor safetyenhancement.
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When it com.es to tfae results of the District's policies, we find that once again the data
belies Ae District's narrative. SESIR and UCR data show that, even though student enrollment

hassteadilydeclined, incidentshavegoneup(usually bymorethan20perceDtperyear),mcluding
incidents requiring law eDforcemMt involvement and those resulting in injury. They have risen

everyyew sxnce2915 (wedidnotexammedataprior tothat). Runde attempted to suggest inhis
testimony thatthis was a positive thii%, in that it might reflect accurate self-reporting; we reject
this spin andpoint out that the dataare unifonnly trending in the wrong direction in spite ofand
perhaps because of attempts to divert inddents from accurate reporting-a lack of real
consequaices surely emboldens other would-be wrongdoers, as numerous witnesses have
explained to us.

Further, Supemrtendent Runcie hiaaself has been less Aan candid about the PROMISE

programanditsapplicabUitytoperhapsitsmostnotorious referral, theMSDshooter. Onmultiple
occasions, in widespread public appearances and commentary, Runcie loxidly, repeatedly,

sincerely, andangrilyassuredeveryone thattheshooter"wasnever a participantinthePROMISE
program. There's no connection between [the shooter] andthe district's PROMISEprogram."
This wasnotaccurate. Whiletheshooterhadperhapsnotbeenreferredwhilein school at MSD,
he had been referred before-and had failed to attend, for which there is no documentation that he

received any consequeaces. This is not to say that the program had any direct relationship with
themassacre;rather, the reflexivedefensivenessexemplifies a larger and more disturbing trend:
when Superintendent Runcie's policies are questioned, his response is to saywhatever he believes

will endthequestioning, whetherornotit istrue.25
" Runrieoftentoutswhatheclaimsarepositiveacademicresults,anddidsobeforeusaswell. Ifaccurate,advances
in academic achievement

are an

unqualified good.

And yet,

as

Eiastem remaiked, "whoever is careless with tfae teT ith

in smallmatters cannotbetrustedin importantaffairs." fa our examinationofBoardproceedings,workshops,and
evaluations, we have yet to see Good, Osgood, Kora, Murray, or Levuson even ask for explanation, let alone
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Wealsofeel compelled toexposetheridiculous canardadvancedbytheDistrict (ma public
inemorandumfi?omGeneralCoimselMyrick)thatPROMISEwasnota diversionprogram,despite
thefactthattheDistricthadproudlybeencallingitthatsinceatleast2013. In2019,thelegislature
modified section 1006. 13 regaidmg the sorts of offenses which required reportii^; the Broward

administration did not like tfais change.26 to her memo, Myrick described statutes touchmg on
diversioD programs. Specifically, she wrote tihat "Section 985. 12: this statute describes the civU

citationprogram." Thatstatute,however,specificallycovered"CivUcitationor simUarprearrest
diversion programs. " The legislative bills regarding this statute were well in progress vAen

MyrickwrotehermemoinMarch2019. Thestatutebecanieeffectivem Juneof2019. However,
even the old version specifically referenced "or other similar diversion programs" and both
versions discuss misdemeanors bemg reported to the Department of Juvenile Jusdce even if
diverted. Accordingly, the reference in Myrick's memo to this statute intentioiially omits a

significantportionofit, whidimateriallyaffectsthemeaningascribedto it byMyrick. Wewould
note, also, thatto datetherehasbeenno changem theDistrict's assertedposition.
"Ilie matter caused real-life consequents because Broward County began lumping both
crimmal and non-criminal episodes mto the PROMISE program. Because of this, Broward
County, for a period of somewhere between four and six months in 2019, ceased reporting

altogeffterany datato theDepartmentofjuveiule Justicefor those studentswhowerereferred
to PROMISEfor a crime. This contravenes state law. Broward County clauned that because
PROMISE also contained data for noacriminal infi-actioiis, it was "oven-eporting" to the

challenge, Aedataput forth by Runcie's adnunistradon. Given the litany offalsehoods in other contexts, the obvious
probteins with SESIR data, and the obsessive focus on propaganda, we do not blithely accept any of Ruacie's
representations as accurate beyond question.

M Indeed, rather than accept the change, for the2019-2020 sdool yearthe Admuustration wasstUl providing training
materialsandpowerpoiatscitingtheoM versionofthestatute. Thesetrainmgs weredonefor all schools,by Nordia
Sappleton,anoAerofRimcie'stop administrators.
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Department ofJuvenile Justice and decided to "correct" this by reporting nothing at all. The
Distdct, of course, had created this situation itself by expanding the PROMISEprogram to

encompass bothtypes ofinfractions in response to thediangeinthestatute. Wearetold thatthe
District now transmits the data, but that it has not ever gone back to correct the months-long gap
m reporting.

