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TO:  Honorable Chair and Members of the School Board 

  Donald E. Fennoy II, Ed.D. Superintendent of Schools 

  Chair and Members of the Audit Committee 

   

FROM: Teresa Michael, Inspector General 

 

DATE: April 16, 2021 

 

SUBJECT: OIG Procurement Review (Report # 21-R-1):  Design Services for Sunset Palms 

Middle School (RFP No. 20C-009R) 

 

 

OBJECTIVE 

 

As part of the Office of Inspector General’s contract oversight responsibilities, we reviewed the 

selection and award process used to procure design services for Sunset Palms Middle School (RFP 

No. 20C-009R).  The primary objective of our review was to assess the adequacy of the process 

utilized for this procurement. 

  

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 

This review was performed in accordance with the Principles and Standards for Offices of 

Inspector General, Quality Standards for Inspections, Evaluations, and Reviews, as promulgated 

by the Association of Inspectors General. 

 

For this review, we examined the process utilized by the Purchasing Department to procure design 

services for Sunset Palms Middle School.  We interviewed staff from the Purchasing Department 

and reviewed the following documents: 

 

• Florida Statute 112.313 - Standards of conduct for public officers, employees of 

agencies, and local government attorneys   

• School Board Policy 6.14 - Purchasing Department 

• School Board Policy 1.09 - Advisory Committees to the Board 

• School Board Policy 1.093 - Construction Oversight and Review Committee 

• School Board Policy 3.02 - Code of Ethics  

• Request for Proposal (RFP) No. 20C-009R, Design Services for Sunset Palms Middle 

School 17-PP – New Construction, Project No.: 0041-8462

http://www.palmbeachschools.org/
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• BidSync Links Advertisement for Bid #20C-009R – Design Services for Sunset Palms 

MS - 17-PP 

• Purchasing Department’s Purchasing Manual 

• Audio recording of Phase I Evaluation Meeting held on January 16, 2020 

• Audio recording of Phase II Evaluation Meeting held on January 28, 2020 

• Evaluation Tabulation Forms 

• Conflict of Interest Certification Forms for Evaluation Committee Members 

 

Draft findings were sent to the Purchasing Department for management comments.  Management 

responses are attached.  We appreciate the courtesy and cooperation extended to us by staff during 

this review.  The draft Memorandum was presented to the Audit Committee at its April 16, 2021, 

meeting. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The advertised bid for Design Services for Sunset Palms Middle School started on November 24, 

2019, and ended on January 6, 2020.  The description of work was to provide “all services required 

for planning, design, and construction of a new 1,459 student station middle school on a limited 

+/- 12 acre “greenfield” site.”1  The established project budget for design was $1,650,000.   

 

A Phase I Evaluation Meeting was held on January 16, 2020, when seven proposers were evaluated 

by an eight-member Evaluation Committee.  At the end of that meeting, the top three ranked 

proposers were shortlisted to advance to Phase II.  The Phase II Evaluation Meeting was held on 

January 28, 2020, and the top ranked proposer was established by seven of the eight-member 

Evaluation Committee (one member was absent).  Staff conducted negotiations with the top ranked 

proposer, and a contract with that firm (Harvard Jolly, Inc.) was approved by the School Board at 

its April 29, 2020, meeting.      

 

CONCLUSIONS 

    

1. Contract Award Process was Adequate 

 

Based on our review of relevant documents, including audio recordings of the Evaluation 

Committee meetings, we concluded that the process utilized to procure design services for 

Sunset Palms Middle School was adequate and conducted in a manner consistent with the 

Evaluation Process and requirements outlined in RFP No. 20C-009R.  The proposals appeared 

to be fairly evaluated based on the Description of Work and Scoring Criteria specified in the 

Request for Proposal.  During our review, however, we noted that non-employees regularly 

participate as voting members of evaluation committees as further explained below. 

 

Management Response: Management Concurs that the Contract Award Process was 

Adequate, however, The Purchasing Manual Section 16-5, Evaluation Committee Procedures 

outlines the Evaluation Committee's responsibilities as well as the responsibilities of the 

Purchasing Department. In addition, additional information is provided to the Committee 

                                                           
1 BidSync Links bid notification system. 
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Members for each selection committee they serve on. (Please see Attachment for full 

Management Response.) 

