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1 PROCEEDI NGS
2 CHAIR TEPPER. Today is January 30th, 2015.
3 This is a neeting of the Charter School Appeal
4 Comm ssion. My nanme is Lois Tepper, |I'mthe
5 Conmm ssi oner's designee and Chair of the neeting.
6 Jackie, would you call the roll.
7 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Chri stopher Bernier.
8 DR. BERNIER  Here.
9 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Cat hy Brubaker.
10 MS. BRUBAKER: Here.
11 M5. HI TCHCOCK:  Soni a Esposito.
12 M5. ESPOSI TO  Here.
13 M5. H TCHCOCK: Osval do Garci a.
14 MR GARCI A: Here.
15 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Jenna Hodgens.
16 M5. HODGENS: Here.
17 M5. H TCHCOCK: Ri chard Moreno.
18 MR MORENO. Here.
19 M5. H TCHCOCK: Pl ease note for the record
20 that Tiffanie Pauline and Rebecca Di nda are not
21 present.
22 CHAI R TEPPER. Thank you.
23 W have two appeals on the cal endar for
24 today's neeting. The first appeal is the
25 continuation to conclusion of SVG Leadership
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1 Academ es versus the Broward County School Board.
2 SVG Acadeny is represented in person in the room
3 and Broward County School Board is on the
4 t el ephone.

5 When we nmet on Decenber 15th, we conpl eted

6 the due process issue and Issue 1. The Commi ssion
7 found that there was harm ess error on the due

8 process issue and the School District prevailed on
9 | ssue 1 regarding the applicant's educati onal

10 pl an.

11 Because we have changed the nenbers of our

12 panel fromthe Decenber neeting, rather than three
13 m nutes to open each issue, I'll allow each side
14 five mnutes to address the issue before we take
15 questi ons.

16 | should nention that our panel is stil

17 bal anced. Wile there's a different nenber, there
18 are still three district representatives and three
19 charter school representatives, as required by

20 statute.

21 Are there any questions before we begin?

22 MR, VI GNOLA: None from Broward.

23 CHAIR TEPPER. M. Norwood, any questions?

24 MR. NORWOOD: No questi ons.

25 CHAIR TEPPER  Then Issue 2 is whether the
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1 organi zational plan failed to neet any of the
2 follow ng standards. And the only one is
3 managenent .
4 So, M. Norwood, for the school, you have
5 five mnutes on the issue of the managenent
6 portion of your application.
7 MR, NORWOOD: Thank you very nmuch. Thank you
8 for your display of humanity on Decenber 15th on
9 behal f of the Governing Board of SVG Leadership
10 Acadeny. W truly thank you for the
11 accommodat i ons made then and now.
12 | also want to thank Bob, who's on the phone,
13 and Broward Schools. W know that the district
14 has spent resources to be present here in
15 Tal | ahassee and to allow for adm nistrati ve due
16 process for charter school applicants.
17 So with that being said, we want to have on
18 the record that Dr. Gallon's nedical issues that
19 brought this neeting to a halt in Decenber through
20 his presentation on |Issue 2 began during his
21 presentation on Issue 1, the educational plan,
22 which this Board voted agai nst SVG and for Broward
23 School s.
24 Wth that being said, please |let ne introduce
25 nyself. M nane is Christopher Norwood. |[|'m here
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1 on behal f of SVG Leadershi p Academ es Charter

2 School application, which was tinely submtted.

3 " mjoined here again by the esteened Dr. Steve

4 Gallon, who is a consultant for the Governing

5 Boar d.

6 The package that you have has many

7 exhibits -- and we went over this before -- but

8 the one that | wanted you to pay particul ar

9 attention is Tab B of the application. And Tab B
10 was the eval uati ons done by Broward Public

11 Schools. And we requested the individual

12 eval uations of their Technical Review Commttee,
13 which is simlar to yours.

14 If you | ook on page 18 of that docunent, you
15 will see that -- pardon ne -- on page 22 of the
16 transcript, | nention that the charter school

17 director actually approved this application, and
18 Bob stated on a different page of the transcript
19 that she only reviewed the governing section. If
20 you | ook at that section, you will see on page 13
21 of Tab B, there's a section entitled "Overall

22 Assessnent” that states "Wuld you recommend

23 approval of this application for a public school ?"
24 Jody's nane is there, it's checked box for

25 approved. And if you turn to the next page, you
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1 will see the one that doctor -- | nean,

2 M. Vignhola was referring to regardi ng governance,

3 she also states that it neets standards. So we

4 are here today to establish that on the

5 organi zational plan, there was a clear and conci se

6 statenent and we net standards. W are also here

7 to tal k about the business plan, which we will do

8 | ater.

9 | want to, again, draw your attention to the
10 district evaluation instrunents. Al npbst every one
11 of the state sections you are review ng net
12 st andards except for one. In the organizationa
13 plan, if you turn to Tab B back on page 13, you
14 will see this.

15 On page 136 and 144 of the actua

16 application, the managenent structure is clearly
17 delineated, as well as the responsibilities of the
18 application is in a chart on page 134 and 140.

19 Page 145, the plan for inprovenent and sel ection
20 of the school |eader is well described. Page 147
21 has the staffing plan. Page 149 has the -- states
22 how we will recruit the qualified staff. [It's al
23 right there.

24 Again, if we |look at the eval uation

25 instrunments of all of the individual nenbers of
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1 the Technical Review Commttee in Broward County,
2 you will find that they all net standard except
3 for one, which was partially net. And another one
4 that we will talk about later, I'll just discuss
3) that |ater.

6 So this was approved by the Techni cal Review
7 Committee. The elected School Board voted agai nst
8 it. And | think there's a distinction to be nmade
9 with that. |f there are any questions

10 specifically about the managenent pl an, please

11 direct those -- I'll be glad to answer those,

12 along with Dr. Steve Gallon. Thank you.

13 CHAIR TEPPER M. Vignola, you have five

14 m nutes on the organi zational plan issue.

