2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

The Dollars and Sense Don’t Add Up:
Bond Measures E and H
Santa Cruz City Schools

Synopsis

Bond Measures E and H, passed in 1998, provided funds for much-needed renovation
and modernization of schools within the Santa Cruz City Schools District. Overall, the
Grand Jury found school site personnel pleased with the work completed at their schools,
and acknowledges the scope and complexity of the construction projects undertaken in
the last eight years. Those projects, however, took longer and cost more than original
estimates, and students are now occupying classrooms that have not been certified by the
Division of the State Architect as being in compliance with all Code of Regulations, Title
24 provisions for structural, life/fire safety, and ADA projects.

The Grand Jury discovered that Measure E bonds were sold for more than the voter-
approved $28 million, and questions remain about the 2005 bond refinancing. The Grand
Jury is concerned that: bond money was spent on district administrative offices; lease
revenues generated from sites that were renovated using bond funds went into the Santa
Cruz City Schools general fund; bond funds and property tax deposits have earned and
will continue to earn interest that could be used to reduce bond debt; and promises to
keep the public well-informed about the bond projects have not been kept.

Definitions

ADA: Americans with Disabilities Act

Alternate: an optional component of a construction project

BAN: Bond Anticipation Note; a note issued in anticipation of later issuance of bonds,
usually payable from the proceeds of the sale of the bonds anticipated

BOC: Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Oversight Committee

California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24: also known as the California Building
Standards Code. Public school construction in California is governed by these building
standards.

Change Order: a written order that modifies the plans, specifications, or price of a
signed construction contract agreement. Change orders can be initiated for a variety of
reasons, including unforeseen conditions, owner-requested changes, design errors or
omissions, contractor error, and weather-related problems during construction.

DSA: Division of the State Architect

DSA Form-5: the official DSA form that details the project inspector’s qualifications
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IOR: Inspector of Record; a state-certified inspector that performs state-mandated site
inspection services for public school construction and who is hired and paid by the owner
(school district)

Multiple-prime contracting: the owner (school district) holds separate contracts with
contractors of various disciplines (such as general, mechanical, electrical). The owner, or
its construction manager, manages the overall schedule and budget during the entire
construction phase.

RFP: Request for Proposal; an invitation to bid, or a proposal inviting bids from possible
suppliers of a product or service

SB50: the 1998 state bond measure that provided matching funds to the Santa Cruz City
Schools District for modernization projects. District matching funds were generated from
Bond Measures E and H.

SCCS: Santa Cruz City Schools

SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006: This was the version
of the summary document detailing construction costs, change orders, and project
completion dates that the Grand Jury used for this report.

Stop Notice: a notice to withhold payment from a contractor and to set money aside to
satisfy a claim

Background

Bond Measures E and H

In April 1998, voters in the Santa Cruz City Schools (SCCS) District passed two bond
measures worth a total of $86 million. The district spent over $300,000 for this special
election for Measure E and Measure H that was held just seven weeks prior to the
regularly scheduled June primary election.

Measure E, approved by seventy-nine percent (79%) of the voters, was for elementary
school improvements not to exceed $28 million, and Measure H, approved by seventy-
four percent (74%) of the voters, was for junior and senior high school improvements not
to exceed $58 million. The measures stated that the bond money would be used to
rehabilitate the schools, including replacing inadequate electrical, plumbing, heating, and
window systems; to comply with fire, earthquake, health, safety, and accessibility
standards; and to renovate, construct, and modernize classrooms, restrooms, and other
school facility improvements. Bond money would not be used for administrator salaries.
Expenditures would be monitored by a community bond oversight committee, with all
proceeds spent to benefit district schools. All elementary and secondary school sites in
the district were included in the bond measures.

Voter Information Pamphlet arguments in favor of Measures E and H stated that “By law,
absolutely none of the funds raised by these ballot measures can be used for

! County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
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administrative salaries, offices, or operating expenses. All of the funds raised by these
measures will stay in our local community and will be used to fix our schools.”

Bond Details

The E and H bonds were originally each sold in three series: A, B, and C. Series A was
sold in 1998, Series B in 2000, and Series C in 2001. According to the Voter Information
Pamphlet, “Impartial Analysis by County Counsel,” the term for each bond sale was to be
25 years, which was the maximum term under California law when the measures were
passed. On April 13, 2005, the SCCS Board of Education passed resolutions authorizing
the refinancing of the general obligation Bond Measures E and H, Series A and B to take
advantage of decreased interest rates. This refinancing did not require voter approval.

As each series was sold, the money from the sale was deposited into the Santa Cruz
County Treasury to be withdrawn by the Santa Cruz City Schools District as needed for
the bond projects. As property taxes are collected, they are also deposited in the County
Treasury. These funds are withdrawn to make payments to the bond holders.

The Santa Cruz County Assessor’s Office establishes the rate that each property owner in
the Santa Cruz City Schools District must pay toward the bonds. For the tax year 2005-
2006, the rate is:?

e Series A and B, Elementary .035%
e Series A and B, High School .033%
e Series C, Elementary .007%
e Series C, High School .006%
e TOTAL .081%

At this rate, taxes resulting from Bond Measures E and H on property within the City of
Santa Cruz with an assessed value of $300,000 would be $243 for the 2005-2006 tax
year. Property owners outside the city limits, but within the high school district, would
pay only the high school percentage, or .039%.

Additional Funding

The school renovation projects were not funded solely by the proceeds of bonds E and H
sales. Under the State Construction Program, the district applied in 1999 for SB50 (State
Bond 50) funds for modernization that it began receiving in July 2000. These state funds
were earmarked for renovation of schools that met the age requirement for modernization
(twenty-five years or older). This was a cash-matching program, and E and H funds were
used for the match. The district received over $28 million from the state. Additions

including bond interest, developer fees, deferred maintenance funds, and donations

2 County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
® Figures supplied by the Santa Cruz County Auditor/Controller Office, June 2, 2006.
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brought the total revenue for bond projects to $128,683,715 as of April 30, 2006. Total
revenue for the bond projects is summarized as follows:*

REVENUE SOURCE REVENUE AMOUNT
Bond Proceeds
Series A (6/98) $21,854,000
Series B (3/00) $46,300,077
BAN Funds (Series C, 10/00) $15,990,000
Series C (10/01) $110,171
Subtotal Bond Proceeds $84,254,248
Other Revenue
Bond Interest $10,411,303
Bond Arbitrage Liability ($419,412)
BAN Interest $976,905
BAN Arbitrage Liability ($210,905)
Deferred Maintenance $974,499
Food Services $175,000
Capital Facilities Fund $2,597,047
State SB-50 Rel. 1 $1,906,616
State SB-50 Rel. 2 $26,514,241
SB-50 Interest $620,037
Grants $345,024
Donations $231,801
Insurance Reimb (Pool Deck) $122,748
Building Fund $19,814
General Fund $164,749
Subtotal Other Revenue $44,429,467
TOTAL REVENUE $128,683,715

Table 1. Revenue, SCCS Bond Projects Budget, July 1, 1998 to
April 30, 2006.

Setting Priorities/Determining Projects

Prior to the bond campaign, a Facility Assessment Team comprised of construction
professionals and district staff evaluated each of the school sites, worked with site and
district staff in developing a needs assessment, prioritized each site’s needs, and
developed a cost estimate for needed and desired school construction projects. This
facilities audit, along with community input, was used by the district to determine the
amount of money that was requested in the bond election. Although approximately $130
million in needed and desired improvements were identified, a community survey
indicated voters would be willing to support bonds totaling $86 million. Projects were

* Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to April 30, 2006.
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prioritized based on the $86 million figure, and renovations and repairs addressing code
requirements, health and safety concerns, and systems projects such as roofing, electrical,
and plumbing were given priority.

After the election, district staff, together with architects and construction managers,
developed a Master Schedule to accomplish the Facility Assessment projects. The
schedule defined the sequence for planning and construction of the projects at each
school site from June 1999 through December 2003. The schedule was discussed with all
site principals and the Bond Oversight Committee. Within the Master Schedule, each
school site was listed along with an anticipated planning and construction timeline. The
work at each school site was divided into the following tasks: pre-design, design, state
review, bidding, and construction.

In the “Road to Renovation” pamphlet mailed out by SCCS in May 2000 to residents
within the SCCS boundaries, it was stated that the construction schedule called for all
projects to be completed by the end of the 2003-2004 school year. Due to state funding
and additional revenues, in May 2003, with SCCS Board approval, site planning
committees began meeting to identify and prioritize additional modernization projects at
each school site. As of June 2006, there are still three projects to be bid, and eighteen
projects under construction. Projects may extend well beyond the end of 2006.

Project Management

Bond projects were originally overseen by the Director of Bond Projects, a district
administrative position, to provide general oversight and management of the program.
Two architect/construction management teams (DES-WLC Architects/Turner
Construction Management for the elementary schools, and Beverly Prior/Kitchell
Construction Management for the secondary schools) assisted. Projects were put out to
bid for multiple prime contractors, that is, a prime contractor for each trade. Due to the
difficulty in managing multiple and separate contracts, missed work, and instances of
poor work quality, the district discontinued its use of multiple prime contractors.

The bond projects are now managed by district staff and contracted firms. The
organizational components for project management include:

e the Assistant Superintendent, Business Services, providing district administration
oversight;

e general contractors bidding for projects;

e a construction management firm providing overall program management for
bond projects (Strategic Construction Management);

e two architecture firms, one for the elementary and junior high schools (DES
Architects), and one for the high schools (Beverly Prior Architects), providing
design services and project administration;

e Inspectors of Record providing state-mandated site inspection services; and

o district employees (3.2 positions) paid by bond funds: a full-time district
Construction Project Coordinator, a full-time clerical support person; a full-time
accounting person; and support from the district purchasing manager for bidding
and contracting processes.
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Bidding

In California, public school construction is governed by the California Public Contract
Code. Construction contracts must be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder as defined
in these code sections:®

“Responsible bidder,” as used in this part, means a bidder who has demonstrated
the attribute of trustworthiness, as well as quality, fitness, capacity, and
experience to satisfactorily perform the public works contract. (Section 1103)

On the day named in the public notice, the department shall publicly open the
sealed bids and award the contracts to the lowest responsible bidders. (Section
10180)

SCCS District officials stated that the lowest, responsive, responsible bidder is hired by
the district. A responsive bidder is one that has provided all necessary documents and
meets all specified qualifications in a timely manner.

When construction projects are put out to bid, a Request for Proposal (RFP) is published
in the newspaper, and interested contractors are invited to submit bids by a specified date.
On that date, the bids are publicly opened, recorded, and awarded to the lowest,
responsive, responsible bidder.

Division of the State Architect Oversight

The Division of the State Architect (DSA) reviews all public school construction
involving structural, fire/life safety, and ADA compliance projects. Construction plans
and documents drafted by the district’s hired architects and engineers are submitted to the
DSA for plan checking to make sure they conform to the California Code of Regulations,
Title 24. After plans are checked and approved, they are stamped with an identification
stamp, and are ready for the construction phase. When a project is under construction, it
is supervised by DSA field operations. Field engineers go to the site to make sure plans
are being followed and work is up to code. The field engineer receives reports from state-
certified Inspectors of Record (IOR) at least twice a month. The IORs make sure work is
performed according to the DSA-approved documents. Public school construction is not
inspected by city and county building inspectors, but by state-certified inspectors.

Once a project is completed, a Notice of Completion is recorded at the County
Recorder’s office and is publicized. The project closeout process then begins. The DSA
reviews all required project documentation to verify that all work was performed and
inspected in accordance with code requirements. If documentation indicates that
construction met these requirements, the DSA issues a Letter of Certification to the
school district. If documentation is incomplete, the DSA sends the Architect of Record a
letter, with a ninety-day deadline to submit all remaining documents. If these documents
are not submitted, the project is closed without DSA certification. The file can be
reopened when documentation is complete, but a fee of $150 for each project is assessed.

® California Public Contract Code, http://www.aroundthecapitol.com/code/contents.html?sec=pcc.
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Bond Oversight Committee

In Fall 1998, a committee consisting of volunteer community members was formed by
the district to provide oversight for the bond projects. The Bond Oversight Committee
(BOC) is an advisory body only and makes recommendations to the school board. Final
authority for all aspects of the bond measures resides with the SCCS Board of Trustees.
The BOC meets every other month and receives reports on financial and construction
status; reviews standard bid documents and change orders; reviews contracts for design,
construction management, construction contractors, and contract amendments; and has
been involved in the reallocation of dollars between school sites. Specified roles and
responsibilities include attending all committee meetings; becoming familiar with the
laws, regulations, and processes that the school district must satisfy in completing the
projects authorized by the bond; and working with all interested parties to facilitate
communication about the status of the bond projects.®

According to district officials, by the end of Summer 2006, ninety-eight percent (98%) of
the bond funds will have been spent as projects are nearing completion. The BOC’s final
meeting is scheduled for November 2006. A subcommittee has been established to work
with school district staff and Strategic Construction Management to prepare a final report
on the bond projects for the board and community members, detailing how both time and
money were spent under Measures E and H.

Scope

This investigation was undertaken to review financial documentation for the Santa Cruz
City Schools Bond Measures E and H. The investigation included:

e reviewing SCCS Board of Education minutes, Bond Oversight Committee
minutes, site summaries, project completion documents, and financial documents
pertaining to Bond Measures E and H;

e reviewing web sites, newspaper articles;

e conducting interviews with district staff and volunteers; and

e visiting school sites to view bond project results.

As the investigation progressed, the bond details and issues of project management,
bidding, and oversight were also examined.

Sources

Interviewed:
Santa Cruz City Schools District personnel.
Bond Oversight Committee members.
Division of the State Architect personnel.
Santa Cruz County personnel.

® Santa Cruz City Schools, “Bond Oversight Committee Roles and Responsibilities,” revised April 17,
2002.
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Reviewed:

Memoranda/Reports/Minutes/Agendas:

Advantages/Disadvantages of Using Multiple Prime v. Single General Contractor,
agenda packet, Bond Oversight Committee meeting, January 27, 2000.
California Department of General Services, Division of the State Architect, Project
Inspector Qualification Record, DSA-5, revised March 27, 2003.

Communications Matrix for Bond Projects Participants, November 29, 2001.

IOR Bi-Monthly Progress Reports, Santa Cruz High, May 2002.

Memo from Northcross, Hill and Ach, June 8, 2006.

Official Statements, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, General
Obligation Bonds, Election of 1998, Series A, B, and C.

Official Statements, Santa Cruz City High School District, General Obligation
Bonds, Election of 1998, Series A, B, and C.

Official Statement, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, 2005 General
Obligation Refunding Bonds.

Official Statement, Santa Cruz City High School District, 2005 General Obligation
Refunding Bonds.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Agreement for Consultant Services, Construction Program
Management Services, Strategic Construction Management, February 1, 2002.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary
Districts Minutes, May 12, 1999 to May 10, 2006. [Please see Appendix for
specific dates.]