Forhispart, whenconfronted aboutthismatter, Siqwrintendent Runcieliterally rolled his
eyes and remarked "oh, yeah, everythmg^s a crime. " He appeared not to have understood the
difference between diversion for non-criminal incidents (smoking, dismpting class, etc. ) and those

which were in fact criminal (theft, vandalism), and that Section 985. 12, Flodda Statutes (2020)

would clearly makeanyaltemadve sanctionforactualcrimes a "diversionprogram". Ifhe indeed
wassurprised, wewerenot.

Wefeel this conclusion is bolstered bythefactthatthis matter hadbeenexplained to other
administradon officials by the MSDPSC chair more than a year ago m a public hearing:
"I think what's getting lost here is tfae bifurcation between student misconduct for
behavior andalternatives to suspeiision. .. versus alternatives for crimes.... ifthey
are getting something other than arrest for committing a crixninal act, it's a
diversion. Youcancall it whatever,youcanputanylabelyouwantonit, youcan
caU it byanyname, youcanspinaroundninetimes, you canpretend itsnot, but it's
a diversion, period, end of story."

AnotherMSDPSCmemberput it morebluntly:
"Ifyour lawyers are still sticking with the supposition thatthe PROMISEprogram
is not a diversion program, and atthe same time, you're diverting crimmal conduct
throughthePROMISEprogram, go backandtell themto figureout their opinion
correctly because it's not ethical and its not accurate... fhat flies in the face ofall
common sense. So he4> us help whoever is making that decision at Broward
County. You help us. Have the superintendent help us to stop them from
embarrassingthemselves."

(Emphasis added). That meeting was oa June 4, 2019. Superintendent Runcie appeared before us
in March of2021, and still tried to put the same spin on the matter here. Gweral Counsel Myrick
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appeared in April of 202127, and did the same. They and the District were wrong then, are wrong
now, andapparently remain content to continue "embarrassing themselves."
This appears to be a recurring theme with Myrick. Shehas-by her own admission-110
law enforcement or cruninal law experieuce. She routinely conducts-by her own-"research"
on issues of sigiuficant import for safety matters, and issues what amounts to binding legal
direcdvesto administrators. Yet, time andagain,her advicecreatesproblems ratherIhansolving
them. Forexan^le:

.

Sheissuedher"PROMISEmemo"andappearsto haveintentionallyomittedvast sections
of Secdon 985. 12, wdiich even unlearned eyes can see explicitly refer to "any similar"

I»ogramwhich"diverts" misdemeanor (criininal) bAaviorfcomarrest to somealtemarive
sancdon-leading to (well-deserved) public ridicule of District of&cials
.

Sheknewfull well thatthe District,baseduponheropiaion,wasfailingits statutoryduty
to report to the Department of Juvenile Justice (mdeed, when asked, she did not know if
the reporting hadresumed or not) and has failed as of yet to conrect her memo;

.

She issued a similar (but unwritten) list of "reservations" regarding the City of Coconut
Creek's request to use a passive-alert canine (handled by the same officer who personally

q>pidiendedAeMSDshooter)tositata schoolandsnifftheairtopossiblydetectfirearms.
She asserted this dog was Ac "first of its kind" at a public workshop, and conceded to us
Aat she was unawarethat canines of this nature havebeen so employed for decades; she

further admitted under questioning that her research was done on "drug dogs" searching
specific individuals or lockers ra±CT than passive-alert situations. Further, she claimed at
a workshop on the matter that there was "no need" for the canine due to very few fireanns
" Myrick hadappeared before uson a pdor occasion, atwhich we wereforcedto chastise herregarding her office's
dilatory fulfillment ofrecords requests and failure to timely comply with subpoenas.
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mcideats m theschools, yetadmitted herethat sheis awareBrowardSchoolshave multiple
firearmsincidentsooanannualbasis.28
Myrick's naemory appeared conveniently opaque when it came to answering questions about her
conversations with other witnesses we heard firom, and she appeared quite "forgetful" about
meetings andphone calls she hashad as recendy as two weeks ago. Her legal analyses appear to
suffer fi-omthe same infiiraitiesas her recall.