15 MR, VIGNOLA: Thank you very nuch. Bob

16 Vi gnol a, Deputy Ceneral Counsel for the School

17 Board of Broward County, Florida. As was the case
18 with the first half of this hearing, Leslie Brown,
19 the School District's Chief Portfolio Services

20 Ohficer is wwth ne. Also with ne today is Jody
21 Perry, and Ms. Perry is the district's D rector of
22 Charter Schools Managenent and Support. |'m going
23 to turn to Ms. Brown to address with you |ssue 2.
24 M5. BROMN: Good norning. Under Issue 2 in
25 t he managenent section, the district reviewers
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1 coul d not approve the application because the
2 proposed charter applicants did not neet the
3 fol |l owi ng managenent requirenents: A viable and
4 adequate staffing plan aligned with projected
5 school enrollnment. This was al so noted and
6 identified as well on |ssue 1.
7 As it applies to nanagenent, the actua
8 chall enge is that there was no research based
9 projections for ESE, SWD or gifted. W believe it
10 was not conducted and it was not applicable to
11 Broward County Public Schools. The application is
12 clearly based on M am -Dade County O fice of
13 Assessnent, Research and Data Anal ysis.
14 The applicant estimted an SWD st udent
15 popul ati on average of only 10 percent. Even if
16 t he applicant had researched appropriately for
17 Broward County, they would have seen Broward
18 County ESE percentage was 12.5 without charter
19 schools from 2011 to 2014 and with charter schools
20 was 11.8 percent. Even looking further out in
21 2012 to 2015, ESE was 12.6 percent w thout
22 charters and with charters it was 7.3 percent. So
23 that 10 percent SWD student popul ati on average nmay
24 have been pulled fromany district's data other
25 than Broward County. As it appears, none of the
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1 Broward District's SWD data, which by the way is
2 provided online in a very open and transparent
3 manner, was considered as a part of the
4 net hodol ogy for this application for projected
5 popul ation to be served in the county in which
6 this group was applying to. At-risk schools
7 actually in Broward County reflect a nuch higher
8 t han average ESE popul ation with an average of
9 19. 8 percent ESE students at their site. This

10 information is also on our district's website and
11 can be easily accessed for any charter managenent
12 or charter applicant to conduct due diligence for
13 the requirenents in the nodel charter schoo

14 application for Florida for actually those

15 requi red data-driven projections.

16 The basic difference fromthe applicant's use
17 of the 10 percent versus even the possibly |ow

18 district rate in Broward County, if they had done
19 that research, of 11.8 percent shows up in an

20 addi tional 500 students that woul d have been

21 eligible to attend this school. There's actually
22 no staffing plan representing those nunbers.

23 State Rul e 6A-6.03411(1) (kk) 1, FAC, defines
24 students with disabilities as provided instruction
25 conducted in the classroom in the hone, in the
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1 hospitals and institutions, and in other settings
2 as well as instruction in physical education,

3 whi ch an i nportant budgeting and staffing

4 consi deration, particularly because of the higher
5 average percent popul ation realized in at-risk

6 charter school s.

7 The application doesn't satisfy this state

8 rule if the staffing nodel is based on state

9 requi red research regarding the specific student
10 popul ation to be served. This application does
11 not put forth an accurate staffing plan aligned
12 W th student projections to neet the ESE, SWD and
13 gifted in Broward County.

14 Student projections in this application

15 appeared to be a cut and paste and research based
16 fromM am - Dade County Public Schools and do not
17 reflect the denographics of Broward County.

18 Therefore, the district's expert in budgeting and
19 ESE could not determne it a viable and adequate
20 staffing plan, as required by the Florida Mdel
21 Charter Application Form wth the projected

22 student enrollnment in Broward County. Thank you
23 so much for this opportunity.

24 CHAI R TEPPER. Thank you.

25 So that takes us to questions by Comm ssion
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1 Menbers. Are there any questions on |ssue 2?
2 (No response.)
3 CHAIR TEPPER  If not, would soneone |like to
4 make the notion on |Issue 2 and choose did or did
5 not ?
6 Chris.
7 DR. BERNIER | nove that the Comm ssion find
8 that the School Board did not have conpetent
9 substantial evidence to support its denial of the
10 application based upon the applicant's failure to
11 neet the standards of the organi zational plan.
12 CHAI R TEPPER  You've heard the notion, that
13 the Commi ssion find the School Board did not have
14 conpet ent substantial evidence to deny the
15 application on this issue.
16 s there a second?
17 MR, GARCI A: | second.
18 CHAI R TEPPER.  Osval do.
19 So the notion is that the Comm ssion find
20 that the School Board did not have conpetent
21 substantial evidence on this issue. |If you vote
22 yes, you are voting for the charter school. |If
23 you vote no, you are voting for the Schoo
24 District.
25 Jacki e.
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1 M5. H TCHCOCK: Hold on just a second. | got
2 to replace Cathy.

3 Ckay. Chris.

4 DR. BERNIER  Yes.

5 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Osval do.

6 MR GARCI A:  Yes.

7 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Cat hy.

8 MS. BRUBAKER:  Yes.

9 M5. HI TCHCOCK:  Soni a.
10 M5. ESPOSI TO  Yes.
11 M5. H TCHCOCK: Jenna.
12 M5. HODGENS: Yes.
13 M5. H TCHCOCK: Ri chard.
14 MR MORENO. Yes.
15 CHAIR TEPPER. So by your vote, you have
16 found that the School Board did not have conpetent
17 substantial evidence on this issue so we do not
18 have to do the second part.
19 That will take us to Issue 3. Issue 3 is

20 whet her the applicant's business plan failed to

21 neet any of the follow ng standards: Fi nanci al

22 managenent and oversi ght and the action plan.

23 M. Norwood, you have five m nutes on

24 | ssue 3.

25 MR, NORWOCD: Thank you very nuch.
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1 | ssue 3 is the business plan and financi al
2 managenent and oversight. Again, we would draw
3 your attention to Tab B, page 21 of Tab B
4 They' re not nunbered. But if you | ook at the
5 vari ous eval uations, you will see Nunber 17.
6 Number 17 deals with budget. And that eval uator
7 says that it partially net standard.
8 The next eval uation deals wth financi al
9 managenent oversight. The next one deals with the
10 action plan. And that reviewer actually said it
11 met standard and it did not neet standard, which
12 IS sonmewhat bizarre. But then, again, M. Perry
13 revi ewed the exact sanme section, which is the | ast
14 tab on page (inaudible) in Section B of our
15 appeal. M. Perry again says that it net
16 standard. So, again, the technical reviewers of
17 Broward County agrees wth us that the standard
18 was actually either nmet or partially net.
19 The busi ness accounting eval uator noted
20 strengths in the adoption of the use of the
21 accounting procedures. However, the eval uator
22 that signed, held the title of safety nanager and
23 addressed none of the itens on the issue sheet.
24 Wth respect to the itens noted for this
25 issue |'ve identified, identified on page 169 of
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1 the application, SVG provided clear delineation on
2 how its finances will be managed and assurances
3 that the Governing Board retains ultimte control
4 over the school finances. It explicitly states,

5 in fact, that the ultinate -- quote, the ultimte
6 responsi bility for physical control of the

7 organi zation rests with the Board of Directors who
8 shal|l provide effective financial oversight and

9 make financial decisions that further the school's
10 m ssion, programand goals. And it wll approve
11 t he annual budget and require regular and tinely
12 financial reporting to the Board.