Santa Cruz City School Bond Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes, May 16,
1998 to May 18, 2006. [Please see Appendix for specific dates.]

Santa Cruz City Schools “Bond Oversight Committee Roles and Responsibilities,”
revised April 17, 2002.

Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to April
30, 2006.

Santa Cruz City Schools District Bond Projects Status Reports, November 17, 1999
to January 25, 2006. [Please see Appendix for specific dates.]

Santa Cruz City Schools, Request for Proposals, Management Services for
Construction Projects, undated.

Soquel High School Bond Il Modernization Project I11A, Bid #2004-21, Opened
June 3, 2004.

Soquel High School Bond 2 Phase Il Rebid, Bid #2006-09, Opened December 22,
2005.

Newspaper Articles/Pamphlets:
Contra Costa Times, “Schools’ refinancing questioned,” April 30, 2006.
County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special
School District Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
“Road to Renovation: Keeping You Informed,” Santa Cruz City Schools, undated.
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Santa Cruz Sentinel:
“Bond-funded school repairs set to start in Santa Cruz,” May 13, 1999.
“Bonds making a difference,” March 22, 2001.
“Branciforte remodeling project disappoints staff,” October 14, 2001.
“Error could cost schools thousands,” April 8, 2005.
“Firm will oversee school construction projects,” February 15, 2002.
“Moving costs stir school-bond debate,” May 29, 2003.
“Santa Cruz City Schools finds surplus in general fund,” April 20, 2006.
“Students say last goodbye to Natural Bridges, Branciforte schools,” June 12,
2004.

Web sites:

Building Standards Commission, http://www.bsc.ca.gov.

California Code of Regulations,
http://www.bsc.ca.gov/title_24/documents/part1/2001_partl.pdf.

California Education Code, http://caselaw.Ip.findlaw.com/cacodes/edc/15200-
15205.html.

California State Constitution, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/const.html.

California Public Contract Code,
http://www.aroundthecapitol.com/code/contents.html?sec=pcc.

“Choosing the Best Delivery Method for Your Facility Projects,”
http://www.mbpce.com/news_pubs_delivery.html.

Division of the State Architect, http://www.dsa.dgs.ca.gov.

Division of the State Architect On-Line Project Tracking System,
http://www.applications.dgs.ca.gov/dsa/etrackerweb/DistrictProject.asp?client
id=44-h2 and
http://www.applications.dgs.ca.gov/dsa/etrackerweb/DistrictProject.asp?client
id=44-42.

General Obligation Bonds, http://www.calschools.com/static/GOBond.htm.

Santa Cruz City Schools, http://www.sccs.santacruz.k12.ca.us.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects,
http://www.sccs.santacruz.k12.ca.us/bizservices/BondProject/bondproject.htm
(this web site is no longer accessible).

Santa Cruz County Office of Education,
http://www.santacruz.k12.ca.us/board/index.html.

Santa Cruz Sentinel, http://www.santacruzsentinel.com.

State Education Oversight Commissions,
http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/57/86/5786.htm.

Strategic Construction Management, http://strategic-
cm.com/main/santacruzcityschools.htm.

TBW&B, Public Finance Strategies, LLC, http://www.tbwb.com/clients.htm.

2001 California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 1,
http://www.bsc.ca.gov/title 24/documents/Part1/2001 partl.pdf.
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Visited:

Ten Santa Cruz City School sites.
Findings

Bonds E and H
1. The E and H bonds were originally each sold in three series: A, B, and C:’

Bond Sold Date Bond Amount | Bond Term Ends

Series A, Elementary July 1, 1998 $7,000,000.00 | August 1, 2027

Series B, Elementary March 1, 2000 | $15,500,000.00 | August 1, 2029

Series C, Elementary October 2001 $5,598,115.65 | February 1, 2026

TOTAL ELEM. $28,098,115.65

Series A, High School July 1, 1998 $15,000,000.00 | August 1, 2027

Series B, High School March 1, 2000 | $31,000,000.00 | August 1, 2029

Series C, High School October 2001 | $11,997,433.50 | February 1, 2026

TOTAL HIGH SCH. $57,997,433.50

In April 2005, Series A and B Elementary and High School bonds were refinanced:

Refinance, Series A
and B, Elementary April 2005 $22,785,000 | August 1, 2029
Refinance, Series A
and B, High School April 2005 $45,500,000 | August 1, 2029

Table 2. Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Sales, Measures E and H.

2. Total Elementary bond sales, Series A, B, and C exceeded the $28 million dollar cap

established in Bond Measure E.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

3. When asked about exceeding the $28 million cap on the Elementary bonds, district

administrative staff referred the Grand Jury’s questions to the district’s bond
financial advisor, Northcross, Hill and Ach. The Grand Jury was told,

" Official Statements, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, General Obligation Bonds, Election of
1998, Series A, B, and C; Official Statements, Santa Cruz City High School District, General Obligation
Bonds, Election of 1998, Series A, B, C; Official Statement, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District,
2005 General Obligation Refunding Bonds; Official Statement, Santa Cruz City High School District, 2005

General Obligation Refunding Bonds.
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“Unintentionally, $98,115.65 was issued in bonds over the 28 million dollar amount
approved by the voters. The district has made provision to repay the $98,115.65 and
all interest that has accrued.” The amount of the interest earned is unknown to the
Grand Jury.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

Initial drafts of the bond authorization for the Santa Cruz City Elementary School
District (County of Santa Cruz, California) General Obligation Bonds, Election of
1998, proposed a maximum authorization of $28.1 million. When adopted, the
resolution authorizing the bonds provided for a maximum of $28 million (the
additional $100,000 amount was inadvertently omitted). It was assumed, upon the
issuance of each series, that the authorized amount was $28.1 million. Upon
issuance of the Series C Bonds, the $28 million limit was exceeded by $98,115.65.
This fact was discovered in early June 2006. On June 16, 2006, the total sum of
$114,325.65, $98,115.65 from the District (representing unexpended proceeds of the
Series C Bonds), $8,105.00 from the District’s financial advisor and $8,105.00 from
the District’s bond counsel, was deposited with the paying agent and invested in U.S.
Treasury Securities and held for the payment of the Series C Bonds. The amounts
paid by the District’s financial advisor and by the District’s bond counsel represents
the total amount paid by the taxpayers and will be used to reimburse those amounts
collected by the District for such payment.

4. The last of the original Elementary bonds was sold in 2001, but repayment of the
$98,115.65 overage has not yet been made as of June 10, 2006.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

School District staff advised the County Auditor-Controller that the $98,115.65
overage has been returned to the District’s third party bond paying agent on June
16, 2006, who will repay this amount at the next call date. The Auditor-Controller
has not verified this information.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.
The $98,115.65 overage was repaid on 6/16/06.

5. When Elementary and High School Bonds, Series A and B were refinanced in April
2005, the total amount of the refunding bonds was $4,280,000 higher than the
remaining principal of the original Series A and B bonds. The Elementary Series A
and B Bonds were refinanced for $22,785,000 (the outstanding principal was
$21,030,000); the High School Series A and B Bonds were refinanced for
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$45,500,000 (the outstanding principal was $42,975,000).

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.
Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

6. SCCS District’s bond financial advisor stated that “the amount of the refunding
bonds is determined by the amount needed to establish an escrow to pay off the old
bonds, which includes interest and principal due . . . and pay the costs of issuance.”

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

The Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller does not know whether the District’s
financial advisor made this statement, but generally speaking, this is how the amount
of refunding bonds are determined.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

7. Elementary bonds, Series C and Elementary 2005 Refunding Bonds total
$28,383,115.65, again exceeding the $28 million cap established by the bond
measure.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller PARTIALLY AGREES.

The elementary bonds, Series C and Elementary 2005 refunding bonds do total
$28,383,115.65. Whether this exceeded the $28 million cap established by the bond
measure is a legal matter which the Auditor-Controller is not qualified to determine.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The issuance of refunding bonds, where the refunding bonds bear interest at a
lower rate than the refunded bonds, always will require a higher amount of
refunding bonds than refunded bonds. This is because federal tax law limits the
investment rate of the escrow created to pay the refunded bonds to the interest rate
on refunding bonds. Therefore, more dollars are needed, at a lower rate, to pay
fewer dollars at a higher rate. This is common practice for general obligation
refunding bonds. California law specifically permits the refunding bonds to have a
principal amount greater than the bonds refunded.

8 Official Statement, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, 2005 General Obligation Refunding
Bonds; Official Statement, Santa Cruz City High School District, 2005 General Obligation Refunding
Bonds.
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Government Code Section. 53552. Whenever the legislative body of a local
agency determines that prudent management of the fiscal affairs of the local
agency requires that it issue refunding bonds under the provisions of this
article, it may do so without submitting the question of the issuance of the
refunding bonds to a vote of the qualified electors of the local agency . . . .
Refunding bonds shall not be issued if the total net interest cost to maturity
on the refunding bonds plus the principal amount of the refunding bonds
exceeds the total net interest cost to maturity on the bonds to be refunded
plus the principal amount of the bonds to be refunded . . . . Subject to this
limitation, the principal amount of the refunding bonds may be more than,
less than, or the same as the principal amount of the bonds to be refunded.
(emphasis added)

In all cases, the total net interest cost to maturity on the refunding bonds plus the
principal amount of the refunding bonds is less than the total net interest cost to
maturity on the bonds refunded plus the principal amount of the bonds refunded.

8. The April 2005 refinancing of the Elementary and High School Bonds, Series A and
B is not detailed on the SCCS Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to
April 30, 2006.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller DISAGREES.

School District staff advised the Auditor-Controller that this is not an accurate
finding, but the Auditor-Controller has not verified this information. The Auditor-
Controller has no opinion.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

The SCCS Bond Projects Budget Report is designed to report on the status of revenue
received and available for expenditure on the construction projects and related
support costs, and the status of expenditures made from those funds. The April 2005
refinancing of the Elementary and High School Series A and B Bonds do not appear
in this budget report because the refinancing did not result in any additional funds
available to be expended on the construction projects.

9. According to the Official Statements for the bond sales, property owners residing in
the Santa Cruz City Schools District will be repaying bonds E and H until 2029.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.
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10. The Voter Information Pamphlet for Bond Measures E and H contained an
“impartial analysis by County Counsel” stating that “under current California law,
the term of the bonds cannot exceed twenty-five years.” This term is also stated in
the California Education Code, Section 15144: “The number of years the whole or
any part of the bonds are to run shall not exceed 25 years, from the date of the bonds
or the date of any series thereof.”*

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller PARTIALLY AGREES.
The voter information pamphlet did include this statement. California Education
Code Section 15144 authorizes bonds up to 25 years. California Government Code
authorizes bonds up to 40 years. Whether the 29 year bonds that were issued under
the Government Code are legally compliant for a School District is a legal matter
which the Auditor-Controller is not qualified to determine.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The bonds were authorized by resolution adopted by the Governing Board, with the
following stipulations:

Said bonds proposed to be issued and sold shall bear interest at a rate not
exceeding the maximum rate allowable by law, at the time or times of the sale
thereof, such interest to be payable annually or semiannually thereafter, and
the number of years the whole or any part of the principal amount of the
bonds shall be payable shall not exceed twenty-five (25) years (or such
greater maximum term as may be permitted by law) from the date of the
bonds or the date of any series thereof. (emphasis added)

Section 53506 of the California Government Code provides full authority for the
issuance of bonds by a school district and is intended to provide a complete
additional and alternative method for doing so, supplemental and additional to the
powers conferred by any other laws. This section authorizes the issuance of bonds for
up to 40 years.

The School District has no control over the analysis of ballot measures written by the
County Counsel, who did not mention the authority that school districts have under
the Government Code to issue general obligation bonds for terms up to 40 years. The
terms on Series A and B of Measures E and H were 28 years.

11. On April 13, 2005, the SCCS Board of Education passed resolutions authorizing the
refinancing (refunding) of the general obligation Bond Measures E and H, Series A

° County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
19 California Education Code, Section 15144, http://caselaw.Ip.findlaw.com/cacodes/edc.html.
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and B to take advantage of decreased interest rates.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.
School District staff advised the Auditor-Controller that this is an accurate finding,
but the Auditor-Controller has not verified this information.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

12. SCCS District’s bond financial advisor stated that the refunding of the bonds will
result in lower debt service payments, with the majority of savings in 2006-2010, and
that the refinancing will lower taxes.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller PARTIALLY AGREES.
The Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller does not know whether the District’s
financial advisor made this statement, but law requires any debt refinancings to
result in lower annual debt service payments. The debt service payments for the
Santa Cruz City Schools Series A and B bonds were reduced after the refinancing.
Debt service payments for A and B totaled $4,714,087 in FY 2004-05 before the
refinancing. Debt service payments were reduced to $4,439,449 in FY 2005-06 and
$4,010,865 in FY 2006-07 after refinancing. Following is a schedule detailing this.

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07

Elementary Schools

A (1998) 466,655

B (1998) 1,083,070

A and B Total 1,549,725

A and B Refinanced (2005) 1,453,347 1,319,610

C (1998) 400,000 400,000 405,001

Total 1,949,725 1,853,347 1,724,611
High School

A (1998) 1,002,470

B (1998) 2,161,892

A and B Total 3,164,362

A and B Refinanced (2005) 2,986,102 2,691,255

C (1998) 855,000 855,000 855,751

Total 4,019,362 3,841,102 3,547,006
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13.

Total Elementary and High Schools

A (1998) 1,469,125
B (1998) 3,244,962
A and B Total 4,714,087
A and B Refinanced (2005) 4,439,449 4,010,865
C (1998) 1,255,000 1,255,000 1,260,752
Total 5,969,087 5,694,449 5,271,617

Debt service for the refinancing bonds (A and B) will continue at approximately $4
million until FY 2010-11, at which time it will increase to about $4.7 million, where it
will remain until the bonds mature in 2029.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The taxpayers for both the elementary school district and the high school district will
see significantly lower tax rate on the bills they receive during the fall of 2006. These
bills will be for the fiscal year 2006-07. The timing of the savings is consistent with
the statement referenced above.

For tax year 2004-2005, property owners residing in the Santa Cruz City Schools
District within the City of Santa Cruz were paying property taxes at a rate of .068%
toward bonds E and H. In tax year 2005-2006, the rate increased to .081%.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

These property tax rates are stated correctly. However, these rates include the Series
C bonds which were not refunded. The property tax rates for just the Series A and B
bonds (excluding the Series C bonds) were .054% for FY 2004-05 and .068% for FY
2005-2006. There was a one time increase in the tax rates for FY 2005-06, but it was
followed by a significant decrease to .008% for FY 2006-07. The primary reason for
the one time rate increase in FY 2005-06 is because taxes are collected in the
previous fiscal year to make the August debt service payment in the following fiscal
year, further complicated by the mechanisms of the bond refinancing and the
associated reserve funds during this period. The much lower rate in FY 2006-07
compensates for the higher rate the previous year. In the future, the property tax
rates to pay this debt service will stabilize at below the pre-refunding rate of .054%,
tracking with the total debt service payments indicated in item 12 above.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The tax rate is calculated by the County of Santa Cruz. The primary considerations
are the debt service on the bonds, the reserve factor established by the county and the
assessed value. Of the three factors the district can control only the debt service on
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the bonds. The High School refunding resulted in $2.5 million in total debt service
savings and the Elementary School refunding resulted in $1.2 million in total debt
service savings. In the tax year 2005-06 the combined refundings resulted in
6,393.99 of debt service savings. In 2006-07 the combined tax rate on the E and H
bonds is .024272% (see Exhibit 1).