 

 

2. Non-Employees Regularly Participate as Voting Members of Evaluation Committees 

Without a Documented Justified Need 

 

Current policies and procedures allow non-District staff to serve as voting members on 

committees without requiring a documented justified need before allowing them to serve.  Our 

research into this topic revealed that some government entities2 either (1) limit voting members 

to government employees, or (2) require written approval/authorization, on an exception basis, 

to allow non-employees to be voting members if there is a justified need.   

 

Construction Oversight and Review Committee (CORC) members, whom are not District 

employees, regularly participate as voting members of construction related contract evaluation 

committees.  In doing so, they participate in the decision to make a contract between the School 

Board and other business entities.  Persons that decide who is awarded a government contract 

should be able to be held responsible and accountable for their decisions; especially if there is 

a conflict of interest.  Likewise, School Board Policy 3.02- Code of Ethics states, 

 

“It is the Board’s intent to create a culture that fosters trust, a commitment to 

excellence and responsibility, personal and institutional integrity, and avoids conflicts 

of interest and appearances of impropriety…. This policy shall extend also to the 

District’s guests, invitees, and volunteers while they are on District property or are 

participating in District-related activities.” 

 

More specifically, Section 5 - Ethical Standards, e. Avoidance of Conflicts of Interest 

and Receipt of Improper Outside Income states,  

 

“A conflict of interest shall be defined as a situation in which the employee’s regard 

for a private interest tends to lead to a disregard of the employee’s public duty or 

interest.”  

 

In addition, Section 2. Application and Enforceability of the policy states,  

 

“Violations of this Code of Ethics may result in administrative or disciplinary action, 

up to and including suspension, dismissal, or other actions as required by law”.   
                                                           
2 Policies/Procedures of other government entities that limit use of non-employees as voting members of Selection 

Committees included: 

• Broward County Florida, Administrative Code- Chapter 21 – Operational Policy, Procurement Code Finance 

and Administrative Services, Part XIV. – Procurement of Services- 21.84 b.2.(c) Selection Committee and 

Selection/Evaluation Committee Composition 

• Houston Community College, Procurement Guidelines, May 19, 2011 - Evaluation Committees: 

Appointment and Performance of Evaluation Committee Members including “Substitute” and “Alternate” 

Members 

• State of Arkansas, Office of State Procurement Guidelines for: The Request for Proposal Process, Committee 

Composition (June 13, 2007 v4) 

• City of Cincinnati’s Request for Proposal (RFP) Manual (Effective Date: January 28, 2016) 
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Although the Code of Ethics policy applies to volunteers, it is less enforceable for non-

employees because they are not subject to disciplinary action such as suspension or dismissal.  

Thus, it is more difficult to hold them accountable for their decisions if they do not evaluate 

contract proposals objectively and without bias, or if they do not adhere to the District’s Code 

of Ethics policy or Florida Statute 112.313- Standards of conduct for public officers, 

employees of agencies, and local government attorneys.   

 

In addition, committee members should not have any actual or perceived conflicts of interest 

with proposers such as a family relationship, close friendship, previous employer, or current or 

past business relationship.  

 

Recommendation:   

 

We recommend the District consider enhancing existing Evaluation Committee policies to 

require voting members to be District (or government) employees, with limited and defined 

exceptions if there is a documented justified need.  This will help ensure fair, impartial, and 

objective evaluation of proposals, and increase public confidence in the District’s procurement 

process. 

 

Management Response: Management recognizes the potential challenges associated with 

holding private citizens accountable should there be an adverse situation. However, 

management believes such a change should be addressed through a policy change if that is the 

will of the collective School Board. The Board's Advisory Committee's, including the 

Construction Oversight Committee (CORC), continue to play an important role providing 

independent oversight. This recommendation to limit them, as well as any other non-

government employee, to a non­voting role should likely be presented to the School Board for 

their consideration.  (Please see Attachment.) 

 

 

 

 

 

-End-
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