13 Page 170, the school provides a clear system
14 of internal control to safely finances --

15 saf eguard finances. The internal control

16 structure included a clear, described-in-detail

17 el enents that included but were not limted to

18 controll ed environnment, accounting system control
19 procedures and accounting cycle. The system

20 descri bed processes that included but were not

21 limted to accounting nethod, software and records
22 to manage transactions, segregation of duties in
23 whi ch no one person controls all of the aspects of
24 a transaction.

25 Al though the district raised questions
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1 regarding the insurer's rating and liability
2 coverage in this section of the evaluation, page
3 175 and 176 clearly state that the school w |
4 conply wth requirenents specified by the
5 district, that it will have an AM best rating of A
6 or better and will have liability coverage of
7 1 mllion each occurrence and 3 mllion aggregate.
8 Wth respect to the action plan, the
9 evaluator for the district indicated that it net
10 the standard and that the application should be
11 approved.
12 Page 182 and 183 of the application, pursuant
13 to the requirenents of Statute 1002.37(a)(16)
14 provi ded a thoughtful and realistic inplenentation
15 pl an covering major operational itenms to ensure
16 that the school wll be ready to serve its
17 students of the first day of school. On page 182
18 and 183 of the application, the school provided a
19 tinmeline from August of 2014, at which tinme the
20 application was submtted, through 2015, at which
21 time the new school will begin.
22 The maj or operational itens that were
23 addressed during this period, included but were
24 not limted to, contract for sponsor, contract for
25 vendors, hiring a staff principal, recruitnent of
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1 mar keting, facilities acquisition, |ease execution
2 and permt, and if needed -- permt if needed,

3 hiring teachers, materials, supply ordering,

4 website, all of the things that are required.

5 Despite the district's assertion of the area
6 failing to neet the elenents of 1002.37(a)(16),

7 the elenents cited by the district as failing to
8 nmeet the standards are not reflected in the

9 statute. They noted nedical, hazard, weather,

10 fire, none of which are required in the statute.
11 Again, the technical reviewers, per our

12 public records request of individual evaluators,
13 support our application. It's the elected School
14 Board who voted this application down. And we

15 beli eve that we have cause for -- to deny this --
16 I'"'msorry -- to approve this application based

17 upon that, on that section -- I'msorry -- that
18 I ssue. Thank you.

19 CHAI R TEPPER  Thank you.

20 M. Vignola, five mnutes on |Issue 3.

21 MR, VIGNOLA: Thank you. And, again, | want
22 to thank the Comm ssion for allowing us to

23 participate by tel ephone for this remai nder of the
24 heari ng.

25 Ms. Brown will address Issue 3 and the
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1 application's business plan.
2 M5. BROAN: Thank you. In our work, we found
3 that there were two standards that the expert
4 review team was unable to approve in the section
5 of the application, and those were actually noted
6 in all of the docunents that we have sent. The
7 two are the safeguard of finances and the other
8 one is unantici pated events.
9 On the safeguardi ng of finances, we actually
10 found sonme chal l enges, again with the insurance
11 pl an, financial and risk nmanagenent area. That
12 teams tier in the districts found that the
13 applicants did not have the requisite know edge,
14 under st andi ng or conduct the appropriate research
15 to determ ne adequate insurance coverage for
16 general liability, professional liability and
17 property. W found that the lack of this
18 under standi ng presented a significant risk to our
19 ri sk managenent experts.
20 Al t hough the applicant indicated that the
21 charter schools would conply with all of the
22 regul ations specified by the district or State
23 Statute regarding insurance and liability
24 coverage, it failed in the application to indicate
25 any understandi ng of these requirenents.
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1 Wil e the applicant provided a |laundry |i st
2 of insurance topics with highly generalized dollar
3 anmounts, the actual application for conmmerici al
4 general liability with a per Iimt and aggregate
5 limt failed to specify the products and conpl et ed
6 operations policy aggregate limts of $1 mllion
7 requi red by the Broward County Public Schoo
8 District. Additionally, the general aggregate
9 must apply per |ocation, per school.
10 A significant mssing portion of the required
11 i nsurance is that this general aggregate nust also
12 cover as an additional insured the School Board of
13 Broward County, its nenbers, officers, enployees
14 and agents. All insurance policies nmust be
15 primary of all of the other valid and coll ectable
16 coverage mai ntai ned, which also was absent from
17 the description of the insurance coverage from
18 this particular applicant.
19 The professional liability and comrercia
20 property insurance figure on the application also
21 did not reflect appropriate research or know edge
22 I n that the maxi mum deducti bl e amount that shoul d
23 have been identified in the application included
24 professional liability policy should have had a
25 deductible no greater than 25,000 and a conmerci al
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1 property insurance, wind and hail, because we do
2 live in south Florida, deductible of no greater
3 than 5 percent of the property val ue.

4 When the risk experts identified this in the
5 charging letter, the application still -- the

6 applicant still kind of didn't understand what we
7 wer e di scussing. The applicant appeared to think
8 that the risk nmanagenent teamidentified

9 deficiencies with the managenent and protection of
10 students' financial records in their response.

11 This is not the case and it was not stated in what
12 we sent, although that is what the application and
13 the actual applicant appeared to respond to.

14 The eval uati on sunmary sheets conpl eted by

15 the experts in the risk nmanagenent departnent did
16 not identify this student financial records issue
17 as an area of concern for deficiency. Due to the
18 apparent | ack of understandi ng of the insurance

19 specifications for education, the risk nmanagenent
20 team could not find that there was a cl ear

21 description of strong internal control to be

22 sufficient to safeguard assets, students or the
23 school finances. Thanks so nmuch for [|istening.