In yet ano&er of Myrick's misadventures, she exemplified Ae District's penchant for
targeting ttiose who would dare hold it to account In 2018, the District commissioned a fum
(CEN) to create a report (for $60, 000. 00) on the MSD shooting (and to "assist the district in

UdgatioiL"). The District elected to publish fhatreport, with secdons redacted at the order of a
Circuit Judge. However, IfaeDistrict didsuch a poorjob redacting the document that the redacted
materials were readily viewable-and several members of the public tipped off some news

reporters to that fact The reporters published the material, which included jwdings Oust the
District not ontyfaUed to adequately counsel the shooter about his options for special education
but did not honor his subsequent request for assignment to a special needs school. These facts
andothers likely consdtuted a violation ofFBRPA, a federal statute withwhichtheDistrict should
beintimately familiar, astheyroutinely invoke it in thename ofsmdent privacy to avoidreleasing
data and other information to law enforcement. Rather than simply admit her ofiGce's error,

Mynck filed a morion to have the reporters held m contempt (which could have resulted in fines,
jail time, or both) simply because they lawfully published the mfomiation the District had so
ineptly penaitted to be avaUable-<ui</ testified that she didso in her client's name without their
knowledge orpermisswn.

28Wereceivedtestimonythattherehavebeendozensofsuchincidentsasreflectedm theSESIR,UCR,andDJJdata;
wealso learnedthatevensomeofNorida'sthemeparks employfh-eann-alertingcanmes.
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TheMotionwas,ofcourse,denied-butthis is onemoreexampleofthelengthsto which
Runcie, Myrick, and ofharDistrict officials will go to (<bumthe witches" who might dare expose
them.29

Finally,wemxistdiscusshowthe District's approachesto dealingwithlawenforcement,
administering its construction projects, and attempting to mampulate public percq)tfon can be

8 Myrick arimiitfxl doingessentially thesainethingrecendy wfaeumembers ofdieBTU resisted the District's decision
to forcethemto returoto workinpeison. Myrickcollectedphotos,stories, andothermaterialfi-omtte social nsdia

pagesofAeteachers(.accwdwgtoBTU.non-publicpages)andforwardedAemto theDistrict'sprivate lawfuinto
use to embarrass the teachers in the arbitration hearing.
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viewedin thecontextoftragedy. Webeginwith Runcie,in 2013, leadingtheoppositionto state
legislationthatwouldhavecreateda specialtaxmgdistrictto providefundsto enhancesafetyand
securitym Browardschools. Runciewroteto then-StateSenatorSobel(sponsorofthebUl):
The SchoolBoardhas:

.

Requested our municipal and county law enforcement to increase then-presence
at our schools....

.

Initiateda survey of each school site to detenxiinethe needs andcosts to provide
furtherhardening(e.g.,reteofittingwindows,doors,installingdifferentlocks).. .

.

Assigned our limited corps of School District Police Officers to maintain an
increased presence at schools that do not have full-time, dedicated School
Resource OfBcers (SRO's. )....

Instituted additional tiaming for our School Security Specialists and Campus
Security Monitors. The School Board intends to expand its SRO Program to
providean SROat eachschooLWeare currently exploring options for how this
canbe accomplished in the immediate fiiture.
(Emphasis added). Also accordii^ to Runcie's letter, "A special taxing district, if approved bythe
voters would not generate revenue until 2015. Although more funding is always welcome the
School Board cannot wait, and is not waiting, that long to address its safety concerns."
(Eiaphasis added).

Indeed,if thisBoardeverhadanyactualsafetyconcerns,theywaited^irlongerthan2015
to addressthem. Eightyearslater, as wehave describedabove, it is evidentthatthe Disbdct,led
by Runcie himsetf, did everything possiblenot to fulfill the comimtments claimed m this letter
and that only legislation compelled them to do what little they did manage.
The real reason Runcie aud his cohorts opposed the legislation appears later in his letter,

whenhe explains that "tfaelegislation, called the 'School Safety Act of Broward County, 1 woidd
requireestablishmentofa governingbodyseparatefi-omtheSchoolBoardandwouldbecharged
with overseeing (he SRO Program."
Final Report of the Twentieth Statewide Grand Jury

Page 115 of 121

Obviously,externaloversightandoutsidecontrolarethingsthisDistricthasbitterlyfought
at every possible turn andin every conceivable context, whether it be submission to the Broward
County laspector Goieral or the rccommendadonof the three prior GrandJuries thathavebeen
empaneledto investigateit. H<^rfullyOUTreportshavegiventhepublicaninklingasto why.
Next, we recite here some of the findings of the MSDPSC as expressed in their initfal
Report (pages47-52):
4. The fire alarm activated because a beam of light was dismpted by the muzzle

flash, smoke ficomthe gun and/or dust created by the ceiliag tiles moving from the
percussion ofthe gunshots. No pull stadom were triggered or pulled anywhere on
campus.

5. The fue alami in Biuldiog 12 triggered the alarm throughout caaipus. The fire
alarm system at MSDHS was immediately acdvated with no delay, which is not a
prefenred practice.