14. Interest earned on bond sale proceeds has been used for the bond projects and has not
been used to repay the bond."*

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller AGREES.

School District staff advised the Auditor-Controller that this is an accurate finding,
but the Auditor-Controller has not verified this information. This is a legally
acceptable and common practice.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

15. As property tax is collected to repay bonds E and H, the money is deposited in the
pooled investment fund of the county until the district draws it out. These deposits
earn interest.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller PARTIALLY AGREES

As property tax is collected to repay bonds E and H, the money is deposited in the
County’s pooled investment fund. However, the District does not draw the funds out
of the County. Rather, the County makes the debt service payments directly to the
Bond Paying Agent.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The District does not draw the funds out of the County pooled investment fund. The
County transfers the funds directly to the Bond Paying Agent, who uses the funds to
make interest payments to Bond holders and to retire Bonds as they come due.

Budget Expense Summary

16. Following is a summary of the SCCS Bond Projects Budget expenses from July 1,
1998 to April 30, 2006:*

ITEM EXPENSE | PERCENTAGE

OF EXPENSES
Construction Contracts $82,431,328 74%
Architects/Engineers $11,212,596 10%

1 Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 11, 1998 to April 30, 2006.
12 Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 11, 1998 to April 30, 2006.
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Construction Management $6,928,864 6%
Miscellaneous Construction Costs $4,178,084 4%
Reserves $3,901,483 4%
Staff Salaries and Other Support $2,225,522 2%
TOTAL EXPENSES $110,877,877 100%0

Table 3. Summary of SCCS Bond Projects Budget Expenses, July 1, 1998 to

April 30, 2006.

Project Management

17.

18.

19.

20.

In January 2001, the Bond Projects staff requested authority from the school board
and the BOC to use their discretion before bidding projects in the future, and to
decide whether to bid projects with one general contractor or use multiple-prime
contractors.

Results of the first four major bond projects undertaken at one high school, one
junior high school and two elementary were described as follows: “All four projects
were completed late, two of the four projects are over budget, the quality of some of
the work was sub-standard on two projects, and sub-standard work was allowed to
stand when first done, assuming it would be rectified as part of the punch list at the
end of the projects, but after many spaces had been reoccupied. Some work that was
planned to be included in some projects was left out of the initial plans and specs and
had to be added with change orders, adding time and cost to the project.”*®

At the October 24, 2001, SCCS Board of Education meeting, district administrative
staff dissatisfaction with the ability of the construction managers to monitor and
control the work on multiple prime projects was reported. District staff
recommended:

e Dbidding future construction projects using general contractors

e terminating the two elementary and secondary Construction Managers’
contracts

e increasing Inspector of Record time on projects to better monitor quality of
work

e increasing architect involvement in construction administration
e reorganizing district support and oversight of projects
e pre-qualifying bidders for future projects

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

District administrative staff stated that using general contractors had the advantages
of less contract administration, total coverage of work, and direct lines of
accountability. Disadvantages were that the general contractor might not select the

13 Santa Cruz City Schools, Request for Proposals, Management Services for Construction Projects, 2001.
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lowest subcontractor bid and could charge up to a fifteen percent markup on
subcontractor change orders.* District administrative staff stated that using general
contractors could cost more, but there would be clear lines of responsibility and
“headaches would be reduced.”

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

District administrative staff also believed that bidding projects with General
Contractors instead of multiple-prime contractors would reduce legal costs. The
District has been involved in two construction lawsuits, both with contractors on
multiple-prime projects and none with general contractors. The clear lines of
responsibility and accountability for any construction issues are with the general
contractor. When multiple-prime contractors are on a project, the lines of
responsibility and accountability can become blurred between prime contractors.

On November 15, 2001, district administrative staff reported to the BOC that the
SCCS Board had approved a plan to hire a consultant to provide general oversight
and management of the construction program. The board’s preference was to hire
professionals in the construction management field to manage future projects, instead
of having district employees in the project management role. The board stated that it
did not have confidence that district employees could provide management, in light
of the problems that had been reported by school staff at Branciforte Junior High on
that school’s projects.’

Seven firms responded to the district’s Request for Proposal (RFP) for a construction
program manager. Three finalists were interviewed, and Strategic Construction
Management was chosen by the SCCS Board as the Construction Program Manager
to be effective February 1, 2002. District administrative staff and volunteers stated
the board liked the fact that Strategic Construction Management was local and had
ties to the community.

The district has not been able to produce the fixed-price bids and requested

supporting documentation for this selection process. This documentation is public
record.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The selection of a CM firm was not a bid process. It was a Request for Proposals for
selecting professional services, for which the public bid requirements do not apply.
Four CM firms were interviewed by the BOC Interview Committee, who ranked them
as follows:

1. Strategic CM

14 «Advantages/Disadvantages of Using Multiple Prime v. Single General Contractor, agenda packet, Bond
Oversight Committee meeting, January 27, 2000.
1> Santa Cruz City School Bond Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes, November 15, 2001.
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24,

25.

26.

2. BMR
3. Zahn
4. 3DI

Based on hand-written notes taken by Dick Moss at the 1/17/02 BOC meeting, the fee
proposals from the three firms recommended to the Board were:

1. Strategic CM $1,195,104, travel @ $.365/mi. for miles greater than 100 per
day, $.08/copy, reimbursables at cost +15%.

2. BMR $1,334,000, reimbursables at cost +10%, in-district mileage
included in base fee
3. Zahn $2,133,930

The proposals from the CM firms were discarded when the District Office moved
from 2931 Mission Street to Soquel High School in January, 2004.

The Grand Jury could find no documentation that the bids for the Construction
Program Manager were opened publicly as required by the Public Contract Code.*

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

Contracting for construction management services is contracting for professional
services and is not subject to the lowest bid requirements of the Public Contract
code. The fees for professional services are typically negotiated from a proposal
and are not bid. This process is the same process used when hiring architects or
state-certified inspectors. According to the District’s legal counsel on our
construction program, Paul Taylor of Hefner, Stark and Marois, the District is not
subject to section 10180 of the Public Contract Code that applies to State agencies
but is subject to Government code section 4525 et seq. (See Exhibit 2.)

“Previously, the district used its staff to oversee multiple contractors at individual
schools. Officials expect the new system, which includes hiring a general contractor
for each project, will simplify the process and attract more bids, particularly from
area contractors. The district will pay Strategic $1.2 million. District officials expect
to finish all projects by December 2004.”*

Construction Management budgets were reduced by $2,128,663 due to termination
of the two previous Construction Management contracts. Architect Fee budgets were
then increased $1,288,160 for increased services for construction administration due
to reorganization of management for the projects. These adjustments, when
combined with the new Strategic Construction Management contract for $1.2

16 California Public Contract Code, Section 10180,
http://www.aroundthecapitol.com/code/contents.html?sec=pcc

17 Santa Cruz Sentinel, “Firm will oversee school construction projects,” February 15, 2002.
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million, produced an immediate overall increase for the bond projects of over

$360,000.

27. Since February 1, 2002, there have been numerous contract extensions and additional
payments approved for Strategic Construction Management, summarized as follows:

Original Moving Contract | Contract Moving Contract
Contract™® | Services'® | Renewal® | Extension?* | Contract® | Extension?® | TOTAL

Term 2/2/02 - 8/23/02 — | 3/1/04 - 10/1/05 - 5/05 - 7/1/06 —
2/28/04 2/28/04 8/31/05 6/30/06 9/05 12/31/06

Amount | $1,205,104 | $99,825 | $958,058 | $374,325 $27,254 $224,500 | $2,889,066

Table 4. Approved Contracts for Strategic Construction Management Paid
by Bond Funds.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The original contract with Strategic Construction management was based on the
projects originally planned out of the $86 million in E and H bond funds. The
renewal and subsequent extensions in the SCM contract were added when the District
received an additional $26.5 million in State SB50 funds. The District also added
$15 million in other District funds to the projects that increased the need for Strategic
CM services. Refer to attached spreadsheet (Exhibit 3).

28. In addition to bond funds, payments totaling $68,273 to Strategic Construction
Management have been approved by the SCCS Board: $48,221 from the General
Fund to “plan and coordinate moving of furniture, equipment and supplies (March
24, 2004); and $20,052 from the Capital Facilities Fund to “plan and coordinate the
relocation of 21 portable classrooms™ (April 21, 2004).

'8 Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes,
February 27, 2002.

19 Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes,
August 14, 2002.

%0 santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes,
December 10, 2003.

2! Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes, June
8, 2005

%2 Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes, June
8, 2005.

% Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes, April
26, 2006.
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29.

30.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

These services were related to school reorganization and consolidation and were not
paid for with Bond funds (see Exhibit 3).

In the RFP for Management Services for Construction Projects that was part of the
Strategic Construction Management Agreement with the district, one requirement is
to “plan and coordinate the moving of staff, furniture, material and equipment related
to the construction projects.” Strategic Construction Management submitted a fixed
fee proposal to secure this contract.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

Strategic Construction Management’s original scope included moving as it related
to construction projects, such as moving classroom furniture as part of on-going
construction, and moving furniture and equipment within a given campus as a result
of work directly related to the Bond construction projects. The increase in
services/fees were required for the management and coordination of moves at the
various construction sites beyond those considered in the District’s scope of services
as described in the Request for Proposals (RFP) for management services for
construction projects. The Strategic Construction Management original fee
proposal was based on the District’s scope of services as described in the RFP. The
District’s RFP was not specific regarding the scope, phasing requirements and
amount of time required to coordinate and direct the moves at the numerous school
sites. Included in Strategic Construction Management’s scope of services and fixed
fee was 200 hours dedicated for planning and coordinating the moving of staff,
furniture, materials and equipment during construction. The allocated fee for this
service was $15,000.

At the time of the request for the fee increase, Strategic Construction Management
had expended approximately 390 hours related to the moves. Strategic Construction
Management was providing services that included: preparing documents to solicit a
minimum of three (3) moving quotes, leading pre-quotation school site walks,
receiving quotations, developing phasing plans, meeting with staff and faculty to
determine packing needs, arranging for the delivery of cardboard boxes and storage
containers and being available to coordinate and facilitate moves.

In addition to the amount of time needed to support the District with their moves,
Strategic Construction Management had not been provided with ““full-time clerical
support™ as described in the RFP. Not having this support took Strategic staff away
from the duties they anticipated.

In March 2002, the board approved a district Construction Projects Coordinator
position to serve as a liaison between Strategic Construction Management and the
district sites. The position is funded through the elementary and secondary bonds.
The head of the district Maintenance Department was appointed to the position.
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Bidding
31. The SCCS Board of Education approved a resolution to no longer require a public
re-bidding of work once change orders exceeded the cost of the original bid by over
ten percent (10%), as had been previously required. It was stated that the re-bid
process can cause a six- to eight-week delay, and since the district had a general

contractor in charge of bond-funded projects, the chances of exceeding a ten percent
overrun were considerably less.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

A copy of Board resolution #22-01-02 authorizing exceeding the 10% limit on
change orders and the cover memo that went to the Board with the resolution, are
attached as Exhibit 4. Nowhere in the cover memo does it say that the chances of
exceeding the 10% limit were less because of having a general contractor in charge
of the construction projects, as alleged by the Grand Jury in this finding.

There were two reasons that the Board approved the resolution allowing change
orders to exceed 10% of the original bid. They were:

1. The 10% threshold is reasonable on new construction projects, but not on
modernization projects on older buildings where there is greater potential for
finding problems during construction that need to be addressed that could
not be anticipated during the initial development of the plans and specs for
the project. Most of our projects were renovation and modernization of older
buildings. Most of the change orders were a result of unforeseen conditions
discovered during renovation or from additional work requested by the
District.

2. Most of the construction projects were being done on operating school
facilities during the school year and were disruptive to students and staff. If
all change orders that exceeded 10% of the original contract were bid, it
would have (a) delayed the projects, thereby prolonging the disruption of
students and staff; and (b) potentially resulted in delay claims from the
original contractor if that contractor was delayed in their ability to complete
their contract waiting for a second contractor to come in and complete
separately bid change order work. During the spring and summer of 2004,
when the elementary and small schools were being reorganized, the timing of
completing the relocation of portables and getting schools ready for the
opening of school at the end of August was critical. If we had bid change
orders separately at that time, the schools would not have been ready for
students in time for the start of school.

When projects encounter unforeseen conditions, it is never prudent or cost effective
to stop the work, determine the extent of the additional work required to proceed
with the original work, prepare bid documents for public bidding and publish them,
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32.

33.

34.

conduct job walks and accept bids. The costs to investigate and then prepare the bid
documents and publish the work would outweigh the costs of continuing with the
original contractor. The time delays of conducting the investigation and bidding
could be at least 5-6 weeks (at a minimum) before work could commence. The costs
for the original contractor to pull off the job while the new contractor does their
work, and then re-mobilize their staff have not been factored. It makes complete
sense to work with the original contractor and expedite the work with one general
contractor responsible for coordination, payments, warranties, etc.

The SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, revealed that out
of sixty-nine projects, thirty-seven (or 54%) exceeded a ten percent cost overrun due
to change orders.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

Most of the change orders that exceeded 10% of the original bid were based on
additional work requested by the District, or were due to unforeseen conditions
discovered during the construction process. Budget contingency reserves had been
established to cover these costs.

In October 2005, the SCCS Board voted to become subject to the Uniform Public
Construction Cost Accounting Procedures and to provide for informal bidding
procedures under the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act Procedures.
This allowed projects from $35,000 to $125,000 to be bid using a pre-approved list
of satisfactory contractors, while projects over $125,000 were subject to formal
bidding procedures. The rationale was that this would allow more flexibility in the
execution of work; speed up bidding procedures; improve timeliness of project
completion; reduce paperwork and expenses related to advertising; and simplify
administration.

The SCCS District was advised by legal counsel to set a consistent policy for the
acceptance of bids. Subsequently, it was decided to award contracts based on the
lowest total bid on each project. Projects often contain several alternates, which may
or may not be actually included in the final project. The contract, however, is still
awarded on the total bid.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

Legal Counsel advice was based on the methodology used to define lowest bid in
conformance with Public Contract Code.
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When projects contain alternates, contractors can bid low or even zero (0) on some
alternates, thereby lowering their overall total bid.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

If a contractor bids low or zero on the alternates and they have the lowest total bid
that is accepted by the District, they are still obligated to complete the alternates for
the amount of their bid.