24 CHAI R TEPPER. Thank you.

25 So that brings us to questions by Conm ssion
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1 Menbers on Issue 3. Any questions on |Issue 3?
2 M5. HODGENS: One question.
3 CHAI R TEPPER: Jenna.
4 M5. HODGENS: | have a question for the
5 School District. Your insurance policies, is that
6 delineated in your contract? |Is that discussed
7 during that tinme franme once an applicant is
8 approved?
9 M5. BROMWN: Yes, it is.
10 M5. HODGENS: And in that contract, do you
11 have specific amobunts that need to be -- that are
12 requi red of the charter school to purchase in
13 order to be in conpliance?
14 M5. BROWN: Yes. And all that's publicly
15 noti ced al ready.
16 M5. HODGENS: Okay. Thank you.
17 M5. BROMWN:  Un- huh.
18 CHAIR TEPPER. O her questions?
19 (No response.)
20 CHAIR TEPPER. (kay. Wuld soneone like to
21 make the notion then on Issue 3 and choose did or
22 di d not?
23 Jenna.
24 M5. HODGENS: | can do that. | nove that the
25 Comm ssion find that the School Board did not have
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1 conpetent substantial evidence to support its
2 deni al of the application based on the applicant's
3 failure to neet the standards of the business
4 pl an.
5 CHAI R TEPPER  You've heard the notion that
6 the Commi ssion find that the School Board di d not
7 have conpetent substantial evidence to support its
8 denial on this issue.
9 s there a second?
10 M5. ESPOSI TO. | second.
11 CHAI R TEPPER  Soni a.
12 So the notion is that the Commission find the
13 School Board did not have conpetent substanti al
14 evi dence to support its denial of the application
15 on this issue. |If you vote yes, you are voting
16 for the charter school. |[If you vote no, you are
17 voting for the School D strict.
18 Jacki e.
19 M5. H TCHCOCK: Jenna.
20 M5. HODGENS: Yes.
21 M5. HI TCHCOCK:  Soni a.
22 M5. ESPOSI TO  Yes.
23 M5. HI TCHCOCK:  Chri s.
24 DR. BERNIER  Yes.
25 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Cat hy.
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1 MS. BRUBAKER:  Yes.
2 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Osval do.
3 MR GARCI A:  Yes.
4 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Ri chard.
5 MR MORENO.  Yes.
6 CHAIR TEPPER  So you have found that the
7 School Board did not have conpetent substanti al
8 evidence to support its denial on this issue. W
9 do not have to do the next section. That wll
10 take us to the final notion.
11 The district prevailed on Issue 1, the
12 charter school prevailed on Issue 2 and 3.
13 Because the district prevailed on Issue 1, they
14 have shown that they had conpetent substantia
15 evi dence to support their denial of this
16 application, so your notion for your
17 recommendation to the State Board of Education
18 shoul d be to deny the application.
19 Wul d soneone |like to nmake that notion?
20 M5. HODGENS: | will.
21 CHAI R TEPPER: Jenna.
22 M5. HODGENS: | nove the Comm ssion recommend
23 that the State Board of Education deny the appeal.
24 CHAIR TEPPER |Is there a second?
25 MR, MORENO. [I'Il second
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1 CHAI R TEPPER  Ri chard.

2 Jacki e.

3 M5. H TCHCOCK: Jenna.

4 M5. HODGENS: Yes.

5 M5. H TCHCOCK: Ri chard.

6 MR MORENO.  Yes.

7 M5. HI TCHCOCK:  Chri s.

8 DR. BERNI ER  Yes.

9 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Cat hy.

10 MS. BRUBAKER:  Yes.

11 M5. HI TCHCOCK:  Soni a.

12 M5. ESPOSI TO  Yes.

13 M5. HI TCHCOCK: Osval do.

14 MR GARCI A:  Yes.

15 CHAIR TEPPER  So the district has prevail ed.
16 Qur recommendation to the State Board of Education
17 will be to deny the application. Each side wl|
18 be given about five mnutes before the State

19 Board. They may or may not ask you questions.

20 That Board neeting will be February 25th at
21 2:15 in the afternoon at the Capitol here in

22 Tal | ahassee. Jackie wll send each side a letter
23 with all the details. And you'll be able to see
24 t he agenda seven days in advance of the neeting,
25 which wll give you sone idea of where you fall in
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1 t hat neeting.
2 M. Vignola, any questions before we concl ude
3 this appeal ?
4 MR, VIGNOLA: No questions from Broward.
5 Agai n, thank you for the courtesy you've given.
6 CHAI R TEPPER:  Absol utely.
7 M. Norwood, any questions before we end?
8 MR, NORWOCOD: | need to talk to Bob because |
9 thi nk me and Bob have anot her issue schedul ed for
10 February 25th in a totally different venue.
11 CHAI R TEPPER.  (kay.
12 MR, NORWOOD: But, no, | have no questions.
13 CHAI R TEPPER.  kay.
14 MR, NORWOCD: Thank you.
15 CHAIR TEPPER. (Okay. So this appeal is
16 concluded. W'Il take a five-m nute break and
17 we'll start the second appeal. Thank you,
18 M. Vignol a.
19 MR, VI GNOLA: Thank you.
20 (Wher eupon, proceedi ngs were concl uded at
21 9:30 a.m)
22
23
24
25
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THE LEADERSHIP ACADEMY FdR ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

SCHOOL BOARD OF BROWARD COUNTY. FLORIDA

Due Process

‘Whether the Charter School’s due process rights were violated by the School Board.

I move that the Commission find that the School Board dld or did not not [pick one] Vlolate the Charter
School’s due process rights.

MOTION: - - SECONDED:

 VOTE: YES NO

If the Commission finds that the School Board did v1olate the Charter School’s due process rlghts
the Commlssmn must determine whether such actlon was harmless error.

[ move that the Commission find that the School Board’s denial of due process was or was not
harmless error.

MOTION: =~ SECONDED:

VOTE:  YES - No
Issile One
Whether the Applicant's Educatlonal Plan failed to meet any of the followmg standards:

A.

. Educatlonal Program Desrgn
‘ o Isclear and coherent;
o Isbased on effective, research-based educational practices, teaching methods and high
standards for student learning;
o Aligns with the school’s mission and responds to the needs of the school’s target
populatlon, and -
o Presents evidence that the proposed approach w1ll lead to improved student performance
for the school’s target population.

~ Statutory Reference(s): s. 1002.33(7)(a)2., Florida Statutes

o Curriculum Plan:
o Provides a clear and coherent framework for teaching and learning;
o Isresearch-based,
o Is consistent with the school’s mission, educational philosophy and instructional
. approach;
o Will enable students to attain Sunshine State-Common Core Standards and receive a
'year’s-worth of learning for each year enrolled; and ‘
o Will be appropriate for all students at all levels.

Statutory Reference(s): s. 1002. 33(6)(a)2 s. 1002.33(6)(a)4.; s. 1002 33(7)(a)2.;
5.1002.33(7)(a)4., Florlda Statutes

¢ Exceptional Students:



o Clear description of the levels of service the school will prov1de to students w1th

~ disabilities.

o A clear description of how the school will ensure that students with dlsab111t1es (SWD)‘
will have an equal opportunity of being selected for enrollment.

o An understanding and commitment to collaborating with the sponsor to ensure that
placement decisions for students with disabilities will be made based on each student’s
unique needs.

0 An appropriate plan for evaluating the school’s effectiveness in serving exceptional
students, including gifted.

o A realistic enrollment projection (SWD) and a staffing plan that aligns with the
projection.

~ Statutory Reference(s): 8. 1_002.33(16)(a)3., Florida Statutes |

¢ English Language Learners:
o Demonstrated understanding of state and federal requlrements regarding the educat1on of
English language learner students.
o Sound plans for educatmg English language learner students that reflect the full range of
programs and services required to provide all students with a high quality education. '
o Demonstrated capacity to meet the school’s obligations under state and federal law
regardmg the educatlon of Engllsh language learner students

Statutory Reference(s): S. 1002.33(10) Florida Statutes

I move that the Commlss1on find that the School Board did or did not [pick one] have competent
~ substantial evidence to support its denial of the application based on the Apphcant s failure to meet .
the standards for the Educational Plan.