7. The school district does not allow law enforcement live, real-dme remote or

independent access to school campus video systems. Law enforcements' inability
to independently live view the cameras hinderedthe lawenforcement response and
causedsafetyissuesbecausetheywereunableto detemiineif [theshooter]wasstill
inthebuilding.Thisdelayalsohinderedvictimrescueandmedicalresponse.
8. AU teachersm Building 12 who evacuatedtheirclassrooms did so becausethe
first ttiing they heard was the fire alarm and had not beai notified of a Code Red
CHieCodeRed announcementover the PA wasnot madeuntil [the shooter] had
finished shooting all his victims and was entering the riurd-floor teacher's lounge,
whichwastoo lateto meanmgfullynotifyanyone.).
9. The fire alarm caused confusion among students and staff in Building 12. Some
treated the event as a fire alaraa (evacuation) and some treated it as an active shooter

situation(hidingm place).Assetforthin section3.2, thelackofa calledCodeRed
contributedto students andstaffnottreatingthisinddentasanacdveshooterevent
and that put students and staff at risk because they used evacuation protocols, not
acdve assailant response protocols.
As we noted above, Ruacie and his staff (as demonstrated at tfae Circuit Advisory Board

meetings) were not supportive of law enforcement presence on school campuses (Myrick in
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particular expressedhostility to the very notion); they waited until the last possible moment to
comply withthe SafeSchoolsActregarding oa-campus guardians (incumng substantial additional
cost) andit wasmorethana yearaftertheCommission'sreport beforetheDistrictbeganallowing
some (but still not all) law enforcement agencies to have real-time access to security camera

footage. Further, when asked direcfly by a state Senator whether a "Code Red" had been called,
Runcie responded in the simple affirmative. Obviously, fhe Commission found that was not the
case (at leastnot untU it wasfar too late) andthis appearsto be yet anotherexampleof Runcie
givinga convaiient,iiamediateanswerregardlessofits veracity.
Most strilung, however, isthis: The fire alarm at Marjory Stoaeman Douglas High Sdool
had been recogmzed as m need of upgrading when the District first solicited its $800 million
SMART bond project in 2014. Fonner Broward Director of School Safety Jerry Graziose claimed
to have recommended upgrades to the fire alarms prior to his 2015 retirement. SpeciJBcaUy, fire
alarms could be mstalled with a 40-second dekiy so Aat persoDS m the office could ascertain

whether the alarm was genuiae, Ae result of a student prank, or caused by some other event. On
Febmary 14, 2018, Ae absence ofthis feature led to students evacuatu^ into the shooter's path.
The alarm was not a top-priority item accordmg to the District, however, and was not set for
funding and installatiou until 2019. In fact, it was and is such a low priority that it remams
unmstalled at multiple schools according to Runcie's own testimony. It is distincdy possible that
lives could have been saved-yet they were lost, and it appears even that fact spurs little to no
sense of urgency on bdialf of Runcie and his administration.
WhUe we do not have evidence to outright declare that the combination of inaccurate data

reporting, antipathy toward law enforcement, facile falsehoods by administration officials or Ae
astonishmg raismaiiagement of SMART safety projects led directly to the MSD tragedy, neither
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canwesaytheyplayednoroleincreatingthedaibaessm whichdiismalignancygrew. Itis readily
apparent that the toxic combination of these factors has, and continues to, put Broward County
students at risk. Despite what we have documeuted here and elsewhere, members of the Board
not only choseto retainRunde, but to givehim a 30%raise (to over $350,000.00 annually) and
substantially enhancehisbenefits package-in a deal negotiated by Myrick.
CONCLUSION
We expect this Final Report to generate some hostility, but we are confident that the facts
and issues we addressed here are accurate. Before the wheels of the marketing madiine begin to

turn in anatten^pt to counterourfindings, know this: Ourmvestigadon wastfiorough, andwe gave
tfae entities and mdividuals we examined here every opportunity to explain themselves. We are

confident in our findings as to who was credible and who was not There will be some who fear
our message, but keep in mind as you consider whateva- criticisms are ultimately levied that we
are 18 people who received a summons, showed up, andproudly served. We came from aU walks
of life; wecamewithoutbias;andwewoAedtirelessly for thepast22months-through a oncea-century pandemic-to serve the people ofthe State ofFlorida.
AstheTwentiethStatewideGrandJury'stennexpires,knowthatouronly goalis to make
sure the people got the infonnation they needed. It is now up to the Governor, the legislators and
the citizensof the State of Rorida, aimedwith the knowledgewehaveprovided, to see that tfae
issues we have identified are resolved and do not recur in the future.
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Respectfully aubmittcd to the Hanorablc Jcck Tutcr. Presiding JudBC of the Twcnliclh
Staicwidc Gnod Jury. Ais 16thdayofApril. 2021
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