In March 2006, the district awarded a bond project contract to a bidder whose past
projects for the district included a project that had change orders totaling 34.1% of
the original contact amount, a Stop Notice, and had gone to court. That same bidder
had previously completed district bond projects with change orders of 32.3%, 36.9%,
and 118.8% of the original contract amounts.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

This contractor was CRW Industries, Inc. The cause of change orders on previous
CRW projects exceeding 10% of the original contract amount was primarily due to
the District requesting additional work and on unforeseen conditions. The ““Stop
Notice” that was filed on CRW was based on employees of a subcontractor filing a
lawsuit against the subcontractor over a pay dispute, and filing the Stop Notice to
keep the District from paying CRW so CRW could not pay the subcontractor until the
pay dispute was resolved with the subcontractor. The Stop Notice had nothing to do
with any action by CRW.

CRW was the low bidder on the Santa Cruz High School Kiln Building project at
$131,792. The fact that CRW change orders on previous projects exceeded 10% of
the original contract amounts is not legal grounds for declaring CRW a ““not
responsible” bidder on future projects.

Contracts were not always awarded to the lowest bidder as evidenced by Bid # 2006-
09. The contract was awarded for $1,204,700 when the lowest bid was actually
$1,151,399.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

Contracts are always awarded to the lowest bidder as defined in section 10 of our
Instructions to Bidders (Exhibit 5) which are based on Public Contract Code section
20103.8 (Exhibit 6), and advice from District legal counsel (Exhibit 7). A copy of
bid # 2006-09 (Exhibit 8) shows that, as defined in our bid documents, Robert
Bothman was the low bidder based on the total bid with all alternates.
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Change Orders

38.

39.

40.

The SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, document does
not include all bond projects, notably those undertaken in 1998-1999. Approximately
$4 million worth of projects are not detailed, nor are their change orders.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The first projects were done in 1999. They were small projects consisting of
installing new play structures at the elementary schools, resurfacing the Soquel High
School student parking lot, installing an outdoor eating area cover at Mission Hill,
termite eradication at Branciforte Junior High and installing new gym roofs at Santa
Cruz High School and Harbor High School. Many of these projects were
maintenance projects and did not require Department of the State Architect
approval. The project close-out report was not started until the first round of major
modernization projects were begun in 2000 and began close-out in 2001. The small
early projects were not added to the report.

The SCCS, Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, showed twenty
projects with change orders exceeding twenty percent (20%) of the original project
contract. These percentages range from 21.7% to 118.8%, resulting in additional
costs of $5,479,544 above the original contract amount of $17,779,162 for those
twenty projects. This reflected a 30.8% increase over the original contract amounts.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

For all projects listed on the 5/10/06 Status of Project Close Report, total change
order costs were $9,621,580, or 14.1% of total original contract amounts of
$68,468,271. This is not an unreasonable average change order percentage for
renovation and modernization projects. As mentioned in the response to Finding #
32, many of these change orders were generated by District requests for additional
work and additional work required to correct unforeseen conditions.

Sixty-nine completed or nearly-completed projects detailed on the SCCS, Bond
Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, had change orders totaling
$9,621,580, or fourteen and one-half percent (14.5%) of their original contract total
of $66,457,279.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

See response to finding #309.
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District officials stated that general contractors typically make a fifteen-percent
markup on change orders.
Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The General Contractor’s 15% mark-up on change orders is to cover the General
Contractor’s bonds, insurance overhead and profit, and was specified in the contract
documents.

Division of the State Architect Oversight

42.

43.

According to the Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout,
dated May 10, 2006, sixty-four projects have had Notices of Completion filed. Of
those sixty-four projects, only one is listed in the “DSA Closeout Complete” column,
and only two are listed in the “Closeout Sent to DSA” column. The Architect of
Record is responsible for submitting the required closeout documents for final
certification.”

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The Bond Project Status of Projects Close-Out Report of 7/12/06 (Exhibit 9
attached) indicates that all project close-out documents have been submitted to DSA
on twelve projects. Eight of the projects listed are still under construction and not
ready for close-out document submittal. Four projects have final DSA close-out.

Final DSA close-out can take from two to five years. Both architect firms, DES and
Beverly Prior, have staff that are actively working on gathering and completing
project close-out documents for submittal to DSA, and are making regular reports to
the District on their status. Close-out documents come from some material
suppliers, from portable classroom manufacturers, and from the IOR Once close-out
documents are received by DSA, it can take DSA staff as long as two years to
complete processing of those documents and closing out of the project files. This is
due to understaffing at DSA.

The Grand Jury found at least one instance of a project being started without prior
DSA notification by the IOR (DSA Project Code 01-106000). This appears to be a
violation of the Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 1, Section 4-331.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

This was the Soquel High School Ag Facility relocation project. The IOR’s (Fred
Powers) Qualification Record DSA-5 was submitted to DSA on 9/30/04. It was

242001 California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24,
Part 1, Sections 4-339 and 4-341, http://www.bsc.ca.gov/title_24/documents/Part1/2001 partl.pdf.
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approved by DSA on 10/4/04. The Contract Information form SSS-102 was
submitted to DSA on 11/1/04 and indicated that work would start on 11/1/04. We
recall that work actually started around the first of December. This does not
appear to be an accurate statement.

44. Inspector of Record assignment date records obtained from the SCCS District and the

45.

46.

47.

DSA do not match.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

The District was not provided copies of the records provided to the Grand Jury by the
DSA and therefore cannot comment on this finding.

“The school board must provide for and require competent, adequate and continuous
inspection by an inspector . . .” and; “The project inspector . . . must be approved by
the DSA for each individual project.”®

In reviewing the 10R field reports for Santa Cruz High Modernization, project
number 01-103363, there is a gap of eighteen days with no IOR reports or notations.
One inspector had been terminated on May 2, 2002, and the next IOR report was
dated May 20, 2002.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools:

The Santa Cruz High School Inspector was released for specified reasons. A second
inspector was engaged but replaced by the DSA Field Engineer. A third inspector
was subsequently replaced by a fourth inspector by the DSA Field Engineer. Since
only demolition was underway and no structural or fire/life safety work was
involved, lapse in coverage was less stringent. DSA drove the missing coverages due
to their manipulation of the inspector selection process — no fault of the District.

DSA Field Notes from the supervising field engineer from July 10, 2002, stated the
first item requiring resolution on project 01-103363 was that the IOR had been
replaced by two subsequent I0Rs, the last of which had not submitted DSA Form-5.
The DSA Form-5, which must be signed by the district, architect, and engineer, must
be filed ten days prior to an IOR beginning a project.?

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools:

%% 2001 California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 124,
Part 1, Section 4-333(b).

% California Department of General Services, Division of the State Architect, Project Inspector
Qualification Record, DSA-5, revised, March 27, 2003.
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See the response to #46. DSA pulled inspectors from the project and, since no
inspections were required or called for, no Form 5 was filed.

School Closures/Leasing

48.

49.

In January 2001, the BOC questioned the prudence of using bond funds to modernize
schools that might be closed in the future due to declining enroliment.

In June 2004, Natural Bridges and Branciforte Elementary schools closed.
Branciforte became a campus for small district alternative schools. Natural Bridges
is leased by Pacific Collegiate, a charter school that is funded by the state. This site
is not being used as part of Santa Cruz City Schools. Proposition 39 obligates the
district to provide a certain amount of space rent free since sixty percent of the
students come from within SCCS boundaries. Pacific Collegiate leases space for the
forty percent of the students from outside the district. The district also leases space to
another school, Carden El Encanto, at the former Loma Prieta High School site.
Lease funds go into the general fund. Following is a summary of the current and
projected lease income for these two sites:?’

LEASE REVENUES
04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09
Natural Bridges $68,000 | $83,232 | $84,897 | $86,595| $88,326
Loma Prieta $140,000 | $165,000 | $200,000 | $228,400 | $275,500
$208,000 | $248,232 | $284,897 | $314,995 | $363,826

Table 5. Santa Cruz City Schools Lease Revenues, 2004-2009.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.
The lease revenue in the table is reversed for Natural Bridges and Loma Prieta.

50. In August 2004, a citizen who attended two BOC meetings expressed concern about

bond funds that had been used on schools that were later closed. The citizen felt that
the lease money from those schools should be used to reduce the bond debt.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The BOC discussed the citizen’s recommendation, but felt that the amount of tax
savings to the individual tax payer would be an insignificant amount, whereas the
amount of revenue loss to the General Fund would be significant.

51. District administrative staff reported to the BOC committee that legal counsel said it

was not illegal to lease out the renovated schools and not use the revenues to defray

2" Agenda Packet, Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Oversight Committee Meeting, November 18, 2004.
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the debt. The BOC approved a motion to not recommend using lease revenues to
retire bond debt.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The lease revenue is deposited to the General Fund to support operating expenses at
the schools. Transferring this revenue to reduce Bond debt would require cuts in
school budgets.

District Office Relocation/Renovation

52.

53.

54.

55.

Even after Natural Bridges and Branciforte elementary schools had been closed, and
the four alternative schools on three sites were moved to the former Branciforte
Elementary campus, the district still needed to reduce overhead and save operating
expenses due to declining enrollment. The district offices on Mission Street were
sold, and ten classrooms at Soquel High School were chosen to serve as
administrative offices (Soquel High School’s enrollment dropped from 1693 students
in 1998 to 1234 students in 2005-06). The Adult Education Office, the Purchasing
Department, and District Warehouse were moved to Palm Street. The Workability
Program and Food Services Office were moved to DeLaveaga Elementary School.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The sale of 2931 Mission Street and the relocation of the District office occurred
prior to the reorganization of the schools. The Workability Office was moved to
Harbor High School.

Classrooms identified to house the district offices at Soquel High had already been
remodeled using bond funds. At least an additional $460,537 in bond money was
spent for the district office remodel.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The additional cost was to convert classrooms to office space, to add electrical, a
telephone system, data wiring, and to add parking.

At its April 9, 2003 meeting, the SCCS Board approved the use of up to $1 million in
bond funds for district office relocation and improvements. In its advisory capacity,
the BOC did not recommend this action.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

To date, at least $1,285,486 of bond project money has been spent on district office
and adult education relocation. This total includes $274,424 for change orders, or
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twenty-seven (27%) of the original contract amount of $1,011,062.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

$1,291,631 has been spent on District Office/Adult Education relocation. Of that
amount, $280,659 was for change orders, 27.7% of the original contract amounts.

56. A BOC member called the use of bond money for offices “not ethical,” and stated
that the district could use anticipated redevelopment revenue to pay for the
classroom conversions and other relocation projects. “There was a promise (the bond
money) would never be used for administrative costs. It was to improve the student
environment, not the district office environment.”?

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The ballot measure said that Bond funds would not be used for administrative
salaries. The District’s Bond Counsel advised the District that it would be a legal
use of the Bond funds, given the ballot language, for relocating District Office
facilities. Selling the old District Office at 2931 Mission Street will save $400,000
per year in debt service payments in the General Fund, which provides more
operating funds for schools and students.

Oversight/Public Communication

57. The BOC has been meeting bi-monthly since 1998. These meetings are open to the
public. Minutes and any reports released are public information. Meetings are held at
Soquel High School, Room 312. Oversight committee members stated that meeting
notices are posted at school sites and the district office.

58. In 1998, a bond web page was developed with links to each school site providing
regular updates on bond-related issues.

59. In June 1999, the communications sub-committee of the BOC worked on placing
bond-related information on the SCCS web page. Signs relating to bond projects
were designed for placement at the school sites.

60. On August 26, 1999, the BOC stated that the Board of Education, Bond Oversight
Committee, and district administration should work jointly to create a public
relations program and method of presentation for each school site, the press, and the
public in general.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The BOC has made repeated attempts to have the stories about the Bond Projects
reported in the press. The press has not responded favorably to their attempts. We

%8 Santa Cruz Sentinel, “Moving costs stir school-bond debate,” May 29, 2003.
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

think that the school sites have been kept informed. However, the general public has
not been very well informed because the press has been unresponsive. The BOC has
had discussions about how to handle this. Most of the ways the BOC could find to
inform the public involved the use of bond funds. The BOC has been very reluctant to
spend bond funds on mailings and ads. The BOC has tried to ensure that the money
was used to the benefit of the students in the classroom.

District staff and BOC members were interviewed for “Community Express,” a
Community Television of Santa Cruz show. The show aired four times in Fall 1999
and outlined the school bond issues and future project plans.

A brochure “The Road to Renovation” detailed the status of Measure E and H
projects and was distributed to parents from the school sites and mailed to
households within the district in May 2000. This brochure indicated there would be
ongoing communication to keep the public aware of progress and improvements.

In July 2000, a Board of Education member noted that the district’s web site was in
need of updating.

The Grand Jury observed that as late as October 17, 2005, there was a “Bond
Projects” section on the Santa Cruz City Schools web site. Information was out of
date; the last update had been posted in 2001. By February of 2006, that section of
the web site was no longer accessible, and posts “Forbidden: You don’t have
permission to access ... (this site) on this server.”

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The District did not maintain detailed information on the Bond Projects on the SCCS
website. There were not adequate resources dedicated to maintaining the SCCS
website, including the Bond Projects information on the website. However, the SCCS
website had a link to the Strategic Construction Management (SCM) website, where
information on projects at each school site was available. When the District website
was redesigned in September 2005, the link to SCM was inadvertently omitted. It was
reinstated on 9/26/06.

Without knowing specifically which website the Grand Jury attempted to access
when receiving the “Forbidden: You don’t have permission to access...”” message, it
is difficult to respond to why that message was received. That message is a standard
response on any web server when a web page cannot be found.

When asked about the inaccessibility of the web site, district staff responded that the
webmaster worked one half-day per week and that there were no resources in the
district to put more effort into the web site.
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Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

Strategic Construction Management publishes SCCS site construction newsletters on
its web site. Newsletters for completed bond projects include construction budget
summaries, schedules, and architect, inspector, and contractor information. Web site
summaries of current projects have none of this information.?

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The construction budget summaries for “Completed Projects” on the Strategic
Construction Management web site do not match the figures printed on the Santa
Cruz City Schools Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May10, 2006. The
Strategic Construction Management web site is the only one displaying information
on the SCCS bond construction projects.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The costs reported on the website include hard costs and soft costs (architect fees,
DSA fees, I0R fees, bidding costs). The costs reported on the Project Close-out
Report are only hard costs paid to contractors.

According to district administrative staff, by the end of summer 2006, ninety-eight
percent (98%) of bond funds will be spent. The BOC’s final meeting is scheduled for
November 2006. If there is any money left over, district staff will oversee
expenditures. Construction projects could extend into Spring 2007.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The only remaining project after November, 2006, will be the new Santa Cruz High
School swimming pool projects that will be funded 50% with Bond Funds.

Strategic Construction Management will be paid $34,500 to produce a Bond Projects
Report. This fee is included in their July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2006 contract
extension.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

% Strategic Construction Management, http://strategic-cm.com/main/santacruzcityschools.htm.
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70.