Motion: , S o Seconded:

Vote Yes ‘ No

If the Commisslon finds that the School Board did have oompetent substantial evidence to support its
finding, a vote must be taken on whether that finding constitutes good cause for denial.

I move that the Apphcant s failure to meet the standards for the Educational Plan was or was not
[plck one] statutory good cause for denial. '

| Motion: - - ' Seconded:

Vote Yes - No
Issue'Two

B. Whether the Organiiational Plan failed to meet any of the following standards:

e Management:
o A management structure that includes clear delineation of the roles and respons1b1lxtles

for administering the day-to-day activities of the school.
o A sound plan for the recruitment and selection of the school leader.
o A viable and adequate staffing plan aligned with the projected student enrollment.
o A sound plan for recruiting and retaining qualified and capable staff.

Statutory Reference(s): s. 1002.33(7)(a)9.; s. 1002.33(7)(a)14., Florida Statues



1 move that the Commission find that the School Board did or did not [pick one] have competent
~substantial evidence to support its denial of the application based on the Applicant’s failure to meet’
the standards for the Organizational Plan.

Motion: Seconded:

Vote . Yes_ S -No

If the Commission finds that the School Board did have competent substantial evidence to support its
finding, a vote must be taken on whether that ﬁnding constitutes good cause for denial. '

I move that the Apphcant’s fa11ure to meet the standards for the Organlzatlonal Plan, was or was not
* [pick one] statutory good cause for denial.

Motion: ~ . > © Seconded:

Vote . Yes ' No

Issue Three

C. Whether the Applicant's Business Plan failed to meet any of the following standards:

e . Financial Management and Oversight:
o A clear description of how the school’s finances will be managed. The description must
~ include assurances that the govermng board retains ultimate control over the school’s

finances.
o A clear description of strong internal controls The system of 1nterna1 controls must be

sufﬁment to safeguard finances.

Statutory. Reference(s) s. 1002, 33(6)(a)5 s. 1002, 33(7)(a)9 s. 1002. 33(7)(a)11 Florida
Statutes”
e Action Plan:
o Provides a thoughtful and realistic implementation plan that covers major operat1ona1
items and provides ﬂex1b111ty for addressing unantlclpated events.

- Statutory Reference(s): s. 1002.33(7)(a)16., Florida Statutes

I move that the Commission find that the School Board did or did not [pick one] have competent
substantial evidence to support its denial of the application based on the Applicant’s failure to meet .
the standards for the Business Plan. :

Motion: ' - Seconded:

Vote Yes _ . No

If the Commlss1on ﬁnds that the School Board did have competent substantial evidence to’ support its
finding, a vote must be taken on whether that finding constltutes good cause for denial. -



I move that the Applicant’s failure to meet the standards for the Business Plan, was or was not [pick
one] statutory good cause for denial. ‘

Motion: _ ~ Seconded:
Vote - | Yes : No
FINAL MOTION:

I move the Commission recommend that the State Board of Education grant or deny [pick one] the
appeal. ' ' :

- Motion: ‘ ' Seconded:

Vote Yes No
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 01                   P R O C E E D I N G S

 02            CHAIR TEPPER:  Today is January 30th, 2015.

 03       This is a meeting of the Charter School Appeal

 04       Commission.  My name is Lois Tepper, I'm the

 05       Commissioner's designee and Chair of the meeting.

 06            Jackie, would you call the roll.

 07            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Christopher Bernier.

 08            DR. BERNIER:  Here.

 09            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Cathy Brubaker.

 10            MS. BRUBAKER:  Here.

 11            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Sonia Esposito.

 12            MS. ESPOSITO:  Here.

 13            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Osvaldo Garcia.

 14            MR. GARCIA:  Here.

 15            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Jenna Hodgens.

 16            MS. HODGENS:  Here.

 17            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Richard Moreno.

 18            MR. MORENO:  Here.

 19            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Please note for the record

 20       that Tiffanie Pauline and Rebecca Dinda are not

 21       present.

 22            CHAIR TEPPER:  Thank you.

 23            We have two appeals on the calendar for

 24       today's meeting.  The first appeal is the

 25       continuation to conclusion of SVG Leadership

�0004

 01       Academies versus the Broward County School Board.

 02       SVG Academy is represented in person in the room

 03       and Broward County School Board is on the

 04       telephone.

 05            When we met on December 15th, we completed

 06       the due process issue and Issue 1.  The Commission

 07       found that there was harmless error on the due

 08       process issue and the School District prevailed on

 09       Issue 1 regarding the applicant's educational

 10       plan.

 11            Because we have changed the members of our

 12       panel from the December meeting, rather than three

 13       minutes to open each issue, I'll allow each side

 14       five minutes to address the issue before we take

 15       questions.

 16            I should mention that our panel is still

 17       balanced.  While there's a different member, there

 18       are still three district representatives and three

 19       charter school representatives, as required by

 20       statute.

 21            Are there any questions before we begin?

 22            MR. VIGNOLA:  None from Broward.

 23            CHAIR TEPPER:  Mr. Norwood, any questions?

 24            MR. NORWOOD:  No questions.

 25            CHAIR TEPPER:  Then Issue 2 is whether the
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 01       organizational plan failed to meet any of the

 02       following standards.  And the only one is

 03       management.

 04            So, Mr. Norwood, for the school, you have

 05       five minutes on the issue of the management

 06       portion of your application.

 07            MR. NORWOOD:  Thank you very much.  Thank you

 08       for your display of humanity on December 15th on

 09       behalf of the Governing Board of SVG Leadership

 10       Academy.  We truly thank you for the

 11       accommodations made then and now.

 12            I also want to thank Bob, who's on the phone,

 13       and Broward Schools.  We know that the district

 14       has spent resources to be present here in

 15       Tallahassee and to allow for administrative due

 16       process for charter school applicants.

 17            So with that being said, we want to have on

 18       the record that Dr. Gallon's medical issues that

 19       brought this meeting to a halt in December through

 20       his presentation on Issue 2 began during his

 21       presentation on Issue 1, the educational plan,

 22       which this Board voted against SVG and for Broward

 23       Schools.

 24            With that being said, please let me introduce

 25       myself.  My name is Christopher Norwood.  I'm here
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 01       on behalf of SVG Leadership Academies Charter

 02       School application, which was timely submitted.

 03       I'm joined here again by the esteemed Dr. Steve

 04       Gallon, who is a consultant for the Governing

 05       Board.

 06            The package that you have has many

 07       exhibits -- and we went over this before -- but

 08       the one that I wanted you to pay particular

 09       attention is Tab B of the application.  And Tab B

 10       was the evaluations done by Broward Public

 11       Schools.  And we requested the individual

 12       evaluations of their Technical Review Committee,

 13       which is similar to yours.

 14            If you look on page 18 of that document, you

 15       will see that -- pardon me -- on page 22 of the

 16       transcript, I mention that the charter school

 17       director actually approved this application, and

 18       Bob stated on a different page of the transcript

 19       that she only reviewed the governing section.  If

 20       you look at that section, you will see on page 13

 21       of Tab B, there's a section entitled "Overall

 22       Assessment" that states "Would you recommend

 23       approval of this application for a public school?"

 24       Jody's name is there, it's checked box for

 25       approved.  And if you turn to the next page, you
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 01       will see the one that doctor -- I mean,

 02       Mr. Vignola was referring to regarding governance,

 03       she also states that it meets standards.  So we

 04       are here today to establish that on the

 05       organizational plan, there was a clear and concise

 06       statement and we met standards.  We are also here

 07       to talk about the business plan, which we will do

 08       later.

 09            I want to, again, draw your attention to the

 10       district evaluation instruments.  Almost every one

 11       of the state sections you are reviewing met

 12       standards except for one.  In the organizational

 13       plan, if you turn to Tab B back on page 13, you

 14       will see this.

 15            On page 136 and 144 of the actual

 16       application, the management structure is clearly

 17       delineated, as well as the responsibilities of the

 18       application is in a chart on page 134 and 140.

 19       Page 145, the plan for improvement and selection

 20       of the school leader is well described.  Page 147

 21       has the staffing plan.  Page 149 has the -- states

 22       how we will recruit the qualified staff.  It's all

 23       right there.

 24            Again, if we look at the evaluation

 25       instruments of all of the individual members of
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 01       the Technical Review Committee in Broward County,

 02       you will find that they all met standard except

 03       for one, which was partially met.  And another one

 04       that we will talk about later, I'll just discuss

 05       that later.

 06            So this was approved by the Technical Review

 07       Committee.  The elected School Board voted against

 08       it.  And I think there's a distinction to be made

 09       with that.  If there are any questions

 10       specifically about the management plan, please

 11       direct those -- I'll be glad to answer those,

 12       along with Dr. Steve Gallon.  Thank you.

 13            CHAIR TEPPER:  Mr. Vignola, you have five

 14       minutes on the organizational plan issue.

 15            MR. VIGNOLA:  Thank you very much.  Bob

 16       Vignola, Deputy General Counsel for the School

 17       Board of Broward County, Florida.  As was the case

 18       with the first half of this hearing, Leslie Brown,

 19       the School District's Chief Portfolio Services

 20       Officer is with me.  Also with me today is Jody

 21       Perry, and Ms. Perry is the district's Director of

 22       Charter Schools Management and Support.  I'm going

 23       to turn to Ms. Brown to address with you Issue 2.

 24            MS. BROWN:  Good morning.  Under Issue 2 in

 25       the management section, the district reviewers
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 01       could not approve the application because the

 02       proposed charter applicants did not meet the

 03       following management requirements:  A viable and

 04       adequate staffing plan aligned with projected

 05       school enrollment.  This was also noted and

 06       identified as well on Issue 1.

 07            As it applies to management, the actual

 08       challenge is that there was no research based

 09       projections for ESE, SWD or gifted.  We believe it

 10       was not conducted and it was not applicable to

 11       Broward County Public Schools.  The application is

 12       clearly based on Miami-Dade County Office of

 13       Assessment, Research and Data Analysis.

 14            The applicant estimated an SWD student

 15       population average of only 10 percent.  Even if

 16       the applicant had researched appropriately for

 17       Broward County, they would have seen Broward

 18       County ESE percentage was 12.5 without charter

 19       schools from 2011 to 2014 and with charter schools

 20       was 11.8 percent.  Even looking further out in

 21       2012 to 2015, ESE was 12.6 percent without

 22       charters and with charters it was 7.3 percent.  So

 23       that 10 percent SWD student population average may

 24       have been pulled from any district's data other

 25       than Broward County.  As it appears, none of the
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 01       Broward District's SWD data, which by the way is

 02       provided online in a very open and transparent

 03       manner, was considered as a part of the

 04       methodology for this application for projected

 05       population to be served in the county in which

 06       this group was applying to.  At-risk schools

 07       actually in Broward County reflect a much higher

 08       than average ESE population with an average of

 09       19.8 percent ESE students at their site.  This

 10       information is also on our district's website and

 11       can be easily accessed for any charter management

 12       or charter applicant to conduct due diligence for

 13       the requirements in the model charter school

 14       application for Florida for actually those

 15       required data-driven projections.

 16            The basic difference from the applicant's use

 17       of the 10 percent versus even the possibly low

 18       district rate in Broward County, if they had done

 19       that research, of 11.8 percent shows up in an

 20       additional 500 students that would have been

 21       eligible to attend this school.  There's actually

 22       no staffing plan representing those numbers.

 23            State Rule 6A-6.03411(1)(kk)1, FAC, defines

 24       students with disabilities as provided instruction

 25       conducted in the classroom, in the home, in the
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 01       hospitals and institutions, and in other settings

 02       as well as instruction in physical education,

 03       which an important budgeting and staffing

 04       consideration, particularly because of the higher

 05       average percent population realized in at-risk

 06       charter schools.

 07            The application doesn't satisfy this state

 08       rule if the staffing model is based on state

 09       required research regarding the specific student

 10       population to be served.  This application does

 11       not put forth an accurate staffing plan aligned

 12       with student projections to meet the ESE, SWD and

 13       gifted in Broward County.

 14            Student projections in this application

 15       appeared to be a cut and paste and research based

 16       from Miami-Dade County Public Schools and do not

 17       reflect the demographics of Broward County.

 18       Therefore, the district's expert in budgeting and

 19       ESE could not determine it a viable and adequate

 20       staffing plan, as required by the Florida Model

 21       Charter Application Form, with the projected

 22       student enrollment in Broward County.  Thank you

 23       so much for this opportunity.

 24            CHAIR TEPPER:  Thank you.

 25            So that takes us to questions by Commission
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 01       Members.  Are there any questions on Issue 2?

 02            (No response.)

 03            CHAIR TEPPER:  If not, would someone like to

 04       make the motion on Issue 2 and choose did or did

 05       not?

 06            Chris.

 07            DR. BERNIER:  I move that the Commission find

 08       that the School Board did not have competent

 09       substantial evidence to support its denial of the

 10       application based upon the applicant's failure to

 11       meet the standards of the organizational plan.

 12            CHAIR TEPPER:  You've heard the motion, that

 13       the Commission find the School Board did not have

 14       competent substantial evidence to deny the

 15       application on this issue.