This was a proposal based on ill-defined scope and provided to the BOC for
discussion purposes. This was never approved.

At its May 18, 2006 meeting, the BOC reviewed options for its final committee
report which may be in the form of newspaper ads or inserts, postcards, a newsletter,
a twenty-four page report, or a video.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

Conclusions

Bonds E and H

1.

Measure E, Series A, B, and C bond sales exceeded the voter-approved amount of
$28 million by $98,115.65. The $28 million cap was exceeded a second time when
the Measure E, Series A and B bonds were refinanced, this time by $383,115.65.

A savings of over $3 million in interest is projected due to the refinancing of the
Elementary and High School Bonds, Series A and B that were sold for $4,280,000
million more than the principal remaining. Although interest was decreased, the total
debt was increased. The purpose of the refinancing appears to be to extract more
funds and not to lower property taxes.

The 2005 refinancing of the Elementary and High School Bonds is not shown on the
SCCS Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to April 30, 2006. VVoters are
entitled to full disclosure regarding all bond details.

Contrary to the language of the Voter Information Pamphlet, the bond terms of both
the Elementary and High School bonds are greater than twenty-five years.

Property owners in the Santa Cruz City Schools District are paying a higher
percentage of their property taxes to repay bonds E and H in the 2005-2006 tax year
than they paid in the 2004-2005 tax year. To date, the decreased bond interest rates
have not reduced property taxes.

Over the next twenty-three years, property tax deposits will earn interest that could be
used to reduce bond debt.

The SCCS District has exceeded its fiscal authority granted in Measures E and H by
selling bonds for more than the voter-approved limit. By so doing, it could make it
more difficult for voters to approve future bond projects.

Project Management

8.

As of April 30, 2006, expenses for architects/engineers, and construction
management total sixteen percent (16%) of the total bond project expenditures, or
over $18 million.
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9. The district did not have personnel on staff with adequate construction knowledge to
manage large construction projects.

10. The district could not find an efficient and cost-effective method of construction
program management. There were many layers of construction supervision and
coordination paid for with bond dollars: general contractors, architects, Strategic
Construction Management, and the district’s Construction Program Coordinator.

11. Originally, the Strategic Construction Management contract was for $1.2 million and
all projects were to be completed by December 2004. By the end of 2006, payments
to Strategic Construction Management will reach nearly $3 million, and projects are
still continuing.

12. Additional payments were made to Strategic Construction Management for moving
services that were part of their original contract with SCCS for which a fixed-price
bid had been submitted.

13. Total bond project construction management fees from 1998 to present appear
excessive, and will top $7 million before the end of 2006.

14. The bidding process for the Construction Program Manager was not conducted
according to Public Contract Code Procedures. Bid documentation is not available
from the district to determine whether the lowest bidder was accepted; and
documentation that the bids were opened in public as mandated by the Public
Contract Code has not been made available by the district.

Bidding
15. When the board voted to no longer require re-bidding projects that surpassed the ten
percent change order threshold, it removed the cap on change orders.

16. A contractor should not have been considered “responsible” if that contractor’s
previous jobs had excessive change orders and if court action was necessary.

17. When projects were bid with alternates, this allowed contractors to manipulate the
system by giving a low bid or zero on alternates, thereby allowing a contractor to
submit the lowest bid. The bid would not necessarily be awarded to a responsible
bidder.

Change Orders

18. The SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006 is incomplete;
therefore, a true assessment of costs and overruns cannot easily be made.

19. The amount of change orders appears excessive. This could be due, in part, to the
removal of the ten percent (10%) cap requiring project re-bidding.

20. There was no financial incentive for contractors and architects to keep change orders
to a minimum.
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Division of the State Architect Oversight

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

The Architects of Record have not fulfilled their responsibilities to secure project
closeout and certification by the DSA.

District administrative staff has not seen the projects through to closeout by insisting
that the Architects of Record submit all closeout documentation.

The district, architect, and engineer failed to file DSA Form-5 before IORs started
project 01-103363 as required by the California Code of Regulations.

IOR documentation for project 01-103363 is incomplete and shows a gap of eighteen
days with no IOR site notations or reports. It is a violation of the California Code of
Regulations for a project to proceed without an 10R.

Since district and DSA documentation of IOR assignments and dates do not match,
the Grand Jury was unable to determine whether projects progressed without an
assigned IOR, or without a DSA-approved IOR.

School Closures/Leasing

26.

Although bond funds were used to renovate the Natural Bridges and Loma Prieta
sites, lease revenues have not been used to repay bond debt.

District Office Relocation/Renovation

217.

28.

29.

30.

Despite the fact that the Voter Information Pamphlet arguments in favor of the bond
measures clearly stated that bond funds were not to be used for administrative offices,
the SCCS Board used bond funds for this purpose.

The SCCS Board ignored BOC recommendations not to use bond funds for district
office renovations and relocation.

Lack of planning resulted in wasted money at Soquel High when ten classrooms that
had already undergone renovation and modernization were remodeled for district
offices.

The SCCS District spent more than $1.2 million on district office renovations and
relocations. The district inappropriately approved $1 million for this purpose; no bond
money should have been used.

Oversight/Public Communication

31.

The BOC is scheduled to disband in November 2006. Projects may continue until at
least Spring 2007, and there will be no BOC oversight. Bonds were passed under the
assumption that an oversight committee would be in place for the duration of the
projects.
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32. The district has not maintained the bond project information on its web site. This
could have been a valuable means of providing ongoing, up-to-date public
information on the bond projects.

33. Over the last eight years, there has been no ongoing form of public communication
with district residents regarding the bond projects. Efforts made, such as starting a
web page, being interviewed for Santa Cruz Community Television, and producing a
brochure, all took place between 1998-2000.

34. As of this late date, the BOC has not yet determined the format and scope of its final
report. The Grand Jury questions whether this will give the BOC time to prepare a
comprehensive report.

35. Paying Strategic Construction Management $34,500 to help prepare a final report
detailing the bond projects could result in a loss of objectivity and detail in evaluating
the projects’ successes and failures.

Recommendations

1. The Grand Jury recommends that the Santa Cruz County Auditor initiate an outside,
independent audit to scrutinize the bond sales and refinancing, and expenditure of
bond funds. If there was surplus cash gained from the refinancing, it should be
accounted for and used to reduce the bond debt.

Response: Santa Cruz County Auditor-Controller PARTIALLY DISAGREES.

The County Auditor-Controller does not generally have authority to audit School
District activities. The County Auditor-Controller is generally responsible for the
fiscal oversight of County functions or those under the Board of Supervisor’s control.
However, if a district has funds in the County treasury, the Board of Supervisors can
direct the Auditor-Controller to perform an audit of that district as well. California
Government Code Section 26883 states:

In addition to the power now possessed by the Board of Supervisors to
enter into contracts for audits, the Board shall have the power to require
that the County Auditor-Controller shall audit the accounts and records of
any department, office, board or institution under its control and of any
district whose funds are kept in the County treasury. . .

Nevertheless, the issues raised in this Grand Jury report are important and should be
addressed. The County Auditor-Controller has communicated with Santa Cruz City
Schools District staff to research and respond to the findings and recommendation
contained in this reply. Unfortunately, the School District’s reply is not due for
another 30 days. Consequently, the response to a few of the findings in this report
are incomplete, particularly Findings 7 and 10 regarding the legal cap on the amount
of the refunding bonds and the 29 year life of the bonds. Hopefully, the School
District’s response will include an independent legal opinion that the issues raised in
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Findings 7 and 10 are within the confines of the law.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

If the County Auditor decides to audit the bond sales and refinancing, the District will
cooperate with the County Auditor. The District did not realize any surplus cash
from the refinancing. The refinancing did reduce the bonded debt.

2. An outside, independent performance audit should be conducted to analyze, assess,
and report on the Santa Cruz City Schools District’s operational and construction
management policies, procedures, and practices regarding Bond Measures E and H.
Investigation as to whether all California Code of Regulations, Title 24 standards
were followed should be included.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

The District will not conduct an independent performance audit of the construction
program for the following reasons:

1. The Board and the BOC have been satisfied with the program.
2. The schools have been satisfied with the outcome of the projects.

3. The Bond projects are nearly complete. There would be no future projects to
which to apply any recommendations from a performance audit.

4. Low priority for the expenditure of funds for an audit.

The plans and specifications for the projects were approved by the DSA before
bidding to ensure compliance with Title 24. DSA-certified inspectors inspected the
projects during construction to ensure plans and specifications were followed by the
contractors.

3. The SCCS District should insist that the architects submit all documents related to
completed bond projects under DSA supervision so the projects can be certified and
closed out. Architect fees should be withheld until DSA certification is complete.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The District is insisting that the architects submit all documents on completed
projects so the projects can be closed out by the DSA. The current architect contracts
do not provide for withholding of fees pending completion of final DSA project close-
out.

4. For future major construction projects, the SCCS District should consider hiring an
experienced, qualified construction project manager or team as a limited-term district
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employee(s). This would cost less than hiring a construction management firm.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

For future major construction projects, the District will consider hiring an
experienced qualified construction project manager or team as limited-term District
employees. It is not clear that this would cost less or be more effective than hiring a
construction management firm. The BOC has been very satisfied with the decision to
engage the services of Strategic Construction Management.

5. The SCCS District should replace the funds used for District Office relocation and
renovation to reduce bond debt.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

See response to Finding # 56.

6. The SCCS District should use lease revenues and interest on future property tax
collections to reduce the bond debt.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

See response to Finding # 51.

7. The SCCS District should provide a complete bond projects budget document that
includes bond refinancing details.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

See response to Finding # 8.

8. The SCCS District should provide a complete bond projects closeout document
detailing all bond construction projects.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

The Bond Oversight Committee will produce a final report of the Bond Projects by
November 2006.

9. Future construction projects should be awarded to the contractor submitting the
lowest base bid. Alternates should be bid separately.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The process being used complies with Public Contract Code and has been approved
by District legal counsel.

For future construction projects, the contractors hired should adhere to the ten-percent
cap on change orders previously in effect.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

Future modernization projects may require exceeding the 10% change order
threshold for the reasons outlined in the response to Findings # 31 and 32.

The SCCS District should provide an objective summary and analysis of bond
projects from beginning to end. This should include project details, budget, and
completion dates; financial accounting; analysis of successes and failures; and
suggestions for improvement for any future bond or construction projects.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools PARTIALLY AGREES.

The District has provided on-going bi-monthly reports to the Board and BOC,
including project status and budget status. These reports are available to anyone
interested in them. The BOC will produce a final report on all of the projects by
November, 2006.

The SCCS District should make sure its web site is comprehensive and updated
frequently. The final bond projects report and analysis should be posted on that web
site.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools AGREES.

Financial resources will first need to be identified to fund the regular updates of the
District’s web site. The Bond Projects Final Report will be available on the District
web site.

The BOC should continue to operate until all bond projects are completed.

Response: Santa Cruz City Schools DISAGREES.

The BOC has recommended and the Board has approved that the last BOC meeting
will be on November 16, 2006. The only construction project that will continue after
that date will be the Santa Cruz High School swimming pool. The Board and the
BOC do not think that the BOC needs to continue to meet to oversee one project that
is funded 50% by Bond Funds.
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14. District support staff is to be commended for its helpfulness, promptness, and
courtesy when providing requested documentation.

Responses Required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within

Santa Cruz City 2-12, 14, 15,
Schools Board of | 19, 20, 23, 24, 90 Days
Trustees 27-29, 31, 32, 1-13 (October 1, 2006)

34-44, 46, 41,

51, 53-56, 64-

70

Santa Cruz County 60 Days
Auditor/Controller 1-15 1 (September 1, 2006)
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Appendix A — Source Details

Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts

Minutes:
May 12, 1999.
May 26, 1999.
June 9, 1999.
June 28, 1999.
July 14, 1999.
August 11, 1999.
August 18, 1999.
August 25, 1999.
September 8, 1999.

September 22, 1999.

October 13, 1999.
October 27, 1999.

November 17, 1999.

December 8, 1999.
January 12, 2000.
January 26, 2000.
February 9, 2000.
February 23, 2000.
March 15, 2000.
March 29, 2000.
April 13, 2000.
April 26, 2000.
May 10, 2000.
May 24, 2000.
June 7, 2000.

June 28, 2000.
July 12, 2000.
August 3, 2000.
August 16, 2000.
September 6, 2000.

September 20, 2000.

October 11, 2000.
October 25, 2000.
November 8, 2000.

November 29, 2000.

December 13, 2000.
January 17, 2001.
January 31, 2001.
February 6, 2001.
February 14, 2001.

February 28, 2001.
March 14, 2001.
March 28, 2001.
April 25, 2001.

May 9, 2001.

May 23, 2001.

June 6, 2001.

June 27, 2001.

July 11, 2001.
August 8, 2001.
August 22, 2001.
September 12, 2001.
September 26, 2001.
October 24, 2001.
November 7, 2001.
November 28, 2001.
December 5, 2001.
December 19, 2001.
January 16, 2002.
January 23, 2002.
January 30, 2002.
February 13, 2002.
February 20, 2002.
March 13, 2002.
March 27, 2002.
April 17, 2002.
May 8, 2002.

May 22, 2002.

June 6, 2002.

July 9, 2002.
August 14, 2002.
August 28, 2002.
September 11, 2002.
September 25, 2002.
October 2, 2002.
October 9, 2002.
October 23, 2002.
November 6, 2002.
November 13, 2002.
November 20, 2002.
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December 11, 2002.
January 15, 2003.
January 29, 2003.
February 11, 2003.
February 12, 2003.
February 26, 2003.
March 5, 2003.
March 12, 2003.
March 26, 2003.
April 9, 2003.

April 30, 2003.
May 9, 2003.

May 14, 2003.

June 25, 2003.

July 23, 2003.
August 6, 2003.
August 27, 2003.
September 10, 2003.
September 24, 2003.
October 8, 2003.
October 22, 2003.
November 5, 2003.
November 10, 2003.
December 10, 2003.
January 14, 2004,
January 28, 2004,
February 11, 2004.
February 25, 2004.
March 10, 2004.
March 24, 2004.
April 21, 2004.
May 5, 2004.

May 12, 2004.

May 26, 2004.

June 9, 2004.

June 16, 2004.

June 29, 2004.
August 11, 2004.
August 21, 2004.
September 8, 2004.
September 22, 2004.
October 13, 2004.
October 27, 2004.
November 10, 2004.
December 15, 2004.

January 12, 2005.
February 9, 2005.
February 23, 2005.
March 9, 2005.
April 13, 2005.
April 20, 2005.
April 27, 2005.
May 25, 2005.

June 8, 2005.

June 20, 2005.

July 27, 2005.
August 10, 2005.
August 24, 2005.
September 14, 2005.
September 28, 2005.
October 10, 2005.
October 26, 2005.
November 21, 2005.
December 14, 2005.
January 9, 2006.
January 25, 2006.
February 8, 2006.
February 22, 2006.
March 8, 2006.
March 22, 2006.
April 19, 2006.
April 26, 2006.
May 10, 2006.
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Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes:

May 16, 1998.

June 25, 1998.

July 20, 1998.
September 30, 1998.
December 10, 1998.
January 21, 1999.
March 4, 19909.
April 22, 1999.

June 24, 1999.
August 26, 1999 (agenda packet).
September 30, 1999.
October 28, 1999.

January 27, 2000 (agenda packet).

March 30, 2000.

May 18, 2000.

May 18, 2000 (revised).
June 22, 2000.

June 22, 2000 (revised).
July 20, 2000.

July 20, 2000 (revised).
September 21, 2000.
October 19, 2000.
November 16, 2000.
January 18, 2001.
March 22, 2001.

May 17, 2001.

July 19, 2001.
September 20, 2001.
October 11, 2001.
October 23, 2001.
November 15, 2001.
November 29, 2001.
December 5, 2001.

January 17, 2002.

March 21, 2002.

May 16, 2002.

July 11, 2002.

September 12, 2002.

September 19, 2002.

October 2, 2002.

November 21, 2002.

January 23, 2003.

March 20, 2003.

May 22, 2003.

June 12, 2003.

July 10, 2003.

September 18, 2003.

November 13, 2003.

November 20, 2003.

January 22, 2004.

March 19, 2004.

May 20, 2004.

August 5, 2004 (agenda packet).
September 16, 2004.

November 4, 2004.

November 18, 2004 (agenda packet).
January 20, 2005.

March 15, 2005.

April 7, 2005.

May 19, 2005.

July 21, 2005.

September 22, 2005.

November 17, 2005 (agenda packet).
January 19, 2006 (agenda packet).
March 16, 2006 (agenda packet).
May 18, 2006 (agenda packet).

Santa Cruz City School District Bond Projects Status Reports:

November 17, 1999.
February 9, 2000.
April 13, 2000.
May 24, 2000.
August 2, 2000.
September 6, 2000.
October 11, 2000.
March 28, 2001.
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April 25, 2001.
August 8, 2001.
October 10, 2001.
October 24, 2001.
November 7, 2001.
November 28, 2001.
March 27, 2002.
May 22, 2002.
August 14, 2002.
September 25, 2002.
December 11, 2002.
February 12, 2003.
March 26, 2003.
May 28, 2003.
August 6, 2003.
September 24, 2003.
December 10, 2003.
February 11, 2004.
March 24, 2004.
June 16, 2004.
September 22, 2004.
January 26, 2005.
April 13, 2005.

May 25, 2005.

July 27, 2005.
September 28, 2005.
January 25, 2006.
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Appendix B — Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget,
Report from July 1, 1998 to April 30, 2006
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BANTA GRUZ CITY SCHODLE
BOND PROJECT

Status of Projetd Chokecut Contreet
Ko An-Buis  Motice of Balance & DEA  ‘Waranly
Original Cnange CiO% of  Tolal E&Eqﬁ.rﬁ#ﬁiﬂsggﬁ_ﬂ-ﬂh Ciosaour  Experation
Proigct Cinrachor Corfragt  Ovoery  GComimel  Conbset g Domages  Bedded Bemasmd Held SentioDSS Comole  Daie
Bay View Elermaniany-Modernizatlon B
Ruoofrg Stabe Reafng 243 500 X [} 18%  ATIM Ha No £ A0 Yes [ he]
Bored 2 Project- Selden & Sa0 E48,000 BAS5Y 13TW TRAAS L]
Rexfing Ui~ Lovis & Rparetti 20 83T 0,540 10.0% _ 395187 Mo He Wik, 1008 ‘fme
1,00 127 112,501 10.0% 17028
: ' e § Mo x A0 Yas pleglhacd
Roofing- State Roafng 111,000 0% 111,060 Wy
Entwrioe Psrling- Lardwa Painting AT b2 15, 955 41.7% a7, L] ko KA TN Y VUM
158 K2 19555 12E6% 1T8,7TT
b e Mm% eI VIS Yes BE,ZE
Wiindow B Fiakd Upgrade- Bustichi Constnaction EUE000  ZSEITY 1 g
Painting of Porablas- Coior Chan 15,880 IEI5 ME4% 18,585 Ma Mo A SIS Yes 10
13,80 M IBTR  ETRMED
Debkvhigh Elmantany.Modarmtzation I
Reaofing- Slate Roolng Ta B0 13,286 4.4% BA, 068 Ma Ma B, Ga4iz00d  Yes LA
H Linitg- Goe. H. Wilson, b 2 e Do s32Bal Mo ] X AMEI00E  Yes 4S8
Poutatie Buildings: CRW industries. 437 281 167,744 Me% 585025 -1 ] AHEA005 Yau (i 508
Bord 2 Propeit-  Bughich Construction 478, 800 108,337 229% 5B AT M 58,183
Deors, Wincows & Fascin Fenovagon
Duct Clsaring
Roofng B- Louis § Ripands 50,573 0.0% 08T Mo ] ik 1132005 Yes 1170308
1,882,455 281,57 18.0% 1842838
Gault Elemantasy-Modermization i
Fowrtaiie Rotocation & Field Upgrade-  Kads Pacif L Azanoo  STI AR E31%  TOTES4 3307008 Yes
Audonsual
Ealar
Pwarg
AJ000  FTIES4  BR1%  TOTBEM
Hatars | B goi-Modernipmlsn @
Pacifc Coleginia Crarter Watsomsils Consinciion 123,000 45337 % 7RI e No N0 Yes Daris0e
Esamnor Panng Color Char 21,235 0% 1,58 He Ha HiA 10ZO05  Yes PS8
Figld Uipgrade: Kase Facic 118,800 12383 104% _ 130580 WIR008 Tas
254,535 51715 7% 330,550
‘Weailane Elomertary-Modernization B
Roofing- Shate Roofing 52,585 19280 AN TE.I85 Mo L WA 14200 e 1L1ANS
Poriabls Buildings- CRW Indusines us E._ ez TéN TERTR ] Ky ANSEons Vs DAr508
Extmnor Paricg- Cok Chian 0.0% T, TR M o Wi 10MS"2005 s Tdioe
ing System Reol. & Portabie Relocatorr CRW indusines L_.E L Mazmr  aaw  MBeRT Mo 4,204
B 028 552 X0 B4 4% 1 4BE 415
Boanciforis Middh School-Modemlzation B
Roofing: Legacy Roofing 020,000 19,320 1% 938330 hg L] BiA IS0 Yes 10505
Locusr Rocen Todals- Watsonville Consirucion 178,000 &5 T 1.1% 205,037 Hg 2] .1 AN Y oaET
Fiald Upgrace- ]
Data & Power § Libeaty- o [
1,008, 000 108,257 W0 1205 257
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Appendix D — County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter

Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998

A

SPECIAL SCHOOL
DISTRICT ELECTION

TUESDAY, APRIL 14, 1998

1 l_f})[kf sallot

& Voter Informatmn Pamphlet

Yo
”’ﬂ:v

have

l'-'ﬂ [
b Var for SEE

ﬂu

SAVE TIME AT THE POLLS. e,

t‘;ﬂark }-'uur chm::Es in lhls Sample Eai!::ut and take lt t'
polling” place for raferem;e "33 1

'""ﬁ:lur pﬂlllng place: |DCE\tIDﬂ ]5 slmrwn on the bat:l-t_mver

eldf POESIblE “vote in the " ‘mid-motning or mid- afternu“n.n
«hours, T'm; will help shorten lines_during the evenmg [L}Sl;l,_

'-'Pnlis are. open from 7: am to 8 p.r.

QDR VOTE BY MAIL, APPLICATI-ON ON. BACK._,, )

IMPORTANT NOTICE / AVISO IMPORTANTE

This Sample Ballot is in English only, A Spanish translation of ballot measures s available
by calling the Elections Department at 454-2060.

Esta Muestra de Balota solamente estd en inglés. Se puede obtener una traduccitn en
espanol de las medidas de 'a balota por llamar al Departamento de Elecclones a 454-2060.

FOR VOTER'S INFORMATION,

& EI.EII.TIF:IN MIGHT RESULTS OM THE INTERMET:
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ARGUWENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE E

Many of Santa Gruz's schools pre-date World War Il. Measures E
and{l Bre our commurify's chanca 1o maka badly needed rapairs ta
these rapidly deteriarating schools. Mast impontantly, all money raised
by thase measuras stays here in our community,

Cwvarcrawding, leaking rocls and inadequalea heating hirder learning
in may classreoms. Too many of aur schools desperatedy need safaty
madifications 1o preveat injury In eanhguases ar fires. Upgradas ta
school bathrooms and boeilers are neaded immediatety, as is the
cantnued remaval of asbeslos.

Passage of Measuras E and H will improve e quality o leaming
in clessrooms by accommodating the class slze reducton effart

currantly underway. It will alse bring scheals ep to modem safety
codas, and make dassooms sultabla for computers,

Tha armousn! pald by the Swerage homeawner under aach maasurs would
b under 13 cents par day, a small price 1o pay fn:crrutscﬂ the salety
of our children end improving the quatizy of thair education. Passage ol
these measures can generale millions of addtional dollars in state
matching funds, and all funds must be used for classroom lrgrovemanis,
By law, absolutaly none of the funds raised by thess ballot measures
can be used for administrative salaries, offices, or operating
expenses. All of the funds ralsed by these measures will stay in
our local community and will be used to fix our scheols,

An oversighl committae of community and business representailves
will snsure that every dollar 15 spant efisctvely ard aﬁgm rigtety on
projects that direclly impast the quality of learrng in 1 raams.
With this respensile invesimenl, we will help guarantes a-safe and
excallant aducition for genarations of chikdran 1o come,

Please joln Congressman Far, Senator McPherson, Assemiblymambeas

Keeley, local teachers, business leaders and pareats In suppoding
Measures E and H on April 14th.

&' EllanSeott

Santa Ceuz City School Teacher
s Stoven A, Belchor

Chief of Police
& Ann E. MeCrow

Paranl, Harbor High Site Counell

s/ Danied Mane Alkjandraz
Diracior
Santa Cruz Bamias Unidos
s Chares Canfield -
Presidant
Sanla Gruz Seaside Co,

REBUTTAL TCO ARGUMENT IN FAYOR OF WEASURE E
JUST SAY NOX

It's ofien baen said thal a locl and his money are soon paded; wa'

have 1o ask ourselvas il we ame foals,

When is tha last time you saw & band issue on the ballol Lo raise
ublic emgplayees’ salanes or benafits and or 1 bulld Eusl’rlq"’;al:lllilﬁ
?nr administrators? The answer is neverll The reasan for 1his 15 that
aur electad officials find money for what they deem imporant and
flaat bonds and or levy additional fees and assassmants 1o make us
|:asr extra, for what 1hey don't, Thay know that we all have & solt spat
n our hears for chikinen and schools which makes s an aasy mark
for school bends. On the ather hand, we proBably wouldn't approve
a bond issue o be used to increase publc employes salaries ar
benefis or to bulld ceshy faciliies (Ta) Majahal) or administratons,
Doesn't it saem ludicrous That the city schools would budd themsalwas
a TE‘ Majahal and spend over $300,000 to hold & spacial eleclion
for Measura E and Measure H just sawen waaks prior 1o the requlady
schaduled up coming June primary elaction,
o once agan..
JUST SAY MO

NOT TO EDUCATIONI

NOT TO KIDS1L

SAY NO TO IRRESPONSIELE SPEMDING!

VOTE MO ON MEASURE E (AKD ALSD VOTE NO ON MEASURE H)
Commillae Againsi Measura E af Yernan C, Bahr Jr

ek § ot i 1 ol dldledo A

ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE E
YOTE N ON MEASURE E

JUST SAY MOII

HNOT TO EDUCATIONI

NOT TO KIDS1I

SAY NO TO IRRESPONSIELE SPEMDING!
Daspite massive infusions o cash inta tha aducaticoal system since
proposition 13 (due fo escalating propedty values over the past 2

years) our schools are warsa nﬁ than aver, Facilibas are rndown
and we're produging kids that can't read or writa,

What should be up s down and what should be down ls up.
Sehool revenues are up. Educatlon 13 down. Sthool Revenues
are Up. School facilities are run down. Conlractors and developers
school impact fees are up. School Facliities are run down.
Redevelopment Agency revenues are up at the expense of
revenuas that should go to schools.

Thare will mever be enaugh mﬁem gchools as long a3 we the
taxpayers conlinue to-be deep pockats, There will naver ba enou
maniy for schooks until we Ihe tupayers demand fiscal responsi

o our schoals,” - - .

50, JUST SAY NOX!

HOT TO KIDSIE

NOT TO EDUCATIONIL

SAY NO TO IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDINGII

YOTE MO ON MEASURE E AND ALSO ON MEASURE H

Committas Against Measura E - © & Yaman G, Bohr Jr.
&/ -Carolyn Busenhart, Chairman.  Businessman

" REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE E

A qualily education is cne of the mast impodant gilts car commumily

can bastow on our children, Gan wa-aford net b repair laaky rools
ard substandard -conditions in our schaols? Are wa willing 10 show
alr chidran we cara gnoigh aboul thair fulure to provide them with
safe, up-to-taba, and unerowded classrooms? Funds from Measure E
ara vital fo ensure safe and modam schoals)

Fact: Test scorbs show Ahat te instruction cur students mecaive
preparas them well for he “real workd". In fact, Ex 1

Expansian
- magazing recently ranked Santa Cruz City Schools as a Gold Medal

[istrict, Passage of Maasure E will enhance studanls’ education even
further, by previding the decent classrooms thay reed,

Fact: Calilornia ranks 41st nationally W par-pupll expandiures for
K-12 aducation, The Santa Cruz Cily Schosl District is in the battom
Whird af dizticls in per-student incoma recaived fom the state.
Fact: Many of our schools pra-date Warld War I, having survivad
wanthguakes and decades of weather, Kow our schools are indesparala
read of rapairs fo ensure our children's safely is not in jeopardy.
Fact: By law, Maasura E funds must be’used for school repairs, nat
adminisirative salardas or operating expanses. 11 would take 100 years
10 fund the imprevements we need from the doveloper fees curantly
paid o tha districl.

Most importantly, every dollar from Measure E will slay In our
local community to 1k our aging schools.