 16            Is there a second?

 17            MR. GARCIA:  I second.

 18            CHAIR TEPPER:  Osvaldo.

 19            So the motion is that the Commission find

 20       that the School Board did not have competent

 21       substantial evidence on this issue.  If you vote

 22       yes, you are voting for the charter school.  If

 23       you vote no, you are voting for the School

 24       District.

 25            Jackie.

�0013

 01            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Hold on just a second.  I got

 02       to replace Cathy.

 03            Okay.  Chris.

 04            DR. BERNIER:  Yes.

 05            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Osvaldo.

 06            MR. GARCIA:  Yes.

 07            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Cathy.

 08            MS. BRUBAKER:  Yes.

 09            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Sonia.

 10            MS. ESPOSITO:  Yes.

 11            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Jenna.

 12            MS. HODGENS:  Yes.

 13            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Richard.

 14            MR. MORENO:  Yes.

 15            CHAIR TEPPER:  So by your vote, you have

 16       found that the School Board did not have competent

 17       substantial evidence on this issue so we do not

 18       have to do the second part.

 19            That will take us to Issue 3.  Issue 3 is

 20       whether the applicant's business plan failed to

 21       meet any of the following standards:  Financial

 22       management and oversight and the action plan.

 23            Mr. Norwood, you have five minutes on

 24       Issue 3.

 25            MR. NORWOOD:  Thank you very much.
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 01            Issue 3 is the business plan and financial

 02       management and oversight.  Again, we would draw

 03       your attention to Tab B, page 21 of Tab B.

 04       They're not numbered.  But if you look at the

 05       various evaluations, you will see Number 17.

 06       Number 17 deals with budget.  And that evaluator

 07       says that it partially met standard.

 08            The next evaluation deals with financial

 09       management oversight.  The next one deals with the

 10       action plan.  And that reviewer actually said it

 11       met standard and it did not meet standard, which

 12       is somewhat bizarre.  But then, again, Ms. Perry

 13       reviewed the exact same section, which is the last

 14       tab on page (inaudible) in Section B of our

 15       appeal.  Ms. Perry again says that it met

 16       standard.  So, again, the technical reviewers of

 17       Broward County agrees with us that the standard

 18       was actually either met or partially met.

 19            The business accounting evaluator noted

 20       strengths in the adoption of the use of the

 21       accounting procedures.  However, the evaluator

 22       that signed, held the title of safety manager and

 23       addressed none of the items on the issue sheet.

 24            With respect to the items noted for this

 25       issue I've identified, identified on page 169 of
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 01       the application, SVG provided clear delineation on

 02       how its finances will be managed and assurances

 03       that the Governing Board retains ultimate control

 04       over the school finances.  It explicitly states,

 05       in fact, that the ultimate -- quote, the ultimate

 06       responsibility for physical control of the

 07       organization rests with the Board of Directors who

 08       shall provide effective financial oversight and

 09       make financial decisions that further the school's

 10       mission, program and goals.  And it will approve

 11       the annual budget and require regular and timely

 12       financial reporting to the Board.

 13            Page 170, the school provides a clear system

 14       of internal control to safely finances --

 15       safeguard finances.  The internal control

 16       structure included a clear, described-in-detail

 17       elements that included but were not limited to

 18       controlled environment, accounting system, control

 19       procedures and accounting cycle.  The system

 20       described processes that included but were not

 21       limited to accounting method, software and records

 22       to manage transactions, segregation of duties in

 23       which no one person controls all of the aspects of

 24       a transaction.

 25            Although the district raised questions
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 01       regarding the insurer's rating and liability

 02       coverage in this section of the evaluation, page

 03       175 and 176 clearly state that the school will

 04       comply with requirements specified by the

 05       district, that it will have an AM best rating of A

 06       or better and will have liability coverage of

 07       1 million each occurrence and 3 million aggregate.

 08            With respect to the action plan, the

 09       evaluator for the district indicated that it met

 10       the standard and that the application should be

 11       approved.

 12            Page 182 and 183 of the application, pursuant

 13       to the requirements of Statute 1002.37(a)(16)

 14       provided a thoughtful and realistic implementation

 15       plan covering major operational items to ensure

 16       that the school will be ready to serve its

 17       students of the first day of school.  On page 182

 18       and 183 of the application, the school provided a

 19       timeline from August of 2014, at which time the

 20       application was submitted, through 2015, at which

 21       time the new school will begin.

 22            The major operational items that were

 23       addressed during this period, included but were

 24       not limited to, contract for sponsor, contract for

 25       vendors, hiring a staff principal, recruitment of
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 01       marketing, facilities acquisition, lease execution

 02       and permit, and if needed -- permit if needed,

 03       hiring teachers, materials, supply ordering,

 04       website, all of the things that are required.

 05            Despite the district's assertion of the area

 06       failing to meet the elements of 1002.37(a)(16),

 07       the elements cited by the district as failing to

 08       meet the standards are not reflected in the

 09       statute.  They noted medical, hazard, weather,

 10       fire, none of which are required in the statute.

 11            Again, the technical reviewers, per our

 12       public records request of individual evaluators,

 13       support our application.  It's the elected School

 14       Board who voted this application down.  And we

 15       believe that we have cause for -- to deny this --

 16       I'm sorry -- to approve this application based

 17       upon that, on that section -- I'm sorry -- that

 18       issue.  Thank you.

 19            CHAIR TEPPER:  Thank you.

 20            Mr. Vignola, five minutes on Issue 3.

 21            MR. VIGNOLA:  Thank you.  And, again, I want

 22       to thank the Commission for allowing us to

 23       participate by telephone for this remainder of the

 24       hearing.

 25            Ms. Brown will address Issue 3 and the
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 01       application's business plan.

 02            MS. BROWN:  Thank you.  In our work, we found

 03       that there were two standards that the expert

 04       review team was unable to approve in the section

 05       of the application, and those were actually noted

 06       in all of the documents that we have sent.  The

 07       two are the safeguard of finances and the other

 08       one is unanticipated events.

 09            On the safeguarding of finances, we actually

 10       found some challenges, again with the insurance

 11       plan, financial and risk management area.  That

 12       team's tier in the districts found that the

 13       applicants did not have the requisite knowledge,

 14       understanding or conduct the appropriate research

 15       to determine adequate insurance coverage for

 16       general liability, professional liability and

 17       property.  We found that the lack of this

 18       understanding presented a significant risk to our

 19       risk management experts.

 20            Although the applicant indicated that the

 21       charter schools would comply with all of the

 22       regulations specified by the district or State

 23       Statute regarding insurance and liability

 24       coverage, it failed in the application to indicate

 25       any understanding of these requirements.
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 01            While the applicant provided a laundry list

 02       of insurance topics with highly generalized dollar

 03       amounts, the actual application for commericial

 04       general liability with a per limit and aggregate

 05       limit failed to specify the products and completed

 06       operations policy aggregate limits of $1 million

 07       required by the Broward County Public School

 08       District.  Additionally, the general aggregate

 09       must apply per location, per school.

 10            A significant missing portion of the required

 11       insurance is that this general aggregate must also

 12       cover as an additional insured the School Board of

 13       Broward County, its members, officers, employees

 14       and agents.  All insurance policies must be

 15       primary of all of the other valid and collectable

 16       coverage maintained, which also was absent from

 17       the description of the insurance coverage from

 18       this particular applicant.

 19            The professional liability and commercial

 20       property insurance figure on the application also

 21       did not reflect appropriate research or knowledge

 22       in that the maximum deductible amount that should

 23       have been identified in the application included

 24       professional liability policy should have had a

 25       deductible no greater than 25,000 and a commercial
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 01       property insurance, wind and hail, because we do

 02       live in south Florida, deductible of no greater

 03       than 5 percent of the property value.

 04            When the risk experts identified this in the

 05       charging letter, the application still -- the

 06       applicant still kind of didn't understand what we

 07       were discussing.  The applicant appeared to think

 08       that the risk management team identified

 09       deficiencies with the management and protection of

 10       students' financial records in their response.

 11       This is not the case and it was not stated in what

 12       we sent, although that is what the application and

 13       the actual applicant appeared to respond to.

 14            The evaluation summary sheets completed by

 15       the experts in the risk management department did

 16       not identify this student financial records issue

 17       as an area of concern for deficiency.  Due to the

 18       apparent lack of understanding of the insurance

 19       specifications for education, the risk management

 20       team could not find that there was a clear

 21       description of strong internal control to be

 22       sufficient to safeguard assets, students or the

 23       school finances.  Thanks so much for listening.

 24            CHAIR TEPPER:  Thank you.

 25            So that brings us to questions by Commission
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 01       Members on Issue 3.  Any questions on Issue 3?

 02            MS. HODGENS:  One question.

 03            CHAIR TEPPER:  Jenna.

 04            MS. HODGENS:  I have a question for the

 05       School District.  Your insurance policies, is that

 06       delineated in your contract?  Is that discussed

 07       during that time frame once an applicant is

 08       approved?

 09            MS. BROWN:  Yes, it is.

 10            MS. HODGENS:  And in that contract, do you

 11       have specific amounts that need to be -- that are

 12       required of the charter school to purchase in

 13       order to be in compliance?

 14            MS. BROWN:  Yes.  And all that's publicly

 15       noticed already.

 16            MS. HODGENS:  Okay.  Thank you.

 17            MS. BROWN:  Uh-huh.

 18            CHAIR TEPPER:  Other questions?

 19            (No response.)

 20            CHAIR TEPPER:  Okay.  Would someone like to

 21       make the motion then on Issue 3 and choose did or

 22       did not?

 23            Jenna.

 24            MS. HODGENS:  I can do that.  I move that the

 25       Commission find that the School Board did not have
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 01       competent substantial evidence to support its

 02       denial of the application based on the applicant's

 03       failure to meet the standards of the business

 04       plan.

 05            CHAIR TEPPER:  You've heard the motion that

 06       the Commission find that the School Board did not

 07       have competent substantial evidence to support its

 08       denial on this issue.

 09            Is there a second?

 10            MS. ESPOSITO:  I second.

 11            CHAIR TEPPER:  Sonia.

 12            So the motion is that the Commission find the

 13       School Board did not have competent substantial

 14       evidence to support its denial of the application

 15       on this issue.  If you vote yes, you are voting

 16       for the charter school.  If you vote no, you are

 17       voting for the School District.

 18            Jackie.

 19            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Jenna.

 20            MS. HODGENS:  Yes.

 21            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Sonia.

 22            MS. ESPOSITO:  Yes.

 23            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Chris.

 24            DR. BERNIER:  Yes.

 25            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Cathy.
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 01            MS. BRUBAKER:  Yes.

 02            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Osvaldo.

 03            MR. GARCIA:  Yes.

 04            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Richard.

 05            MR. MORENO:  Yes.

 06            CHAIR TEPPER:  So you have found that the

 07       School Board did not have competent substantial

 08       evidence to support its denial on this issue.  We

 09       do not have to do the next section.  That will

 10       take us to the final motion.

 11            The district prevailed on Issue 1, the

 12       charter school prevailed on Issue 2 and 3.

 13       Because the district prevailed on Issue 1, they

 14       have shown that they had competent substantial

 15       evidence to support their denial of this

 16       application, so your motion for your

 17       recommendation to the State Board of Education

 18       should be to deny the application.

 19            Would someone like to make that motion?

 20            MS. HODGENS:  I will.

 21            CHAIR TEPPER:  Jenna.

 22            MS. HODGENS:  I move the Commission recommend

 23       that the State Board of Education deny the appeal.

 24            CHAIR TEPPER:  Is there a second?

 25            MR. MORENO:  I'll second.
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 01            CHAIR TEPPER:  Richard.

 02            Jackie.

 03            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Jenna.

 04            MS. HODGENS:  Yes.

 05            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Richard.

 06            MR. MORENO:  Yes.

 07            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Chris.

 08            DR. BERNIER:  Yes.

 09            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Cathy.

 10            MS. BRUBAKER:  Yes.

 11            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Sonia.

 12            MS. ESPOSITO:  Yes.

 13            MS. HITCHCOCK:  Osvaldo.

 14            MR. GARCIA:  Yes.

 15            CHAIR TEPPER:  So the district has prevailed.

 16       Our recommendation to the State Board of Education

 17       will be to deny the application.  Each side will

 18       be given about five minutes before the State

 19       Board.  They may or may not ask you questions.

 20            That Board meeting will be February 25th at

 21       2:15 in the afternoon at the Capitol here in

 22       Tallahassee.  Jackie will send each side a letter

 23       with all the details.  And you'll be able to see

 24       the agenda seven days in advance of the meeting,

 25       which will give you some idea of where you fall in
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 01       that meeting.

 02            Mr. Vignola, any questions before we conclude

 03       this appeal?

 04            MR. VIGNOLA:  No questions from Broward.

 05       Again, thank you for the courtesy you've given.

 06            CHAIR TEPPER:  Absolutely.

 07            Mr. Norwood, any questions before we end?

 08            MR. NORWOOD:  I need to talk to Bob because I

 09       think me and Bob have another issue scheduled for

 10       February 25th in a totally different venue.

 11            CHAIR TEPPER:  Okay.

 12            MR. NORWOOD:  But, no, I have no questions.

 13            CHAIR TEPPER:  Okay.

 14            MR. NORWOOD:  Thank you.

 15            CHAIR TEPPER:  Okay.  So this appeal is

 16       concluded.  We'll take a five-minute break and

 17       we'll start the second appeal.  Thank you,

 18       Mr. Vignola.

 19            MR. VIGNOLA:  Thank you.

 20            (Whereupon, proceedings were concluded at

 21       9:30 a.m.)
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