Plegse join us in supporing Measure E.
s Mary Bath Camplbell g Cellz Scolt

Sania Cruz Clty Counsil Meyar, Sara Gruz ity Council
Harbor High English Taacher

|_51' Caralyn Busenhar, Chairman Businassman

Ad R/na
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SANTA CRUZ CITY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT TAX RATE STATEMENT
'I‘E rehabliiale elementary schoets, including replacing in- BOND MEASURE E
wdequate elactrienl, plumbing and heating systems; comgly-
ing with fire, ur1hqu|fa, health, salely and aceessibility As shown in the enclosed sample ballot, an election will be held in
slandards; rancvating, constructing and medemizing classrooms, tha Sania Cruz City Ebﬂm‘m%smm District of Santa Cruz Ceunty
restrooms ard ciher sehoct facility improvements [nat far admin- ta autharize ihe eale of $26,000,000 in general obbgaton bands,
istrator salnies), with expendifures monitored by o community In compliance with Elactions Gode Section 8400-8404, tha loliowing
gur:lg'nﬂ cnmr';bhtan. shall the Santa Cruz Giy El-nn;mtm Sehool mformation is submitted:
Isrlc! lssua bonds in an amounl nol lo excend $28 millian, al ). The best eetinale of the 1ak rals Which would bs teauired b
B0 ITAMRNA TS ST g it i M pAcchd . apam. 1 fund the above bond (ssue during the firet fiscal yese after the
sale af the first series of bonds, based on estimaled assessed
valuations available a1 the tima of filing of this statemard, is $0.007
IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS BY COUNTY COUNSEL per $100 assessed valuafion in fscal year 19961954,
MEASURE E 2, The best estimata ¢ the lax rale which would be required o
und 1his hrllarl:l issue during the first fiscal year after 1ha1am ol
; the |ast saries of bonds, based on estimaled assessed valuations
E,;ﬂphmgh z;?ulgﬂ%“g}m&fdf g'ﬁ' mﬁ' L';Imbr;ﬁ:ﬁuﬁ ;71{: available o1 the time of filing of this stalement, ls §0.040 por
mnta Cruz Elemantary School District, These bonds woulkd constitule $100 asseazed valuation In flecal year 2003-2004,

a debt of the District.

3. The best estimata of the highest tax rale which would ba requirad
The monay raisad through sale of the bonds could be usad by the

te fumd this bond kssee, based on estimated assassed valuations
Schaol Districd to rohabllitate slementary scheols, Including rephmnﬁ available &t the tima of fillmg of this statemard, [s $0.043 paor
inadenuate electrical, plumbing and haating sysbems, ing w $100 assessed valuation In lscal year 2004-2005,

fire, earhquake, health, safety and accessibilily standards, and These fligures &re based on projections and estimates orly and are
;"‘hmﬂ'ﬂﬁﬁ“ﬁ?‘m‘ﬂ and modamnizing classreoms, restrooms and | gy umm upce the muna.pﬁja actual timing of The sale of bonds
At ke tT v nts, and the amount sald &l any given Ume will ba povernad by tha nesds
Undor current Calfomia lay, e 16 of the bonds cannot exosed | of' ' Distiel, tho dabt Il af the ima ol sale, the condton of the-
gg“;-';:“; ﬁ:g]:wm Interest paid on the bonds cannol excetd 8 | pand market mnd other faclors, The actual fulre sssassed values
: : e will depend upon the amount and value of iaxabla pr within
niﬂi‘é“ﬁ'? ﬁim n;aﬂdm:if :11:':13?;?;5&:& P;;m mlrrll fgﬁm the: Disérict as datarmined i the assassment and aquallmﬂgrmm.
Distrct. The Tax s lafement for Measure £ which 15 printed 0 | 1oy o oororay watiatag o oY Wil 40Pl may vary
this bulg'lhpamphllzi parﬁnuldas infarmation ub-autu?at tax, a5 required P ;
law. The precise eftect of the bords upan the property tax rale
R?min the hstiet would only be determined after sale of the bonds. ol E::.Eh:‘:fﬂrﬁ.ségmﬁ?:ﬁm| Distried
A “yas" vole on Measure E |5 a wole 1o approve the bonds déscribed %
above. A “no® vole on Measure E Is & vole agains! appraving
those bands.
Dated: January 26, 1804

DWIGHT L, HERR, COUNTY COUNSEL
By/ Jame M, Sgott
Assistant County Counssl

505 MIMWmme
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ARGUNENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE H

Many of Banta Gruz's schoots pre-date World War [l Measuras E
and H are our community's chanee 1o make badly needed repairs to
thesa rapadly detariorating schocls, kasl impartantly, &ll money raised
by thasa measures stays here 0 our commuaity.

Cwarcrawding, leaking roals and inadaquate heating hinder leaming
i many clasareoms, Too mary af eur schools desparetaly nasd safaty
madifications fo preven] injury n eadhguakes or fires. Upgrades o
school bathreams and boilers are needed immediately, as is the
conlinued ramoval of asbastos.

Passage ol Measuras E and H will imprave the quality of leaming
in classropms by accommadating the class size reduction efort
currantly undecway, It will also brng scheals wp ta madern safaty
codas, and make classrooms sullable for compuiers,

The amouri pakd by 1he average homeowner undar each measura wakd
be wnder 13 cents per day, & small pice o pay tor pratecting the safely
of eur children and impeoving the quality of thair ecucation, Passage of
these meaasures can penerate mmeans of additonal dollars in siale
makching furds, and al lunds must ba used bor dassroom imgrovaments,

By |aw, absolutely none of the lunds raksed by these ballot measures
can be wsed for administrative salaries, offices, or operaling
expenses. All of the lunds raised by these measures will stay In
our kecal community and will be used to fix our schools,

An oversighl commilles of community and businass representatives
will ansure that every dellar s spant effactively and appropriately on
prajacts that directly impact the quality of leaming In classrooms,
With this responsila investman, we will help guarantese a safe and
excallant education for generations of children 1o coma.

Please join Gangressman Farr, Sanator McPharson, Assamblymemisar

Keabay, local leachers, businass keaders and parents in supparting
Maasures E and H en April 14th,

s Don Maowell &' Mark Tracy
President Grealar Santa Cruz Santa Gruz County Sherift
Faderation of Teachars! o T
gime Thomas
Art Teacher Harbor H.S, Soqual High Scheal
& Mancy Livvak Parentalunieer

Santa Cruz High Sehool Libradan
&' George Ow, Jr., Business Owner, Land Davaloper

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMWENT N FAVOR OF MEASURE H
JUST SAY HON

I's oflen been said that a fool and his money ara scon parted; we
have lo ask oursalves it wa are fools.

When is the last time Tnu saw 4 bond issue on the ballat 1o raise
ilubﬂ:: amployees' salaries or benefiis and or ta build cushy aclities
or adminkstratora? The arswer is nawver!l The reasan Bor this is thal
our alected officials find maney for what they deem impartant and
finat bonds and of levy additional fees and assessmants to make us
y exira far what they don'l, They know that we all have a safl spot
i eur hearts far childran and schoals which makes us an easy mark
toe school borads, On the othar hand, we %ruhat&,' wouldnt approve
a bond |ssue to be used to increase public employes salares or
benefits or 1o buikd cushy facilities (Ta] Majahal) far adminisiratars,
Doesn't it seem ludicrous that ihe city scheals would build themsetes
a Taj Majahal and ';pand aver $300,000 1o hold a special election
lor Maazura E and Measine H just sewen weeks phar ba the regulary
schedulad up coming June pimary election .
S0 onoe again...,,

JUST SAY HON

HOT TO EDUCATION!

NOT TO KIDS||

SAY NO TO IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDING!
YOTE N ON MEASURE H

Committaa Against Measure H

s Weman <, Bahr Jr,
&' Carctyn Busanharl, Chairman

Businessman

ARGUBENT AGAINST MEASURE H
WOTE WO ON MEASURE H
JUST 5AY HOI
HOT T EDUCATION
HOT TO KiDs!
SAY NG TO IRRESPONSIELE SPENDING!!

Daspits massive infuslons of cash inta the educational syslam since
propasifion 13 (due ta escalating property values evar the past 20
WEArS| our schools are woess then evar, Facilifies are rundown
and wa're producing kids that can't read or write.

What should be up k8 down and what should be down ls wp.
School revenues are up, Education iz down. School Revenues
are Up. School facliities are run down, Contraclors and developers
school Impact fees are up. School Facililies are run down,
Redavelopmenl Agency revenues are up al the eipense of
revanues that should go o schools,

Thare will navar be annuah moniy lor schaols &8 long as wa the
taxpayers ointmue b be deap pockeds, Thera will never ba ana
monay fer schools unkil wa the tacpayars damand liscal responsibaity
of pur schools,

50, JUST SAY NOIL

NOT TO KIDS!

NOT TO EDUCATIONY

SAY NO TO IRRESPOMSIBELE SPEHDING!

YOTE NO ON MEASURE H

Commities Against Measura H
& Casolyn Busenhart, Chairman

&l Yamon C. Bahe Jr.
Busine ssman

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE H

& quatity education Is one of the most mpartant gits our coenmunity
can bestes on cur chikdeen, Can wea afford nat b repalr leaky rocls
and substandard conditians in cur schaols? Are we willing b show
ayr children we care enaugh ebadl thel uture 1o provide them with
sale, updo-date, and uncrowded classrooms? Funds from Measure
H are wital o ensure safe and madarm schoois]

Fact: Tasl scares show fhat tho instruction our sludants racaive
prepares thiam well for the “real ward®. In fact, Exparsion Manageenant
magazina recently ranked Sama Cruz Gity Scheals as & Gold Medal
Disiics, Passage of Measure H will enhance shudents’ education
avan {urther, by providing the deceil classraoms thay naed.

Fact; Calilornia ranks 415l nationally o per-pupl expenditures far
K-12 education. The Santa Gz City School Distict is in the botbn
third of districts in per-student income raceived Trom the slale,
Fact: Many of our schoola pre-date World War Il havirg survived
earhguakas and decadas of waathar, Mow our schaols are in desparats
need of repairs to ensura our enBdien's safety is nol in jeapardy.
Facl: By law, Maasure H funds must be wsed for scheal repairs, not
administrative salaries ¢ cparating expenses. (b would ke 100 years
ta fund tha improvemants we need from tha developer loes curranthy
paid o the digiric,

Masl impartantly, every dollar from Measure H will stay in our
loeal communily to fix our aging schools.

Plaase join us In sugporting Measure H.

s/ Aoberl Garda g Judy Parsons
Capitola Gy Cauncil Business Parsen

44-508
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SANTA CRUZ CITY HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Te rehabifitate junior and senior high schools, includirg ra-

Macing inadeguate electrical, plumbéng, heatling systems,
complying with fire, earthquake, heahh, safely and accossibllity
standards; renovating, constructing and modemnizing classrooms,
restrooms and other scheal facility improvements (pat for admin-
Isirator salaries), with expendiiures monltored by a community
oversight eommities, shall tha Sama Cruz City High School -
trict issue boads in an amaunt not e excesd $58 milllon, at an

interast rele within legal lmits, with all procosds spant o bonetit
kacal children?

TAX AATE STATEMENT
BOND MEASURE H

Ag shown in ihe enclosed sample bafiad, an election will be held in
the Santa Cruz City High School District of Santa Cruz Coundy fo
authorize the sale of 358,000,000 In genaral abligation bonds.

In compliance with Elections Coda Saction 8400 - 8404, the following
Informatizn s submitied:

1. The best estimale of the tax rate which would be required to
fund the abeve bomd lssun during tha frst fiscal year aRer the
saly of he first series of bonds, based on estimaled assessad

IMPARTIAL AMALYSIS BY COUNTY COUNSEL
MEASURE H

Il mpproved by at least wo-thirds of those voting, this moasuwne will

ermit up to $58,000,000 of bends to be issued on behalf of the

anta Cruz Gﬂmgh Scheal District, Thesa bands would constitute
a debt of the District,

The money raised through sale of the bonds coudd be used by the
School District to rehabillitate junler and senlos high schoals, including
replacing inadequale électrical, plumbing and heating systems,
complying with fire, earthquaks, health, safety and accessibility
slandards, and rencwaling, constructing and modemizing classrooms,
resirooms and other school faciliy mprovemenis.

Under currant Calfornia law, the temm of the bonds cannot exceed
twanty-fiva years. The interest paid on the bands canncl exceed a

licable

rl;!“'wf::ﬁ“ ds (and peincipal, when

! L al mienest on the bonds (mn al,

wam m:ﬁﬁuhm
printad in

financed by & tax kevied on real propery

Digirict, The Tax Rate Statamen for Measure H which |8

this ballel pamphlet provides mdormation ebout that tax, as required

by kaw, The precise effect of the bonds upon 1he property lax rate

wiihin the Distiict would only be dateemined after sale of the bonds.
A "yes” vate on Measure H is & vole to approve 1he bands described

sbove, A "no” vate on Measure H is & vale againsl approving

thase bands,
Dated: January 26, 1998

DWIGHT L. HERR, COUNTY COUNSEL
Byf Jane M. Sootl ;
Agsistant County Councel

waluations available w the tima of filing of this statement, is $0.0at
per $100 assessed valuation in fiscal year 1996-14998,

The best estimate of the tax rate which would be required to
fund this band issue during ihe fics! liscal year afer the sale of
the last sedas of bonds, based on eslimated assessed valuatlons
avallable al the time af filing of this statemeant, s $0.040 per
5100 assessed valuation in frscal year 2003-2004,

Tha best estimale of the highast tax reta which wauld ba required
1o fund this bond issue, basad on estimated assessed valuations
aveilaola at the time of filing of thés elatemant, i $0.045 per
$100 assassed valuation in | year 2004-2005,

Thase figures are based on projections and estimates only and are
nat binding uwpan tha District, The actual Gming of the sale of e
bands anr?tha amount sokl at any given lme will be govemed by
tha needs of the District, ke dodd limit at the time of sala, the condifion
of the bond market and other factors, The aclual fulure assessed
values wil depand upon the amount and valua of taxabée proparty
within the Distict as detemined n the assessmem and egualizaton
procesa, The actual tax rates and the years In which they will apply
may vary fram those pressntly esimaled,

& Reoy G. Malson, Superintendant
Santa Cruz City High School District

44506
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Exhibit 1 Finding 13 0000033
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Exhibit A
2006-2007 Secured Tax Rates
2006-2007
TAX# INDEX RATE
PERTY

11058 Unitary and Operating Non-Unitary Rate 1.000000%

11059 Unitary and Operating Non-Unitary Debt Service Rate 0.086604%
COUNTYWIDE

11057 PROPOSITION 13 RATE 1.000000%
CITIES

99815 131640  Watsonville Retirement Debt Service 0.110000%

99820 131624  City of Santa Cruz Debt Service 1999 0.009000%
SPECIAL DISTRICTS

77812 682380 Lompico Water Debt Service 0.059751%

77985 689530 Zayante Fire Protection District 0.009924%

SCHOOL DISTRICTS

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

77128 640140  BonnyDoon Union Debt Service 1991 Refunded 1 999 0.023038%

77259 640383 Live Oak Sch GO DS 1992 Series A Refunded 2003 0.005886%

77260 640380 Live Oak Sch GO DS 1992 Refunded 2003 0.019099%

77261 640384  Live Oak Sch GO DS 2004 Series A i 0.013699%

77262 640385 Live Oak Sch GO DS 2004 Series B 0.013189%

77325 641580  Santa Cruz ElementarySchool GO DS 1998 A&B Refunded 2005 0.002980%

77329 641582 SantaCruz Elementary School Debt Service 1998 Series C 0.007645%

77362 840882  Soquel Elementary School Debt Service 2002 Series A 0.011936%

77363 640883 Soquel Elementary School Debt Service 2002 Series B 0.009208%
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS

77400 641480  Santa Cruz High School Debt Service 2005 Ref 0.005190%

77408 641483 Santa Cruz High School Debt Service 1998 Series C 0.008477%
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICTS

79966 842087  Pajaro Valley 2002 Series A Refunded 2005 0.024070%

79968 642088  Pajaro Valley 2002 Series B 0.001383%

77592 641192 San Lorenzo Valiey Debt Service 2000 Series A 0.015031%

77593 641193  San Lorenzo Valley Debt Service 2000 Series B 0.003741%

77594 641194  San Lorenzo Valley Debt Service 2000 Series C 0.001124%

77344 640780  Scotts Valley USD GO DS 1995 Series A Refunded 2003 0.010940%

77345 840784  Scotts Valleg USD GO DS 1997 Series B Refunded 2004 0.033059%
COMMUNITY C( ILLEGE

77841 642580  Gabrillo College Debt Service 1998 Series A 0.000214%

77645 642581  Cabrilio College Debt Service 1998 Series B 0.006081%

77650 642582  Cabrillo College Debt Service 1998 Series C 0.001910%

77655 642583  Cabrillo College Debt Service 1998 Series D 0.000731%

77660 642584  Cabrillo Coliege Debt Service 2004 Series A 0.012362%

77665 642585  Cabrillo College Debt Service Series Partial Refund 1998 0.005398%

15 -
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LD e AR AL 4RSI § LA Exhibit 2
Finding 24

of3

Subject: RE: Hiring a Construction Management Firm
From: "Paul W. Taylor" <ptaylor@hsmlaw.com>
Date: Wed, 5 Jul 2006 07:43:27 -0700

To: "Dick Moss" <dmoss@sces.santacruz.k12.ca.us>
CC: "Lachmin Singh" <lsingh@hsmlaw.com>

Ik O3 )
M} O W

0

is gover v Govermnent Coae secti
with emphasis added, are set for below.
ic agencies do not need to uvtilize ceompetit
hen seeking to retain architects, engineers,
However, if the construction manager is being
asked t construction contractor, i.e., guarantsed
maximum price, or z like, then competitive bidding would be required. (Cityof
Inglewood - L.A. County Civic Center Authority v. Superior Court (1972) 7 Cal.3d 861, 867.)

bidding
constru

If I have not answered vour gque

If you read the code sections
porticns that apply to "state

agencies.

associlation, co:
profession of architecture, landscape architecture, engineering,
environmental services, land surveying, or construction project
management

(b) tate agency head" means the secretary, administrator, or
head of .a department, agency, or burea: of the State of California
authorized to contract for architectural, landscape architectural,
engineering, e onmental, land surveying, and construction proi

ncy head" means the sscretaryv, administrator, or
head of a department, agency, or bureau of any city, county, city and
county, wnether general law or chartered, or any distriet which is
authorized to contract for architectural, landscape architectur
engineering, envirenmental, land surveyirg, and construction proj
management services.

{d} “Architectural, landscape architectural, engineering,
environmental, and land surveying services" includes those
professional services of an architectural, landscape architectural,
engineering, environmental, or iand surveying nature as well as
incidental services that members of these professions and those in
their employ may logically or justifiably perform. |

(e} "Construction project management" means those services !
provided by a licensed srchitect, registersd’ 1

ns inesr, or licensed
general contractor which meet the requirements of Section 4529.5 for i
management and supervision of work performed on state construction

7/52006 8:17 AM
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8. {a) When the selscticn is by a state agency head the
fellowing procedures shall appl

- pply:

)

h the best

head shall negotma.e a contract wi
itectural,

engineering, environmental, land surveying, and construction project

maragemeut services at

C:G:y cant

reasonabls to ““a Szzate
involved,

ney

(3‘ Sho“ld tbe state
iaElS*aCLG*y contraco wi

e the agerwy

negotiations w

compensation which the state agency head

nes is falr and reasonable tc the State of California or the

a*e.cv head be unable to negotiate a
ith any of the selacted rms, the state

agency head shall sslsct additicnal Zirms in order of thair

chapter until

{b)
ad may undertake the procedures descri

| Original Message---

rom: Dick Moss mailto:

To: Paul W. Taylo.
Subject: i

Hi Paul:

When we hired S‘rateq;c Con

to provide construc
where we issued an RFP,
services, e.g.,
ineluding pre
Grand Jury !
findings is tha

L
T

bids for Ccnstruct .o Prog

nce and gualification and zon 1r~e

When the selection is by a local

Sent: Monday, July 03, 20

fe Grand Jury could find no documentation

ions in ascordance

an agreemant

dmoss@sccs.samta:raz‘k12.ca.u31
J6 Z:23 PM

irms subm
hedules, and we selec ed Sgrategac.
vU“Su«uuulQl program, and one of

Manager were opened publicly as re

by the Public Contract Code !section 10180;." Are we required tc open

"bids" fer conmstruction
Thanks. Dick

F3

program management services publicly?

7752006 8:17 AM |
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CHASING FFI B2/04

Exhibit 4

Finding 31
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SCUE PURCHASING SGZ 24/84

Exhibit4
Finding 31

SANTA CRUZ CITY SCHOOLS

BOND-FUNDED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT CHANGE ORDERS
TO BEISSUED IN EXCESS OF PUBLIC CONTRACT CODE LIMITATIONS

RESTLUTION & 22-G1.8Z2
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Finding 37
Santa Cruz City Schools INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDEIRS
BOND 2z MO‘.’}ERN]ZATION ~-PHASE I Page 1
SOQUEL EIGH SCEQOL Addenduom No.2, 11/23/6%

Project No. 2403.01

INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS

':.’d:-,q‘ bids. in addid
amr; olig wcm oSy 3 tained rspors and of
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FACE 83/83

RS

Exhibit 6
PUBLIC CONTRACT CODE Finding 37
SECTION 20103.8
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e

Finding 37

. Mess from Paul w. Taylor
rikerGhsmiaw, com)

2002 2:18 »&m
cruz, klzZ.ca.us
ul w, Tavior

Frem: Cawn KareXer [Dua
Sent: vuasday, Aprit 30
To: Lmorrison@sces.sant
subject: Massagas from P

§
a
a2
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Exhibit 8
Finding 37
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Projed
Natural Bridges Modernization

Soguel High Modernization

Delaveaga Modernization

™ iforte Jr. High Modernizati

Westlake Modernization

Harbor High (New Construction)
Harbor High Modernization

ontractor
Robt. Bathman {Gen.)
JM Electric (Elect )
Geo. H. Wilson (Mech.)
Systems Abatement (Hazmat)

APC Contraclors (Hazmal)
Dilbeck & Sons (Gen.)

Quest Environmental (Hazmat)
Edward Scott Elect. (Eleci )
Geo. H. Wilson [Mech.)

L&M Fire Protection

JM Electric (Elect )

West Bay Builders (Gen.)
Geo. H. Wilson (Mach.)

Parc Envir | {Hazrnat)

JIM Electric (Elect.}

OC MeDonald (Mach.}

West Bay Builders (Gen )
Parc Environmenia! (Hazinat)
El Camino Paving

CRW Industries (Gen.)
CRW Industries (Elect.)
Geo. H. Wilson {Mech.)
Parc Envirgnmental (Haz nat)

Ralph Larson & Sons
Barry Swensen Builder

ARK/Monarch Modernization Satter Construction
Elem. Modernizati Selden and Son
Wi Hill Jr. High Mad all G
Bay View Modemization Watsonville Construction

Santa Cruz High Modernization
Gault Elem. Modernization
Loma Prieta

West Coast Contractors

Stevelle Consiruction

Tenant Improvement-

Adult Education Relocation
District Office Relocation

22006

Wamsher Cor
Watsomville Construction

CHW Industries, Inc.
Selden & Son

2,500,003 Stop Notice

831,094 Slop Notice

SANTA CRUZ CITY SCHOOLS

Claims
Ne
L]
No
Mo

No
58, 407(Pd)
62,027(Pd)
No
ho
Ho

Yes

Mo

Nao
ey
No
Na

Mo
N
No

No
]
Ho
Ho

Mo
Ko

No

BOND PROJECT
Status of Project Closeout
7212008
QOriginat Change GCiO% of Total
Conract  Owlers  Contragl  Gontrmct
956,375 48,901 51% 1,005276
567,200 61,252 10.8% 628,452
707,748 7825 i1% 715,574
56,400 3,380 6.0% 59,780
2,287,724 121,358 5.3% 2,405,082
183,780 66,145 36.0% 249,925
3,895,689 418,883 10.8% 4,314,572
154,780 6,662 4.3% 161,452
1,363,300 143,109 10.5% 1,506,409
1,254,730 24,939 2.0% 1,279,669
52.000 6,196 11.8% 58,196
6,804,280 665,934 9.6% 7.570.222
654,700 84,227 12.9% 73827
1,672,000 155,557 5,3% 1,827 557
448,800 20,677 4.6% 465,477
97,312 a 0 97.312
2,872,812 60,451 9.1% 3,133,273
983,340 137,379 14.0% 1120718
633,600 62,886 9.9% 696,496
1,577,500 13,842 0.9% 1,501,342
38,922 L] o 36,922
79,895 8,272 10.4% 88,167
3,311,257 222,389 6.7% 3,533,646
1,122,818 124,828 11.4% 1,247 444
arz.res 50,703 13.6% 423,488
518,865 16.527 2% 535392
83,380 '] 1] 83,380
2,097 6526 102,058 9.2% 2,285,684
8,129,000 245,300 3.0% 8,374,500
5863174 1,118552 18.1% 6,981,726
2,193,000 284,088 13.0% 2,477,068
2,194,095 305,908 13.9%
3,960,460 BEB, 631 21.9% 4827201
2,471,000 535,395 21.7% 3,006,395
6,890,000 2,058,178 29.8% 8,949,176
1.566,934 254 618 16.2% 1,821,552
1,432,850 5,668 0.7% 1,443,618
74,000 18275 24.7% 82275
1,507,950 27,943 1.9% 1,535,803
615,370 215729 35.4%
345,692 64,645 16.4% 480,537
Page 1 of 3
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Exhibit 9

1 .
Finding 42
Contract
Matice of Balance & DS5A
ion Retention i Closeout  Closeout
Filad Released Held Sentto DSA Complete
2812002 Yos
112501902 Yes
201411902 Yes
6151902 Yes NiA MiA
Yes NIA LT
Aanen2 Yes 41812002  Ti21/2002
5181901 Yas NiA NiA
31411802 Yes 48/2002 4/8/2002
3141902 Yes 4/872002  TI21/2002
anaiacz Yes 4[BI2002  TI21/2002
143111903 Yes
4/18/1902 Yes
201411902 Yes
171511901 Yes Nia MiA
11/2511802 Yes
4191502 Yes
411911902 Yas
11151901 Yes NA LT
20281902 Yes NIA NiA
112571902 Yes
1425902 Yes
«f111903 Yes
17301802 Yas NiA NI
12732003 Yes 21872004
Gl2412004 Yes 2005
111202003 Yes 41272005
11842005 To Court
2732004 Yes 12222005
AF2005 Yes
SI28/2004 Yes 111472005
14232004 Yes 41212005
10M112004 Yes BMI2005
100512004 Yes WA A
To Court
SI270004 Yes (LY A

AGENDA ITEM: D6

Warranty
Expiration
Date
0312503
1142503
02/14/03
061503

031403

05/18/02
0314003
031403
031403

013104
0471903
0214103
oi/15/02

11125/03
04/18/03
04/159/03
01502
02/28/03

11425003
1172503
03731704
01/30i03

120204
0824105
1111704
11/18/05
03131105
02ATIOE
N 2Bi05
112al0s

10/01/05
10/05/08

04/27104
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Project Confractor

Mission Hill Middle School-M n

Roofing- Legacy Reofing
Track/Field Complex- Rober A Bothman, Inc

©cdow F & Land: /Paving BCI Buil

Roafing II- Louis & Riparsth

Soquel High School-Modemization It

Exterior Painting- Leneve Painting
Praject lllA- Bustichi Construction
Stadium Lighting- Cupertino Electric
Quad Renovation & Field Upgrade- Robert A Bothman, Inc.

Harbor High School-Modernization I

HVY Unit Replacement- Geo. H. Wilson, Inc.
Project 1V- Bustichi Construction
Duct Replacement- Geo. H. Wilson, Inc.
Exterior Painting- Color Chan
e i i

Theater R

Bond 2 Phase Il BC) Builders

Bleacher/Press Box

Santa Cruz High School-Modernization I}

ADA Ramp- Bustichi Construetion
Project Il- Bustichi Construction
Kiln Bidg. Replacement- CRW Industrias

Exterior Hepair{Main Bldg)-
New Pool

Th2iz006

SANTA CRUZ CITY SCHOOLS

Claims Damages Received

Ho

Ho

Mo
Mo

BOND PROJECT
Status of Project Closeout

T 22006

Qiiginal Change Ci0O% of Total
Contagt  Qrders  Cootract  Coniract
55,000 0.0% 55,000
1,311,000 27,513 21% 1,338,513
698,628 690,828
144,186 5774 _ 4.0% _ 149960
2,210,014 33,287 1.5% 2,243,301
141,371 40,491 28.6% 181,862
1,423,842 63,386 4.5% 1,487,328
231,756 7.760 3% 239,516
1,204,700 44,714 37% 1,245.414
3,001,764 156,351 52% 3,158,120

1,279,840 64,236 50% 1,344,076

383,880 25715 6.5% 418,585
366,740 9,137 25% 375,877
24,668 5,200 25.1% 30,868
245,500 21,983 5.0% 67 483
429,000 40,886 8.5% 469 856
2738628 12721 4.6% 2,907,795

125,664 121,564 96.7% 247,228
1,466,580 112272 TP 1,578,652
131,782 131,792

1.724036 233,806  13.6% 1,957,872

Fage 30f3

Mo
Mo
Mo

Mo
Mo

No

Mo

Mo
Mo
Mo
No

Ho
No

As-Builts  Notice of
Liquidated Tech Mans. Campletion Retenlion Retention Closeout

NiA

MiA

HiA

M M

£
F

L

filed  Heleased Held SentloDSA Complote

10/S/2004
41372008

11/3/2005

11/232004
22372005
11152005

S/28/2004
923/2004
1011472005
10152005

3112005
212312005

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Ha

Yes
Yes

Exhibit 9
Finding 42

Contract
Balance &

12,065

60,216

MIA
HNiA

NiA

NiA
NI
21612006

NiA
HiA
NiA

NrA,

AGENDA ITEM: D&

DSA

Warranty

Closeout  Expiration

MiA
NiA

NIA

A
WA

NiA
NIA
A
MNIA

1LY

Date

1005105

11103/06

11123105
0223106

0X/28/05
08/28/05
10/14106
10005106

0301706
021236
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